5 s “NATIONAL LIBRARY BIBLIOTHEQUE NATIONALE .

W v OTTAWA : ~ OTTAWA .
: o ’37' ‘ k' X . . CANADA
- R - LS :
W
) s ("?‘;), Yy “. .": -v N » / .
-NAME OF AUTHOR..Reger .Wehrell ... .. B R
~\Fj..\ . . i HV/‘_d ) . "-:_”» e '\'. )
TITLE OF THESIS.H¢idegger s Qntological F
. . > (. t 1 N o . 1
. /] . Possibility. ) JAuthentieity and Inay
Problem of Uhiquefiess i, the Lo
UNIVERSITY.Of Alberta. .. . ' . ... ... ... BRE
_. N L E 1
’ DEGREE - FOR WHICH\THESIS WAS PRESENTED. .Mdster of Arts ., . .....
YEAR THIS DEGREE GRANTED.1273 .. ... . . ... ... ... ...... RIS
~ Permission is her‘eby,gf\anted.to THE NATIONAL LIBRARY
OF .CANADA to microfilm this thL{iiﬁ/nd to lend or sell copies
‘of the film. I L o T
The author reserves other publication rights, and
neither the thesis nor extensive extracts from it may be
printed or otherwise reproduced withcut the .author's
- written permission. . S
S (Signed)./\ /LZ@ 4e K _'
. PERMANENT A DRESS
Department .of Philosophy...
University of Alberta..;..
Edmonton Alberta . . ...
- ’ : g - .
 DATED. . September 3 . 1973
' , -
NL-91 (10-68)" ‘



o

x

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

v

HEIDEGGER'S ONTOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK OF 'EXISTENTIELL POSSIBILITY',

"AUTHENTICITY' AND 'INAUTHENTICITY! AS A SOLUTION TO THE

PROBLEM OF UNIQUENESS IN THE LOGIC OF HISTORIOGRAPHICAL EXPLANATION

N

by I '
; .

,  ROGER WEHRELL

A THESIS ° ;
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF GRAbUATE STUDIES.AND RESEARCH -
. o . X -
IN PARTTAL FULFILMENT OF THE REQUiREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE
“\‘ o 5 OF‘MASTER OF ARTS 

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

1

L EDMONTON, ALBERTA

. 'FALL, 1973



o ' b

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA -

‘

" FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH — - -~ —

>

-

The under51gned certlfy that they have read and.recommend to the
Faculty of Graduate Studles and Research, for: acceptance,la thesis en-
titled HEIDEGGER S ONTOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK OF EXISTENTIELL POSSIBILITY!',
'}INAUTHENTICiTY' AND AUTHENTICITY AS A. SOLUTION TO THE PROBLEM OF -
UNIQUENESS IN THE LOGIC OF HISTORIOGRAPHICAL EXPLANATION submltted by : -
Roger Wehrell in partlal fulfllment of the requ1rements for the degree '

-of Master of Arts.

Supervisor. - . ¢

O\SM

Date M“‘ 3 ¢

4-&

q

-’IS




ABSTRACT

N ’ . AL o,a.\a )
The general question from which this thesis takes 1its directio@ is

whether a merhodological logical account or analyCis oﬁ historiographical .
.1nquiry and explanation differs in significant respects from-an account of
thellogic and/or method of inquiry and explanation in the natural scienc;s
And the general approach that 1is here ‘assumed fgé dealing with particular
issues falling within the scope of- the'general question is one -that takes

account of the nature of. the historian s subject matter—-— of human behavior

and its results—— and the categories of . 1nquiry and understanding demanded

o - L :
\by the nature: of the subject matter as‘important factors for deciding
.logical and methodological\issues of historiographical'procedure The

‘ philosophical analysis of the nature of human behavior and its results
(i.e., of what it ;eans to be human)‘emphasized in this thesis is Heideg—
?ger s existential analysis of Dasein‘supplemgnted and clarified in places‘
by Winch s analysis of human behavior as rule governed The reasons for

: | '
empha5121ng Heidegger s account of what it.means to be human rather thanf

the work of other philosophers are partly intuitive His account is. system— )

~ v

‘atic and’ rigorous and explic1tly aims at outlining a set of categories '
in terms of which we understand human behavior and its results (i e., in-
'stances.of human being) His account~or'analysis,seems plausible. _Lastly
git provides‘the basis for an interesting‘and plausibleﬂanswer to one of the
‘issues falling.within the scope:ofbthe‘general question outlineddabove.
| The specific issue with" which th¢;>thesis is concerned is with a
putative answer to the questiﬁh ‘ “The answer 15{ There are significant dif—
. ferences between the logic of historiographical explanation and inquiry

and that of explanation and inquiry in- the natural scilences insofar as the,-‘

N
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“concept of 'the generixl law' ié-quehfialrto"the latter while the former

-

is to be characterized by & @oncern with the unique and indiﬁidual which

would seem to render thé concept of"tHé.general'law' or indeed of any

' »

generalization out of place in histéribgraphicél inquiry. 1In Chapter I,
I evaluate the arguments of Dréy, a philosopher‘of history who gives just
this answer. I show that this answer cannot be justified by claims ‘about

mere interest on the barﬁ of the historian .in the unidue or indiQidual.‘
aspects éf what he is studying bﬁtirather that this answer must be justi-
fied by, or rest upon, an accbunF of how the hiSéoriap's subject'mattér

is—uniqﬁe or individual in some sense oﬁﬂer‘;hén that in which pﬁenomena
studied;in thé;haiurgi séienqes caﬁ'be.saidft§ be unique and individual.
In Chépfer.II, 1 consider Heidegger's anouht‘of what it means to be hu-

©

man given in Sein und Zeit. There:I am mainly concerned*with clarification

and exposition of relevant parts of the account and in some places defence

of its_plausibility, though not with,é.rigdrous-defense of the account as
a whole. The division of the chapter into three main parts reflécts an 3
examination of the three categories of primary relevance to the specific

issue gf hand-- those being 'possibility', Yauthenticity"and 'inauthén—‘

( tipitY'. ”In'fhe last-chaptef I showihOW«these categorieé do :ender éupport

for Dréyis argumentS'againSt'generél laws having a place in historiograph-

icalfexplanation and inquiry and for his arguments that uniqueness con-

‘stitutes akﬁfeéial factor in the logic of historiographicél procedure.

However, I.also outline the sort.of generalizations that these gategorieé

do demand as:havingzan' ssential place in historiographical inquiry and

-explanation such that we can-speak of uniqueness and,individualityiaé a

‘speciai factor in the explénation of human behavior.

4F‘
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CHAPTER I o L e

the meth q

pr@ble

That he two sorts of seience are. f:s .

I

){ ';

R

;Btrc,of explanatlon in each of the two sorts of d1sc®—

‘p L St R 1.
Whether ‘there is .a distinct explanatory logic and ‘method’ approprl-

_5 ‘

Y nece551tated b the nature of the Geistesw1ssenschaften and/or f:,«
y )
o - . ,

;&ﬁ?tdfe of 1ts subject matter is usually the pornt at issue, and as . %

%Hl’be expecteé from a glance at. the surface 31mp11c1ty ‘of the issue,

there have‘been two apparent traditional apprpaches ‘to this theme--'Yes

and No, methodological pluralism and methodological.monism.

Of those who, emffhasize a dlver51ty in method between the Geistes-
A , v

\\\\\.w1ssenschaften and the Négurw1ssenschaften many have sought to explaln
: 4 : RO
and to argue for the alleged diver31ty by p01nt1ng out a difference’ in

\

the aims of the two sorts of inquirj» -The natural sciences are supposed

[SSNES
B

"to seek to discover or te formulate'general laws under which to'subsumeé'
. . ' N v . } - N PR . . . ; . ) . ‘-&‘ ) .

particular phenomena as a way of explaining or accounting.for past~pheno—,
- - Ve . )

»mena and of predlcting future ones of the same sort as covered by the

-general laws. The social—human sciences, on the other hand are said to

seek to understand the,partieular phenoﬁena they study as indiVidualfand



Fa

y

4

unique, not as instances of .general laws which may be used to account for
and to predict instances of/a sort ;similar to those under study., If we

continue to speak of explanation irk thése so-called ideographic sciences,
general laws should not play any major role in their'ekplanations since
- these laws work in terms of similarities between phenomena while the ideo-

.

.\graphic Geisteswissenschaften would,be‘interestediin any .particular pheno-
'henon studied as being unlike any other,3 or, to put it a more forceful

~way, they would be intérested in that phenomencn in its own right so to

speak. The social-human sciencesvas ideographic seek to‘grasp "how this

'MenSCh, this people, this state has become what it is as a unique [einmalig:

. i
\
occurrlng at only one time, only once] historically concrete phenomenon

‘Q ,5.

: &, '
-'\ L The point concerning the uniqueness and 1ndiv1duality of phenomena

studied by ‘the Geistesw1ssenschaften, although a traditional _one on which

methodological pluralists in the nineteenth century explicitly based their

S -

'h”i arguments for a distinct method in historiography and the other social-

o

“'human sciences remains a confu51ng one subject to misunderstanding on all

5 ‘ . Co
sides.”  Is it a point about some quality_or characteristic—- an "irredu-

cigle uniquenesé"—— inherent in all human doings and the results‘of those
d01ngs—— human institutions, language etc.-- which sets them apart from

the phy31cal natural phenomena treated by other disciplines? Or is it
( ‘\

a poin( about the inquirer's interest in the ways the phenomena under\con-

‘Sideration are distinct,and different from other phenomena7 What exactly
" . n
1 :

does 1t mean ‘to say that an historical event or condition was or is unique?
How could such social—historicalfhuman phenomena be treatedvas unique or

“indevidual in any‘sense'different_from'Halley's'Comet and its -arrival in
the solar system in 1682 or from the'Grand'Canyon’for exampie. - .
. . .- . . . ! . \

One thing that is obviousiy not meant by the claim that the aim of

//;he/Geisteswissenschaften isione of understanding and elucidating the

L g
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phenomena they trégt‘as unique 1nd1viduals is that these phenomena are com-
pletely unlike anything else 1n any way whatsoever They are»not "abso—_
lutely uhique. in the sense that we.should-be unable-to .see orito dis=
cover any reipect or aspe.: in which theyvresemble anything else such that
any cla551fication and/ti cescriptlon of the phenomena in.questlon would
be impossible.6 If this were the case, it seems we‘would be unable to

say anything:aoout such happenlngs. _They wouid'indeedvresist generali-
zation and subsumption u def éenetal laws, but they:WOuld also defy any
explanation or‘descripéfgh Few wouid want to support a view that led
to these'consequences sincefsuch a view would.thereby establish the im-
p0551bility of any science Of or inqu1ry into social-~ historical human

phenomena. Several ldealist orlented philosophers who maintain that in

hlstoriography and the - other social human sc1ences phenomena are ex-

3 g -

. 14

’ A
Py

Aplained as individuals and not as instances of general laws aggﬁﬁkagainst
the aboye concept of absolute.uniouenessﬁas heing what is meant by the in-
‘dividuality or,uniqueness of an historicalvevent; an institution, a‘e
nation, etc.z . But we are Still in the‘dark.as the positive point"to he
- made.” 1 think we can take a step‘toward‘an‘appfeciation ot_the point to
be made concernihg the uniQueness and.indeiyiduality of sociai—historical- o T
human phenomena by.an exaﬁ?nationeof bray's tneatment of the problem.. |

‘Dray uses what seems to be an argument related to the one outlinedgn
above concernlng the unloueness of hlstorical phenomena in an attempt to
show that. historlographical explanations do not rely either expl}citly or | ’.‘

9 .
‘1mplicitly on emplrical general (covering) laws, and his argument may be

used to begin to clarify ‘the p01nt at issue here. _ He first sets out to

‘clarlfy the point to be made concerning the uniqueness of historical events

as the historian' s suhject_mattervby'distinguishingbit from anyalleged‘

!.._ ,
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{dealist doctrine of and argument for the uniqueness of historical events

" which runs as. follows: .- ‘ N

i event or thing is exactly like any other. oo .

aim off historiography i the~description and ‘explanation of what

3? . .ﬁbnedlin all its concrete detail-- that is,,its aim 1s to account for

the uniqueness and individuality of what happened.
‘ . : . I

3) Any classification of a given event asi@n instance of a certain FBrt'
involves an abstraction or an idealization since, the emphasis is on the

similarity of that event or thing to others of the same sort while ig-

noring their differences=- at least for the purposes of classification ‘and

tne uses to which tne classification‘is put.
' 4);éutegenerai laws depend upon the ciassifigétion of particular events
ior things andbare tnerefore.relevant only‘insofarvas differences betyeenv
“the event in questignvand otnerS»of tne same ili can be"ignored;‘ |

5) But ignoring the diffenences between past events is contrary to the

avowed aim of historiography. Therefore, historiographical explanations

cannot rest upon general laws but rather must rest on some sort of di—

rect insigh or intuition into the particulqr connections between the
| . . . : ) .

unique. event’s .of history. -~

Co a - S T :

- Of course this last point woulu and ‘does excite no end of furor

»

and commotionienong those.committed to misunderstanding-ioealist "non-
. senseﬁ concerning mystenious intuitions and reliving.of these'unique
events,9 but Dray raises another sort of obJection against the supposed
pitfalls of classification on which the aéove argument rests Most ob-
‘A’v1ous to Dray is the fact that historians do manage to classify events.
10

without much trouble. ' While this point is of little direct consequence ;

againstrthe,aileged idealist poSition (sincenour,alleged idealist pre- .
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. , T YA .
sumably 1s not arguing that historians do'not have ghe abilit;ﬂ@%ﬁclassify

events but is only arguing that insofar as they do so they are not doing
.proper historiography), 11 Dray is on solid ground in raising ‘this p01nt
For in describing historical events, as in describnng anything else, it »‘r’
seems necessary to describe them as being of one sort or anotheﬁ and there— 5
. by, according to ohr imaglnary 1dealist to cla551ty t emi To call the
course of events ‘in France in the summer and autumn of 1789 "the French

-

Revolution' is to classify these gevents or th ovsrall happening as (aT

yolutions.‘ Whether

such a happening is to. be described as- a revolution_or‘a coup, a retreat

or a rout, a civil war’or a case of intervéﬁtiodhby a:foreignihostile

power can be the sort of issue on which an historiographical inquiry turms, p
Xnd r%ﬁsons and justification for describing’an event as being of a certaid
o e

. sort rather than of anotherlare expected’ to be avallable. Such reasons '

[}

would stress similarities between the'event'in-question and events of the

v, . -

_sort as an instance of which‘the.event in question is to be branded. Any
‘ [ S . . _
deséription of an event seems to entail branding it as an event otxa cer-
. tain’ sort a@d thereby‘to ent%il at least an implicft clagsification of
that event. | |
| Furthermore,va description that sought to eluc1date the unlqueness
'or‘indiwiduality of "an historical event institution or agent (x) with re;

:spéc -to all other historical ewvents, institutions or agents such that we

;&ee how x was (1s) unlike any other particular event, ‘etc. would

: ﬁ%sva to specify those respects in which X differed from each in turn of
all the_others. ‘The aim would hn for ‘what ' Hempel calls a complete des—_
cription of x, and the - task would be an indefinite on’e.v12 For to differ-
entiate X from some other event,\etc. (y).with respectﬁto,some to some

’ - . . a
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. N ’ PO .
characteristic QfXx (p) that y lacks 1is ﬁo,classify x as similar to some
_ : A
other events, etc. (z s) which also happen to ‘have p agla characteristic.

e I
This 1in ‘tur: raises the necessify'of differentiating x from 2F zszetc. b -

/ y._j
by citing further characteristics (ql, 995 etc. ) of x which distinguish .
- .
it in turn from 21, z, etJ but which perhaps liken it to yet oi?er in-
L RN R R

- .
div}duals and so create a further insatiable demand for differentliating

~x from more and more other particular historical events, etc. The aim of
, understanding and accounting for an historical event -(x) as individual

and unique  seems to present us with a demand for a description eof all. as-
. : . : B Y S .

pects of'x, and '"there is no limit to the'number of them we can insist on
’ C ‘ ‘ |

s ‘ Conl3 '

taking into account. " Providing a description of an historical event ' 4

...--‘ . ‘i . -

————

- that would satisfy the suggested uniqueness aim of historio raphy would
. Q g

he an 1mpossible task,_and if we must-first describe an.event in order to

vexplain it, historiographical,explanation would on this aceount also seem
3 : '

to be an impossible task

These points appear to undermine the argument from ‘the doctrine of
: . i L .
: the historian s interegt in the ”absolute" uniqueness of events againpt

the applicability of general laws to historiographical explanation Claési—’

fication and limited description of hist0§dcal events are to be admitted

-

as proper,and necessary»features of historiographical inquiry, but Dray
}1_"d5és not think that this adgission forces us to-concede the necessity of

‘using general'laws in hiStor}ographiealvexplanation and that’ this admission -
. precludes us from making a point concerning the uniqueness of histroical

- S [ . . ‘ , . S - :

yents, institutions, agents, etc. that will differentiate the aims_of.

o ' ' ' a

hlstoriographical explanation and understanding from those of scientific,

, "
nomological explanation and understanding

B In making his‘pointvconcerning the_uniqueness of historieal.eyents

-
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Dray seems to be worklIng out a clue left by Gardinei# in considering the
’ . . ‘. ‘ . ’ N - ) : '<
_same 1ssue. Gardiner writes:
. . L N : Bos CtL e M ) d - K
ey “Men an historlan says an- event is unique,_hls state-
’ ment is incomplete until he states in what respects
it is uniqué, S

2 and = i oy s R : $ B . i
to say that something is. unique s to d'scrlbe some - f

-feature or features belon 'ng to it. .7 and notsxbe- .

.~ longing to other things. Louis 'XIV was unique in the

y , -sense that he rﬁ}ed over France at a particular time ' : é&
- of her histﬁ&y, but he was not unlgue in being a man _ . = -

«who lived at a particular peri@d . : E

‘x.

%4

Accordingly what the historian is interested in, Dray clalms, is the
. i .
uniqueness of -an historical’condition or event 1n the sense of [1ts] be—

L3N \

K*l
"ung‘Eifferent from others with .which it would be natural to '%hem : '
SR g
under a classification term,.-ls We might say th@t his interest is in the Q-'

R T
"relative" uniqueness of the event, and presumably he will be out to £111 N

»

dﬁ in the fréﬁework of ,its relative uniqueness by specifying the respects 121//a>

¢

which the event in_questibn'differs from those with which it would be  \

natural to group it. -.Thus the French Revolution, which of course has al-

. - 4
ready been recognized as a revolution in the naming of it, is as such |

, \ Cod 4
similar in certain respects to events like .the Russian Revolution and the
Glorious Revolution in $eventeenth centuryrEngland{ but the historian in

explaining-the why's and how's of this revolution "is just not‘interested

in explaining it as a revolutlon,' rather he is concerned W1th it §§

v

dlfferent from other members of its class. 16 Therefore,

3
4

A

he cannot appeal to a’ covering‘law generallzation de—

rived from general knowledge of revolutions: For the
most such a law could .do is explain the French Revo-

lution qua revolution, ~whereas the historian will al- -,
o ‘most certainly wint to take’ its peculiarities into,
account as: well.

~,

‘This doctrine of. the historianls'interest qua historian in the re-
%ative nniqueness‘bf the events he stydies comes teo take on the status of b
: w ~ . R . ' . )

S - ¥

S e - - ’ . ' L : . »

B3



a nresnpposition or necessary condition of historieé%ephical‘inquiry?—
a presupnqsitien thatbgreventséan event f;ém beinglexpiained (historio-
'/grephically) as‘an”ineteneevof someisott;ef_event. In makingbthis as-
'sertion Dray euggestﬁthat.he is folipwing Oaiceshqtt,18 and thisvéuggestion
Cis, I gather,.supposed'to'makéfcleater exactiy nhat he (Dray) is om to

in the nery,Sketchy~eccount he gives\ef hiS’dectrinehof relatibe unique-
.ness;.vzndeed, it firet\eppears that he is follewing'Oakeshett fremtthe-v

-

v‘duotes from Experience and Its Modes that he sprinkies in his text. ‘But‘

the presupposition of relative uniqueneeé is presented <by Dray! as being

~one of the histotian'g interest—- of his '"'approach' to his subject mdtter"
o N T T : ‘ ol
as if we could talk about the historian's subject matter independently; of

~of this presupboSitibn of h:L:ﬁ:oriography.1-9 Nowhere in DraY'é‘éceount ;é

. Ry - e ' : : : L. , .
it eg@nhsuggested, let alone shown, that the historian's interest is re-

lated to-his suhject.matter. On the contrary,.the fapproach';Dtay has

: outlinedbseems to be suitable for or applicable in_dealing With.any'sert
~T-Qf‘5ubj¢Ct matter. As we have already been>told by<Dfay, an&#éctual.pccutf;
ﬁence‘er thiné is unique;— i.e. there is'nething else enaetiy iike it.

'.In conformlty w1th Dray s doctrlne the historian could be _nterested 1n

a particular happening of any sort fromaelparJ;cular etar s unusual and
'-unexnected~explQ§ion inlthe fartreachesyof space to a cértainvcetepillnge
,,seasoneifmolting>to the‘eenses of:seﬁe.animelfs'unusnai,disease, és-ﬂéhg ’

esfhe:yere intérested_inhthe‘wé;s.it.differed ro  other instences of the ’

~same‘eort of ﬁhenbmenon ?'Of‘course, in his aléumentation Dray reiiee-on .

examnles of happenlngsvthat’historians actually have been interested An

and whlch we intuitively feel they ought to be interested in (e g. ,vthe-'

French Reyp;ut;on gnd»the unpopu%arity-qI'Lquis_XIV); However, sincevheuﬂ
{:nerely'stateé thet'en';nterestuin the relatively uniqne,is a ptesuppoei#ion;

4
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of historiography without.arguing for this claim, he at least owes us an
account of why we should assume that the historian ought to restrict that
interest to the sort of subject ﬁatter he in fact restricts hie interest
to. . e:_w ‘

Now all theae assertibas on Dray's part concerning the histoérian's
interest nrevin marked contrast to Oakeshott's'whpm Dray claims to be fol-

lowing at lcast te\so%é extent in laying down his presapppsition of the

historian's interest. ~None of the presuppositions of historiography that
. o . .. . .

Oakeshott lays out seem to involve mere matters of the historian's interest.

. The whole system of presuppositions of historipg%aphy is said td“be inter-

ﬂ\’;fx.“r ) ) 20" ) : : i ’ . o
connected,’ and 1t is as an interconnected who e that the system appar-— -
~ently is supposed to determine the mode of perience as being that of

historical experience (historiography) rather than praetical or scien-
'tific experience. For Oakeshott with his idealist bent experience is to

be treated as a whole-— 'as a unity of the experiencing and what is exper-

i _ienced.ZII'Ultimately no line can bevdrawn between Géschichte and"Hi_storie22
or between what. is presupposed on the part of the knower and what. is
knownz-3 whereas we can certainly draw a line and.dlstlnguish between the
‘intereats of-aaehistc icn_and what he knows about the subject matter‘in '

"waich-he is interest-d. But for Oakeshott the.facta;are not 'out there'
ind@ﬁendently of our presupp051t10ns Exactly what the-complete implica—;

tions of Oakeshott s views are I do not want to discuss here, but one im-

& R 5 N
portant One, fthink; 1s that a discussiqn of the.presupp051tions of his-
.toriography’l ~at the same time necessarily a discussion of the nature

o~

of what is~ hlstoriographically known, - of the subject matter of historl—.*

ography Iﬁ historiography has presuppositlons that differentiate it and -

‘1n particular the loglc of its explanatloa/ﬁfem other disc1p1ines,and ;he’

»



logic of their explanation, then we should be able to retognize these pre~
suppositions as connected with or recognize them 'in' the sort of.subject

D)

matter peculiar to historiography_(i.e., history).

Traditionally this 1is JUSt the force of certain philosophlcal argu—'

" ments which seek to establish a distinction in aims between the Geistes—

wissenschaften and the Naturwissenschaften in terms of the former's being
committed to elucidating the uniqueness and'individuality of the phenomena
they study. This aim is to. be Justified by og connected with or reflected

in the peculiar uniqueness or indiv1duality of human actions and institu—
: R
'tions and ofhthe histrgical events in which these are. involved. 1t is
. . . - R . PR ] . R .
against this position that Gardiner attempts to direct the argument 'that

uniqueness is npt a mysterious quality possessed by some, events (i.e.,

. . : ' 4 L sy v
historical events) as opposed to others."2 - And it .is a position that
© : K ’ . ' 1 4 .
Dray wants to avoid, partfally because of Gardiner's arguments against ‘it

. . . . ) )
I suspect; yet Dray does want to make a point about uniquene’ss and indi-

C e

viduality-in the phenomenagthat.the historiannstudies in order to argue
against.the applicability of general laws in historiographidalyexplanation
and thereby in effect to distinguish it 51gnif1cantly from the sort of ex-
.planation employed in the natural sciences. The result of Dray s

waffling is his doctrine'of the historiap's interest—ﬁ an attempt to ig-.
nore the necessity of considering‘the natureiof the‘historian's;subject.‘

matter in dealing with the presuppositions of historiography

It may be argued that we are being too hard on Dray—— that we are

3 * -

in fact making something out. of npthing because Dray's stated aim here-isA

a limited one. He does not seekﬂto differentiate exhaustively between the

' logic and method of historiography and that\of the natural sciences He

seeks only to show that the use of or implicit reference to general 1aws

2



is not a necessary condition of historiographical explanation and has

little or no place in Ehg\ifgic of historiographical explanation. He

seeks to accomplish this by showing that reference to general laws, tacit

or otherwise, conflicts with a presupposition of historiographical in-

-

quiry-- i.e., its interest in the unique or individual in a.relative sense.

There may be other presuppositions of historiography interrelated with the

one Dray has focused on and'these'may have to do with the nature of the

historian's subject matter, but all of that is irrelevant to Dray's pur-
poses. If he can. establish a distinction between nomological‘explanation

- and the sort of explanation proper to historiography by discussing the

. sort of,intérest historiography presupposes on the part of its practionefs;

that is enough. However, Dray's docuz;ne of the historian's interest .in

relative uniqueness fails to 'do its job, and an examination of its fail-
ure will reenforce our point about the necessity of dealing with nature °

EA

of the historian's subject matter.

In formulating his‘doctrine of the~historiaﬁfs interest Dfay claims -

to point out a divergence between the historian's ijérrést‘&n event x, as -

different from all other x's with which'one wouid»natﬁraliy classify X

and the force of a general law covéfing all x's which emphasizés a simi-

larity between'xl and all other x's. But Dray's claim 8aly points out

what it points out-- in the example Dray uses, namely, that an hisforiaﬁ',

- of the French’Rerlution‘would not use a covering law governing all revo-

: : ¥ v , :
lutions to explain the course of the French Revolution: It does‘ﬁotgshow

that he would not use or implicitly refer to .any éeneralizqtions'qhatevér'

in hiq expl_,anation.26 He could very well be guided in his inquiry ‘into -

the Flench Révo}ution by an interestmin its differences from other revo-’

lutions—-- e.g.,.the nationalistic spirit of the time, France's.peculiar

a



economic strudture prior to the revolution including its internal tariff

system and taxes, etc. Presumably citing these factofs and perhaps -exam- =

ining some of them in detail would contribgte toﬁard an explénation of
why thé French Revolution took the pelgtively unique course it did.a But
T i citing these faétors as’'reasons gor the Frenrﬂ Revoiutign's‘garticu—
“lérvturn of events itvis not aitogethér cleé: that we are not referring
to;or 'coﬁsuming' general laws-fo explaiﬁ the coquibution bf'each_of,
thes® factcr: ro the revolupion's uniqueness. It mighf be claimed that
in.drder.to explain ahything or to be éxPlained themselves these factors‘

must

?

be taken aé instances of ggnérél laws. Far from.conflictiﬁg with
-'the"histdrian's interest in the félative uniquéneé; of an.éyent, some

' might want to claim, general iaws méke it_possible. \

To fuily appreéiaté fhis pdinf we might lock af.an example drawh
from éngther diséipline like métgorology where one often finds that gen-—
eralizétions are obviouély being uséd or tacifly iﬁplied in‘exélanation

but where there is also a frequent interest in the relative uniqueness

of some'phénomenon under study. Thus a meteorolbgist.might very well be

_interested in explaining the pattern of an unusually destructive storm not

as an instance of a generalization about storms that occur in that area.

but as different from the sq@rt of storm that usually occurs there-- i.e.,
: oo s '

g

as different from the phenomeha with which it would nofmally be ¢1assified.

He might.then g0 Qn‘to sift through meteorological bbservatiqns‘and~data
taken before, during .and after thebstorm to discover whatever features

" he can that distinguish this storm from others-- for example, sudden tem-

perature changes prior to the storm. or unusual combinations of intersecting
chai

masses over the area of the storm, etc. Some combination of these features

might be cited-as an explanation for the storm's unusual intensity, but

12
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the contribution of each feature to the development of the storm will be

understood by the meteorologlst with reference to a background knowledge

%
of general laws in a framework of theory that. w1ll account for the behav1or

- of that sort of feature. The'general ‘laws implicitly assumed or con§umed

by the explanation could be quite numerous including laws‘of‘physics and

- - P

" chemistry covering the effect of sudden temperature changes on air move—vf

ment for example. What our meteorologist would have doné in this|case is

to have analyzed the event to be explained, the occurrence of the storm

of great intensity, into various component events and conditions (and

§

sub—conponent events and conditioné if need be) each of which does fall
under some geneial»law as ‘an instance”of that law. ‘It.is not}altogether
clear whybhistoriographical explanation of an event shodld not be considered
as having a simila; logical structufe since the hietorian's }nteresﬁandma///
the meteorologist's in this caee'appear,to coincidef— at_leasc‘if ne_afe'
tb»believe Dray. |

Dray‘recognizes to some'extentithe challenge'chat a more‘fefined~

account of.historiographical explanation's reliance on and utilization of

general'empi?ical laws poses to his own claim that general laws play no

~part implicit or explicit in such explanation. He therefore sets out

to ekamine an account of the logic of explanation where deduction from a
.single covering law is not required to explain the course of an event un-

der étudy but where'deduccion from any'number of suitable empirical gen-. -
b d . - .

eral laws and appropriate 1nit1al conditions will do the job He briefly
considers Hempel s’ classic- example of an automobile radiator cracking
durlng the night where Hempel analyzes the gross event of or1ginal in-

terest into a number of "initial and boundary conditiqnstwhich led to. o

> the radiator_s crackingtand each of which falls under a -general law which’

.



. law.
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explains its contribution to the gross event.

He then goes on to:consider what might be a parallel case in histori-

ography—— the French Revdlution analyzéﬁ into component events like the"

meeting of the States General, the swearing of the Tennis Court Oath, e;é{

and perhaps into component conditions like the nationalist.ﬁervor_of the
new republic, the cleavage between the middle class assemblymeﬂ'and the

. ' | . ' s
Parisian proletariat, etc.-- '"in short, whatever the historian feels.ob—

 liged to,mehtion in.his description of what 1is to be expléined.VZS On

Hempel's aécount bf the logic involved inf;he explénation, when each of

the components.is seen to be coveted-by“an'empirical‘law,“ghe explanation ,

29 .

is complete. But, Dray claims, although this sort of.piecemeal apprdach

is closer to the historian's method, '"the problem of uniqueness may Trecur

for every attempt to subsume a component event of the gross event under

0 . _ - . .
"3 Sometimes we'might recognize a component as a 'routine'. "But

surely it is implausible to say that all must be; and it is simply false

to say that, in typical histbrical‘caées, all in fact will.be."31,

Dray has subtly shifted his ground here in the heat of his defensé

. - o : -
~against an Tmagined proponent of methodological monism who holds that all.

'

'real' or 'scientific' explanation rests upon empirical general laws.
Prior to this point-Dray's argument has been based on the historian's in-

terést-gua historian®in thé relative uniqueness of an event to be exr

plained. Now he talks about thé pfoblem of uniquenessﬂregufring in the"

~component events into which the original event has been analyzed as if

thls uniqueness were some strange characteristic of the-events'themselves.
. . LI “ B . N - P . . T

-

'If the prleem,we}e'one merely of interest in the.relative_unique—'f'

ness of the event tO'be explained, then there should not be any‘prdblem

i

‘at all unless the histotian is also- interested in explaining the component

<
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events and conditions. But then these would have to be analyzed im turn
into their‘component eVents‘and conditions much as, the original nas. But
somewhere this\sort of analysis must cease as indeed it doesiin‘actual
practice. It_may take an historian three volumes to recount all the de-
tailed events leading up to and through the course of the French Revolu—
tion and "to examine all the social, political and economic/conditions he
thinks necessary to explain the eventual outcome, -but eventually he finishes
the joblf If 5ray means to suggest that the, presupposition of the histori_P s
ipterestvin the»relative‘uniqueness of an historical event or condition
igpmeant to apply to'any event or condition that comes to the historian's

attentipn, then his task will neds;/éease. Every time he distinguishes -

an event x., which is Under‘study, from other x's by virtue of some com—

l’
bponent event condition or other aspect p1 which is cited as part ‘of the
,analysis and/explanation of xl, he must then in conformity with Dray s’

putative presupposition be interested in p, as a relatively unique event,
:condition, etc.; analyZe it; and distinguish it from other p's by citing

7

some relatively unique aspect of p1; "and so the process would carry on
w1thout rest.  The historian s interest in historical events coming to his
: attention as being relatively unique must com'to an end somewhere if only
in sheer é;heustion, and there ends out problem—h if Dray is refef?ing to
this problem as one of the'historianvs interest. = 3 » e

ﬂﬁt 1 think he has shifted his ground here and the problem of :
_ .uniqueneés which bothers him is not merely one interest in the unique.‘
He talks' about recognizing some of the component events in the analysis
-of the gross eVent as routines .and therefore as subsumable under a law.

Presumably the other Component events will recognizable as unique. But.

the recognition of something as something should not be denendent on

15



interest. It depends at least partially on what 1is recognized‘being what -

. 32 . o ‘o —
it is recognized to be. Perhaps Dray really wants to claim that the
problem of the uniqueness of an historical event has to do with the event's
R . v :

being obviously unusual and unlike other events of its sort in some signi-

ficant way-- the one member of a special sub-class, so to speak, such that

’

q

there 1s no obyious a?ﬁ’familiar established general law that.govers it.
cﬁbse un-

‘This sort of case would parallel the case of the 1ntense stor
~¥

usual inten51ty prompts the 1nterest of the meteorologist in 1ts relative

uniqueness.

If this is indeed the sort of case which»Drayfhas in mind when dis-

¢
&

cussing the relative uniqueness of an eyent' we may notice that the problem
_of ‘possible recurring uniqueness in component events and conditions ingg
whlchN*a original relatively unique Bross event has been analyzed is not
pecullar to the historian. The meteorologist faces thiS'problem also.
: Whgh he analyzes the occurrence of the storm into component events hnd

- conditions in explaiding the storm's relative unioueness, he may very well .
- find that some of the eomponents are unusual and can be eﬁplainad by no

- familiar covering laws or regularities. Even further analysis‘would'then
_be-called’for until he reached a point at which he mould be able to ap-

Sply or-assume familiar general laws“of physics, chemistry or meteorology

on which to base his complicated explanation of the storm and its vari-

ous contributing factors. 33 It is not at all clear on Dray s- account o
.why or how the.historian's inquiry into histsubject matter_is to be re—
garded any.differently; The historian explains the course of the'French
Revolution, for example, by citlng ano analyzing in turn yarious.prior

.and component events and:conditions Presumably these components are of

>, < . !

: . 'E’ . N {
a more familiar sort and more regdily understandable than the gross pUAR



event 1in which he was originally interested as being reyvely unique;

otherwise these component events and conditions would ng® be cited in
explaining the revolution. If our familiarity with them is not based on

‘ .
their being subsumable under general regularities of human behavior, upon-

what then?34/

o

Dray'skonly immediate answer to the alleged analogy between the
historian and the meteorologist would seem to be what amounts to an ar-

ticle of faith that in the typical'case of historiographical explanation

we never reach. a point where we rid ourselves of the problem of uniqueness.

L

/// His faith seems to be placed in the end in the nature of the histoxian s
subject-matter, but such faith must have an aura of mysticism aboht it
since he apparently takes great pains to avoid discussion of the nature -

,‘ of the historian s subject matter as being in any way special or distinct
' 93 * .
from ‘the natural world which the physical scientist. studies. ADray s at-

a,

_ tempt to clear up the problem of uniqueness in historical pK&nomena still

(Jw

léaves us in confusion as to exactly what 1s involved inﬁghe problem

Neither is it entirely clear just what (if anythi g) this alleged

historiographical presupposition concerning the uniq “.‘ss of historical

phenomena is supposed to entail with respec

‘ and method of 1nquiry; Dray claims that aﬁ e fn of ‘the French Revo-

~lution is concerned with it as different from £
to .say that the historian must be concerned with

“'r'revolutions.-'Is this
»cgmparing the French Revo-
lution to other revolutions and elucidating the differences between it and
* them? As ankillustration}of-this possible interpretation'of D;Qy's claim,

" George Allenfihﬁhis work onbthe French Revolution mentions briefly the

- differences between the English and French revolutions in terms of the

limited political:and to some extent ecclesiastical aims of the English

! storian s procedures

17
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. cedure, then, what Dray has in mind as properly historiographical method

‘the time w1th those of other European countries.36'_Bot mostly he seems

18

revolutions of the seventeenth centdry as opposed to the not only politi-
cal but also social aims of the French Revolution.35 The result of the
latter was a‘sudden and major change in the status of, among other classes,
the French,elérgy’and aristocracy nhile the former 1eft the status of their

English counterparts pretty much in tact. Is this sort of comparative pro-

while Allen's subsequent drawing'of parallels and mention of similarities

between the French and Russﬂan revolutions is to be condemns%}or labelled

as indicative of non—historiographlcal interest and procedure——‘although ////////

perhaps an appropriate method for another discipline or science? We are

not quite sure,- for Dray s effort at clarification of this point is a . -(
shallow one, LA
Of course in Allen's case the. similarities and dissimilarities

3 f,

‘drawn between the French and the other two revolutinns are‘not meant to -

&

explain anything. They are mentioned only to whet our~curiosity and a-

rouseé our interest in the French Revolution. They are only attention

getting devices for the historiographical exemination of that revolution

that follows. They are only of peripheral interest with respect to this
examination. 'Ercept at isolated points the actual body of the text seems

to indicate interest in meither similarities nor dissimilarities between

" the French Revolution and other revolutions. It examines in detail the

development of French institutions like the States General and phenomena

“like the French;rntellectual movement prlor ‘to the revolution which had S

a prominent'role in bringing the revolution about and 1nfluencing its

course. Occasionally he compares French inStitutions and conditions of  °

N

1nterested in events and conditions in pre—revolutionary and revolutlon;;;"m
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France in themselves-- as having a life of their own, so to speak, within

the context of the French Revolution and as providing that reydlution with’

a life of its own-- not as different from, nor the same as, other revolu-
. . RN .

tionary conditions and events. .o : : ] T

(.
.(“

.

For Dray to claim that the hlstorian s concern g__ historian lies
in explaining why the French Revolution took a course unlike any other
revolution (as indeed he does.elaim at one.point)'7'is for him to risk in-
dulging.in sheer nonsengpe. Hﬁ%fs?lanslof the Freneh Revolution by and

large seem to be interested in explaining why the Erench Revolution took aa'
the-course it did, and this is:to say nothing apout aniintetest in it as

like or unlike othet revolutions although this‘ls net to rule onE’snch'an /
interest either. If'Allen and others are to betbelleved,'in some sigmifi-
cant respects its course resembled thqse of other revolutidns and in some
'respects itgdiffered-froﬁ manyx of the others. But‘all this:is not direEt
,'concern to\the historian of_thelFteneh.Revolution. He is.intetested in
the»Ftench-ReVOlntion in its own right-—‘in itself—- and this ohsetvatién
or claim‘by itself’dees net_hegin to settle the’lSSue of,nhetherrhistbti:'vv

Lo

ographical explanation iS'in.prlnciple nomological; the sane:as eiplanatiop

in certain other fields of inquiry is. - e R

I do'not—wish %o push any futthet‘this'speculatien as Eb what his-
%6rians}actnally;‘typically are interested'in and as’to what tﬁé} actually,
typlcally do inlmaking their inquirles and explanations.v It.ls’certalnly‘j
not ‘to be nsed as evidenee’for'ot against Dray'slphilOsaphical-clalms con;
h eernlng the loglc of hlstoriographlcaﬁ explanation . Howevef, slnce Dra&

hlmself seems to set great store by such speculation, one mlght expect

that a consideration of the actual practice of some historians might clear

“up the'point D;ay_Wishesvto make. It does not of course, and thefpfoblem '

2



(at'y

-0t uniqueness remains as mystifying as ever. - Y

© fying the issue.

‘rl‘say; we should not try t

- dividual, the singular’andueven the relatiVely'unique, it isvopen to the

I suggested earlier that an examinatign. of Dray's treatment -of the

issue of the allegedfuniquéness and‘individuality of historical‘events,‘ P
7

agents,_institutions and conditions would lielp us to clarify the point
/

) ,
which methodological pluralists might make conceining the significance of-&

the aim of the Geisteswissenschaften as one of understanding particular

.phenomena as individual and;unique, notjﬁs instances of‘a generalization.
’The examination seems to have done anything but that. Dray's‘account in
 tetms of the historian s interest is very confusing; and possible inter-
) pretations of this aéﬁang are all quite objectionable But there is an
: 1mportant lesson to be 1earned from Dray's attempt to deal with the prob-

lem, and ‘to appreciate the lesson will take one a- long way toward clari-

Lo

. C e
c

_If we are to fully appreéiate the argument that a distinct aim of -

the Geisteswissenschaften (and inter alia historiography) is\methodologi—

ically and logically significant with respect to explanation, we are going

to have to refrain from confining our attention»to/pfécedure, method, in— Y

terest, " udgement and/or ap roac 38 We shall have to take account of -
p kY .

-the nature of- the subject ‘matter of historiography 39 As Oakeshott would

A . } . - - »»:v wl

o~draw anline between Historie and Geschichte.

proach as if it were one’ strategy or plan of attack that might be chosen

“from among others.in.making an inquiry into any sort,of~subject‘matter.aqv

In the case of the claim that historians are interested.in‘the in-

5 »
N Bt
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methodological monist to argue that natuﬁal science must. lso be interested
“in individual, particular and even relatively ‘unique hapzzhﬁngs and'that
this interest does not necessitate basing}explanation of‘particular-events
on something‘other than general empirical laws. 'Furthermore, the fascina-
-tionlwith the sorts of vague 1nterests and approaches we have been dlS;
cussing in Dray s case leave the methodolqgical plurallst open to the sort

P

of schema of,classification of the sciences that Popper 5uggests in, the -

bovérty of Historicisml There he makes a distinction'betweenrtheﬁtheo—

> N . _ _ . S
u.:’{ﬁre‘tical and the historical sciences.al_ The theoretical sciences include

';laphysics, egonomics,-sociology, etc. and are said 'concerned with es<

tablishing general empirical laws under which'to s\bsume particular phe-
' riomena by way of explanation and prediction - The historic.l sciences,
on‘the‘other hand, including history, astronomy, geology, paleontology
and the applied technological sciences are interested in the explanation
( the "how?" and the."why7") of part%;ular happenings, for which purpose.
jthey implicitly or explicitly consume the laws which have been established
byvthe theoretical.sciences or which’it would be the proper business of
_the'theoretical sciences touformulate and confirm or'disconfirm.
Popper's classificatory schema might bepdpen‘to criticism by
philosophers_of science as:being overs1mplistic’andlmisleading with ;é-
. pect to thevsciences; butfthe truly‘interesting point'about it~1s that
hpit'offers ielthoughvl do not think itgwasaintended as such) a reductio

'ad.absurdem Qf the'methodological'pluralist's argument merely from the

9

alleged.: interest or concern: of the Geisteswissenschaften with elucidating

the’ individual and the relatively unique. Popper's schema seems to be \¥
based solely on interest and consequently blurs the significance of an?ﬁ///

’distinction there may be between the social~ human .and natural sciences,

21

B



a

especially’the‘difference in the nature of‘their respective suhject mat;
-ters.b -

It is‘(at least partially) in terms‘of'the nature of'the suhject
.matterﬁthat methodological pluralists of the German historicist school
"have argued for a distinct logic and method of explanation and inqu1rv for

1the_social—humanusciences, For example, Dilthey held that historiography

and the other Geisteswissenschaften have a distinct sort of subject  matter

and consequently need a distinct .method of inquiry, Ve'rstehen.a_2 Their

subject matter was humanfsocial-historical'reality, the Eental‘content

or “innerf,‘non—physical aspect of human doings past and.present, human"

‘ institutions, and human creations.(.This‘reality’was said to have the char-
acterfof'Life (Qéi Leben), and human_aCtions,‘institutions, etc. he‘called
Wekpressions of”Life" '

.’1)\-‘

1 do not. at this point want to: get involved in an: elucidation of -
Dilthey 5 doctrines .with Lheir accompanying philosophical problems and in

!

particular that of das Leben upon which Dilthey himself lavished a good
.deal of time in the way of explanation But I do think it worthwhile to
._point out that Dilthey believed or assumed that the distinctive nature of

' the subject matter of the Geisteswissenschaften is reflected in the pe-

culiar categories in terms of which we are said to. deal with it and
(- .

.which constitute das Leben as it is. 43j He claims that. meaning, purpose

and value are among these categories and that purﬁ&ses and values are in
a spec1al‘sense 31ngular and unique to- the situations in which we. figd

them.éa' The phenomena under study in the Geisteswissenschaften are there—
' »

fore to be characterdzed as indlvidual in some sense not appropriate for

'characterizing the phenomena studied by the natural sciences 43 With Te-

-

. spect to Dilthey s claims, the significance of the aim of the Geisteswis—

. L
Y -
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ly abandon our immediate concern with the problem and turn to a prior

~
senschaften as one of understanding, elucijating and explaining the phe-

nomena under study as individual and unique,is therefore to be understood

witﬁ reference to the nature of. the subjeétfmatter.
The results of our examination of the problem of the individuality

and uniqueness of historical'phenomeﬁé thus far sdggest that we temporari-

/
/
/
o
i

consideration of the nature of the subject matter peculiar to the Geilstes-

L)

wissenschaften before returning to grapple with origiﬁal problem&_;Accor—
. . . ¢ Lt ) .
dingly, we turn next to an attempt to analyze che nature'of this subject

matter—— an inquiry into human being or. what it means to be human. The
3 LT

author characterizes his -inquiry ahd‘analysis'as an "ontological" one,

which among other things.meéns that in his inquiry we shall faée the prob- -

lem Qf.the_catégofiés in terms of which we‘mﬁst approéch the phenomena

¥

of human institutions, human behavior both'individual'and.social, and his-

" torical events-- the subjéct‘matter of historidgraphy and the other

I

Geisteswissénschaften. Ogpce an effort to establish these categories has

 been made we can return to\he original problem of the historian's in-

terest ‘qua historian and of the logic and method of his explanation, and
- L ) ‘ : Y ,

‘we can clarify the issue byudeciding what interést; logic and method

.

these categories demand.

I
Ea .
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER I

The term "Geisteswissenschaften' was made current by Dilthey although
it had been introduced earlier im a German translation of Mill's
Logic as an equivalent for Mill's term 'the moral sciences". See
Gadamer, Wahrheit und Methode pp. 1 ff. for a history of the term.
For Dilthey the Geisteswissenschaften included "historiography, eco-
nomics, law and political science, religious studies, psychology, and
the. g4tudy of literature, poetry, architecture and music and of philo-
sophical world views and systems." (Dilthey, Gesammelte Schriften,
Bd. VII, p. 79) 1In short, they included most of the social sciences
and ‘humanities.’ : o

Some'have attempted to underline the distinction between the two sorts.
of inquiry by denying that the aim of inquiry in the Geigteswissen-

“ schaften is explanation at all. Rather, as opposed to the Naturwig-

senschaften, which are said to seek to explain the phenomena they

study, the Gelsteswissenschaften are sald ta 'understand' the phe-

nomena they treat. This allegedly distinct aim is then said ‘to re-
quire a distinct method of inquir&—— the method of Verstehen. (For
example, see Rickman, Meaningrin History, p. 37 and Apel, Analytic
Philosophy. of Language and the Geisteswissenschaften, p. vii, p. .1

and p 18) But the dichotomy can be a misleading one and needlessly
sSO. In both sorts' of descipline what are. -commonly -called ''expla-
nation'" and '"understanding' seem to be involved. The:final aim of .
inquiries in both the Geisteswissenschaften and the Naturwissenschaf—
ten might be said to be an understanding of ‘the phenomena under

“study in each, and understanding them’means, among other things, be-

ing able to explain the why's and how's of the phenomena to others

. are puzzled about them and thereby to share one's understanding with

others. In this monograph we shall assume .that it does not make sense
to separate undersganding and explanation as two distinct aims re-
flecting the different natures of the two sorts of inquiry.

According to Collingwood (The Idea of History, P 166), Windelband
first introduced the term "{deographic sciences" and by it meant
those disciplines like historiography whose aim is a description of

" individual facts in their concrete detail as oppesed to the aim of

formulating abstract general laws characteristic of what he termed

the "nomothetic sciences". (see Windelband, Praludien, Bd. II, pp.
136-160) According to- Nagel (The Structure of Science, pp. 547-548),
the aim of the ideaographic disciplines.is said to be an understanding
of the unique and nonrecurrent while the nomothetic disciplines are
said to establish abstract general laws for indefinitely repeatable
sorts of events and processes. '

Gadamer, op- cit., p. 2.

According to Liebel ("The Enlightenment and the Rise of Historicism

in German Thought", p. 384), interest in the unique and individual

- was emphasized as a significant factor in the methodology of histori-

ography only from Meinecke on.. . N . _ {#m
’ \ . : ' . ) kgi",‘ .

A ‘ : \ . o -
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Several philosophers use the term "absolute uniqueness" in order to
to show that it is nonsense or suspect. These include ngéiner (Ihg
Nature of Historical Explanation, pp. 42 f.) and Oakeshott (Experi-
ence and Its Modes, pp. 119 ff.). o '

For example, see Collingwood, op. cit., p 303 and Oakeshott, op. cit.,
pp. 119 ff, : : ‘ ’

Dray sets the argument in a more condensed form in Laws and Explanation

in History, p. 45.

For example, see Gardiner, op. cit.; pp. 42 f.

Actually Dray borrows the érgument from Gardiner, op. Cit;, p; 43,
(See Dray, op. cit., pp. 45 f.) - ‘ -

-We can formulate the difference between our dpproach t0'pr6blems of

logic and methodology in historiography and the approach that Walsh,
Dray and Gardiner, among many others'in'Angld—American philosophy_of
history, believe themselves to be taking. - We may describe their ap-
proach (at least as they define it) as a natural wildlife study of
historians, their‘activities and the results of those activities.
Walsh, for example, writes in An Introduction to Philosophy of History,

"Starting from the fact that people do think about historical questions,

our aim will-be to discover pfecisely what they are doing" (p. 29)--
where "they" seems to refer to those known at large as historians.
Concerning a procedure for dealing with problems "logic aﬁdfmeth—A
odology in historiographical explanation, he writeX: "The right way
of tackling the question, one would have supposed, wouid be to begin
by examining the steps historians actually take when they set out to

-echidate an historical event or set of events." (p. 24) For Walsh

the criterion of truth for the results of philosophical inquiry into
the loglc of historiographical explanation is whether or not those

“results reflect what historians (or those known at large as historians)

actually do when about the business of providing explanations.  (For

., example, see how he handles the problem of explanatidn by colligation

on page 62.) The philosopher's inquiry seems, by his account, to be
an empirical onmne.: . EUERE N ’ R

Dray and Gardiner, qu:aifhthefdisagreement of the former with
the latter over- the role of ‘general laws in historiographical expla-
nation, ‘seem quite ifv agreement as to the nature of the philosophical
task that confronts.them in dealing with this traditional issue with-

in ‘the philosophy o¢f history. Dray writes: "Gardiner's discussion of -

the nature of explanation in history seems to me a most useful one.
It puts the case for the covering law model with a moderation clearly

induced by the desire to illuminate what the historian actually does."

(p. 18, emphasis mine) Again this invdlves a concern with what his-
torlans or those known as historians are actually doing. (See also-

. Druy, op. cit., p 21) The disagreement between them concerning gen- -
. eral laws and explanation is to be resolved in ¢he following manner:

"We must... o_asider what it is that historians are doing when they -
speak of two events as causally related to.éne another, and under what

..conditions 1: is deemed légitimate in history, to say that two facts

‘are comnected." . (Gardiner, op. cit., pp 80—81,jquotedLapprpvingly by

- . . . . !
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Dray op. cit., p 21) There is room for disagreement between the two,
acoording to Dray, because Gardiner's account of the logic of histori-
ographlcal explanation 1s inaccurate and misleading. "This 1s not to:
say that no trace of it [the Covering Law Model] will be found at all
in the explanations historians normally give, for it i1s an odd philo-
sophical dctrine which can be shown to be false. But the traces, I
shall argue, are almost always misdescribed." (Dray, op. .cit., p. 19)
In other words, Gardiner's account is said to be faulty because it
misdescribes the facts concerning the behavior of a certain well (?)
defined group of individuals and the results of that behavior.

Our approach is to be contrasted to the sort of approach to
"the problem laid out above. ”'Instead of worrying primarily about what
historians (or those known at large as hlstorians) in this (or in any .
other) day and age are actually doing, our approach will be less
avowedly historiographical or sociological and more philosophical,
less empirical or ontical (as Heidegger would say) and more ontologi-
cal in character. Heidegger's statement of program in Sein und Zeit
might be taken. as suggestive of how our approach ought to be charac-
terized. '"The issue here is not one of 'abstralting' the concept of
historiography from the way something is factically done in the sciences
today, nor is it one of assimilating it to anything of this sort.
For what guarantee do we have in principle that such a factical pro—
cedure will indeed be properly representative of historiography in
its primordial [ursprunglich] and authentic possibilities." (Heideg-
ger, Op. cit » p. 393) Rather, the business of a philosophical in-
quiry into- o the logic and methodology of some science or discipline
is characterized as one of laying the foundations for that science.
"Laying the foundations for the sciences... is different in principle
from the kind of 'logic' which limps along after, investigating the
. .status of some science as it chances to find it, in order to discover
its 'method'. ' Laying the foundations, as we have described it, 1is
rather a productiveé logic-- in~ the sense that it leaps ahead, as it
were, into some area of Being, discloses 1t for the first time in the
constitution of its Being, and, after thus arriving at the structures
within 1t, makes these available to the positive sciences as trans-
parent assignments for their inquiry." (Heidegger, op. cit., p. 10)
For Heidegger, laying the foundations seems to involve elucidating or
explicating or making clear in a theoretical inquiry or endeavor the
prior understanding one has (or must have) of the nature of the sub-
ject matter of a-sclence in order to even begin an empirical investi-
gation and inquiry into facts within that science. The ontological
project of laying the foundations of a science presupposes that one
already has some understanding of the terms or frame of reference _
within which new facts will be described and discoveries made within .
the science-- that one has a prior understanding of the Being of the"
- entities and objects and phenomena with which that science concerns
itself. (See Heidegger, op. cit. "The Necess1ty, Structure, and
Priority of the Question of Being s pp 2-40)

Hempel, ”Studies in the Logic of Explanatlon , P- 253 and "The Func-
tion of General Laws in History", p. 233.

‘ Dray, op. cit., p. 45.
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Ibideiip. 49.

Ibid., pp. 96-101.

- passim.)

Gardiner, op. tit., p. 43, Actually the point had already been made '
by others; fof_examp]e,'see Walsh, op. cit., p. 39. - X '

Dray, op. cit., p. 47.
Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid., p. 54. S

Oakeshott, op. cit., p. 101.

Ibid., p. 9.

ibid., p. 94.

Gardiner, op. cit., p. 43. Here Gardiner is arguilng against Croce,
but Dilthey, among others wanted to make the same sort of point.

- -, Collingwood also used the strategy of attempting to establish a sub-

ject matter peculiar to historiography which demands a peculiar his-
toriographical method. - (See Golllngwood op. cit., pp. 318 ff. et

LY

'uDray acknowiedges the influence of Gardiner on his work in the preface:
#» to Laws and Explanation in History, and Dray sees his: book as a reac-

tion to and disagreement with Gardiner's defence of what Dray terms
“"the Covering Law Model" of historiographical explanation presented
in The Nature of Historical Explanation. However, he freely acknow-:
. ledges his obvious -debt to Gardiner for points that the latter has
made. (See Dray, . op. ¢cit., pp. 18-21) Thus Dray feels that Gar-
diner's views against ‘the claim that the phenomena .studied by the
"historian are unlque,and individual in some sense different from the
one in which a natural phenomenon may be said to be unique, and in-
dividual have particular force. .Dray is bent on clarifying the al-
legedly . unclear idealist position with respect . to the nature of his-
toriographical explanation and inquiry (see Dray, op. cit 9),
but in attempting to do so he gives away the most. important clue
“they have to offer concerning the uniqueness and individuality of
~ historical phenomena. He follows Gardiner into talking about all
events- and things-- all phenomena ‘of any sort-- as being unique and °
* individual-in the sense that no two are alike in every respect and
into claiming that this is the only sense in which it is meaningful

‘to claim that historical phenomena are individual and unique.,

Such generalizations might be about -what all men do or would do in
the sorts of circumstances being considered or what all Frenchmen
or all Europeans d¢ in certain sorts:of c1rqumstances under certain

' sorts of conditions. The historian might be said to Be assuming

generai/}aws.of‘psychology, economics and/or sociology in order to
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understand various aspects of what was going on during the revolution.

'Hempel, ''The Function of General Laws in History'", p. 232. Hempel

does not actually talk about the 'analysis'' of a gross event as Dray
does but simp}y‘about the determination of a series of initial and
boundary ‘conditions and general laws under which they are to be sub-
sumed. ' ' ' o '

Dray, op. cit., p. 53.

Actually,'for Hempel an explanatiod'igfihcomplete-until we have spec-
i{fied awnumber of_ initial and boundary conditions which together with
the explicitly formulated relevant general lays.under which the ini-
tial and boundary conditions are subsumed are sufficient for, or
would have been sufficient for, the prediction of the event of ori-

' ginal interest. (Hempel, op. cit., p, 235) What'we are said to

usually find in historiography is a case where we do not know of
precisely formulated general laws (statistical or otherwise) that
are without disconfirming evidence and under which can subsume
the initial conditions. (Ibid., pp- 236-237) And in "Studies in
the Logic of Explanation' Hempel writes that historiographical ex-
planations are incomplete because the what seem like obviously true

_generalizations implicitly assumed in the historian's actual ex-

planation are not and cannot be explicitly formulated in a way that
cannot be undermined- by existing disconfirming evidence. (Hempel,
op. cit., pp. 251-252) These sorts of claims lead to his claims

about historiographical explanations actually being "explanation

sketches". (See_Hempel, 'The Function of General Laws in History",
p. 238) | T T °r

k>

Dray, QE,“cit.; p. S4.

Ibid. -~ N IR

. v A ' L
In one fleeting sentence during his argument against the more 'so-

phistica;ed' covering law model of historiegraphical axplanatibn,»
Dray is forced to explicitly recognize this point. "He writes: 'For
to a large extent, the uniqueness of what is to be explained is a

matter for decision; it is traceable to the historian's interests,

his 'approach' to his subject matter, his 'presuppositions'. But _
the uniqueness of what is offered as explanation is something which -
the historian discovers—- something which he generally cannot ignore.'
(Dray, op. cit., p. 84) But no more is said about this uniqueness

_ which the historian "discovers' in some of his subject matter (i.e.,

in the phenomena cited in explaining the event of original interest)
but which the natural scientist presumably does not discover in the
natural phenomena he- cites in explaining a gross -event of original
interest. ; ‘ '

Indeed, we might want to claim that he had not explained the storm's
unusual or relatively unique.behavior until he could bring sucka
body of familiar general laws to bear on the problem. ' A

- 28
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This sort of. rhetorical question .seems. to be the lynch pin of Gardi-
ner's defense of the covering law model of historiographical expla-
nation. (See Gardiner, op. cit., p. 98) As such it constitutes an
argument from. and to ignorance and lack of imagination. Dray'borr
rectly observes that in Gardiner's position the "Humean assumption
that nothing but"regglarity' can justify a 'because' [the very point

. to be defended with respect to historiographical explanation] is thus

made from the beginning" (Dray, op. cit., p. 57), and he thereby im-
plies that Gardiner's argument for the necessity.of at least tacit-
ly assuming general laws in giving and defending an historiographical
explanation ig circular. However, Gardiner's circular argument seems
to have a greater circumference (at least greater than a two or three
septence circumference) and greater iucidity than Dray's circular -
counterargument, as we are now finding out. - oo

Allen, The French Revolution;,vol;_l, pp. xvi ff.

.Ibid., pp. 133 ff. Here he compares and contrasts the éonditiohs ofA 

the French agricultural classes with those of their counterparts in
.the rest. of Europe.in order tg,answer the question of why the French
ation underwent the revolutigﬁfit_did while much of the rest of '
Europe remained quiescenti’ - ' '

-

1

Dray, op. cit., p. 47.

In pafticular, with respect to the ﬁroblem df uniquenéss we are call-
ing "into question the following claim of Gardiner's which Dray appar-
ently accepts (at least, he does not raise any opposition to-1t).

"The given is neutral; and our judgements of uniqueness or otherwise

depend amongst other things upon human selection, pofnts of view,

purposes and convenience.'" (Gardiner, op. cit., p. 44)

Concerning the,subjecﬁ matter of historiography (and the otg%r Geis-

teswissenschaften), we shall take Walsh's claim (though his is mere-
ly representative of many others) as axiomatic. ''History beglns to
be interested in the past when humans first appear in it. Its essen-
tial concern is.with human experience and actions... [that is, with]
what human beings did and suffered." It is said to record and con-
cern itself with natural events and phenomena but” only insofar as

they serve as a background to human activity. (Walsh, op. cit., p. 31)

" Louis Mink comes closest, as far as K know, to explicitly taking_up‘
"such a position.  In "The Autonomy of Historical Understanding' he

claims that while the doctrine of the irreducible uniqueness of his-
torical events "is an error if taken as a theory about events, it

can be. defended ds obliquely revealing a distinctive characteristici'

of the historical judgment.'" (Mink, op. cit., P 183) This sort .of

judgment apparently precludes another sort (presumably appl}ed in

the natural sciences) involving "analytic comparison'. (Ibid.,:
p. 184) “The suggestion is that the distinctive characteristic of
historical understanding consists of comprehending a complex event

by 'seeing things together' in a total and synoptic judgment which
cannot by replaced by any analytic technique.'" (Ibid.) And this,
(3

AN
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“(Ibid., p. 186) Why one does.not or’tannot .use the* sdgk_.J

(PRS4HLS
- Dilthey's Philosophy of Historical Undeta.'“'

30.

he clélﬁs involves "a“ dlstlmctive kind of Judgmem b
ling with an autonomous subject mattar or employ&ﬂg&””

appro riate to scientific understandin V@n'the subject éat et of hi
P g J _qg

toriography or synoptic judgement onuthe subject matter of the natu-t
ral sciences Mink does not say. ‘

et :
& 3

Popper, The Poverty of Historicism p¢ l@g?'iﬁjﬁi'_: - ﬁj; i'

“{ee Tuttle, Wilhe¥@ @,-

'45 Critical Analysi§~

For an exposition of Dilthey s general”'bé

B 1 7 n’ X . ) . R
Dilthey,LQE. cit., 'Bd. VII, p. 73 and p 232 fir-commentary'on this

Tuttle deals with this - spec1fic point on

o

‘.. {. . W,
; ‘?Ym . o s

point see Rickman, op. cit., p. 96
-\

Dilthey, op. cit., Bd. VII, p, 312 and Bd. V. p. 268. For commentary
on this specific point see Tuttle, op. cit. . p. 86. . -

Dilthey, op. cit., Bd. VII, p. 312 and p. 87; and Bd. I, pp. 26 ff.

For commentary on this point see Tuttle, op. cit., p. 85.

‘
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CHAPTER TI

INTRODUCTION

~

The ¢laim that the understanding, explanation'and elucidation of

the phenomenon under study 1n its uniqueness, individuality or singularity

constitute an interest and aim peculiar to the Geisteswissenschaften and

therefore nece551tate a method and logic of inquiry distinct from the

Naturwissenschaften is not the only claim that has been made as .an attempt

to differentiate the aims of the two sorts of inquiry. In K.-O0. Apel's

brief monograph Analytic Philosophy and the Geisteswissenschaften an

intereStinghsuggestionfas tohdistinct aims arises out of a discussidn of
uthe relationship of teleologicall-to nomoldgica]:—causal2 explanation and
Hempel s claim that there is no 'formal; difference between the two sorts
'of explanation. Apel’s counterciaim is to the effect that teleological
explanation must be seen to be of an entirely different snrt than nomo-

rn3

) : o
logical explanmation when it is realized that Yteleological explanation
:Z the "altogether different 'aim of knowledfe that we

‘properly serv

_ i , ) , : R C .
encounter in the Gelsteswissenschaften wherein this Tt of explanation

'is’most at home. This "different aim of knowledge'" is said to be the

understanding of the "setting of a -.goal as the creation ‘of ‘a future possi— "

bility for human beings in a particular situation.f Sueh goals-"insofar

as they_can be understood s continue to exist as‘possibiiities of human

action; fie., they can be'realized by those Who'understand‘them or they.
can be transmitted by them to the following gen rat(ong as.motives for
.‘possible future actions,~> From further points made&/yrApel ‘we - garher ~

'that the main interest of an inquiry in the Geisteswissanschaften is

t;i, i '1 _ L - A ,‘iﬂﬁk‘

[

‘di“
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accordingly tied to the inquirer“s-orientation and direction of his own
futureAaction'or that of others, to communication between himself and

others, and tovehlarging his community of interpretation, rather than tov
. ) . 4 . - . [} '
- the prediction and control of phenomena studied and of future phenomena

-

like those studied.5

~ To be sure, Apel' _suggeStioﬁ'is very sketchy and a bit unclear,

[
h

aﬂﬂ‘if\ismains so throug éutipis mpnograph. He had other primafy concerns
here. He never makés cle % exactly whaﬁ %s kﬁﬁélveqwin this "altogether‘
different 'aim of knowledge'' such that it requires éistinct methéds'éndf.
a distinct logié of dnquiry. 1In particuiar, he doesn't touch upon the
difference between fﬁturé pdssibili£ies of,human being and possible future
natural happenings or phenomena. Certainly in the nafural.sciences the
latter are understood in fe;ms.of'general‘natural laws and possiblé‘
initial conditions; wHy.notﬁzhe forﬁé?? Why exactly'is nomological- -
—,\V—/;ggsal e#planatioﬁ inépprobriate &ﬁd inadequate.for serving t£e beculia;f‘

.aim of inquiry in the social-human sciences?

In spite of the'vaguenesé of Apel's claim concerning the aim or

interest pééuliar-to inquiry in_the’Geisteswissenschaffen, it is with his
suggestion with respect to histdriogréphy ﬁhatvwe sﬁail Qofk for the rest

of thié thesis;:ahd“it is to‘his sﬁggestion ?hat we shall finally recpncile.
‘the'pOihﬁ‘raised”and déélt with in the previoﬁs ¢haptér éoncerning the aim

e
Foaxcd

.éf historiographigal,inquiry,as one among theJGeisteéwissenschaften, ‘In

deaiing with'Apel'S suggéstioh, however, we must ;émember the point’
affirmea at” the end ofbghe laét chapter. Talk abbutvthe aims or intereéts‘
thét‘govern the method and logic ofAéﬁ iﬁdﬁiry must be.tied to a éon-
sideration of the‘natﬁré‘of the subject:mat;eruof that induify. Im onr=
ticular, weiéhall have fovfie Apeiis suggestion tofa»céhsidera;ion»of the .

n

4
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nature of human being, human doings and the mesults which people achelve
. ! : ) et .
“in thelr doings, for such 1s the subject matter of the Geisteswissen-

)

schaften. 1In doing so we shall attempt to establish the categories of
inquiry which the nature of the subject matter demands-—es ecially the
‘notion of a possibility for human beings "or in the jargon of. another

older contemporary, the notion of an "existentiell possibility". Indeed

) A : . ‘ \
we  shall spend most of our time making sense of the notion of an exis-

tentiell possibility, establishing it as the primary eategory,of inquiry
. ‘ . &

in the s¢cial-human sciences and outlining the consequences oi'the aims, .
, _ _ . . ' N
interests, methods and -logic of -these sciences.

Ay

The concept of an existentiell possibility is actuallf that ofi\

Mertin Heidegger and 1s developed as one aspect of his work in Sein und

Zeit. #(believe it is from Heidegger's influence that Apel's suggestion

comes. But that»speculation is beside the pofnt, for Heidegger's work in

Sein und Zeit is extremely important to our‘present undertaking in any’

case since it in effect offers us a detailed analysis of human Being
(or Being human)--of the ﬁature of human doings and- their results. It is

to an analysis of the nature of this subject matter that claims concerning
. ’ ; .

distinct aims of the Geisteswissenschaften must be tieo.' In what follows
we shall'render an exolication 0f.some of Heideggerls analysis, develop
the releyantyaspects of it,lahd.useiit to make sense ofaand‘supportsbothf
Dray's and Apel's claims, the former's concerning.historiography alone and

_the latter s concerning the aims of all the Geisteswissenschaften. We

shall see that it ‘is through the concept of existentiell possibility as

a category of inquiry in the Geisteswissenschaslen that both claims can
‘ : _ U » L
be supported.’ .\

" The author's,avowed primary\Purpose‘in writing Sein und Zeit is

33
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' not that of an analysis of what it means to be human; rather, the work is
“to be taken as anbanalysis of what 1t means to be, as an interpretation
of BeingiG \His primary goal is never'completely realized in this‘work.
Ofn%ts,projectedhtWO'harts of'three dividions each onl@ the first two di—

"yisions ‘have been published, although it is claimed that material from the

*'projécted but unpublished divisions forms the basis of some of his sub—

a7

seqUent works We shall not" dlrectly concern ourselves with the question
of the meaning of Being as Heidegger seeks to pose“it, although it 1s
claimed by some that other parts of the: work oan only be fully understood
'when this question has bfen adequately'confronted and understood. Cur
objeétives, however, are restricted; tentatiye though‘our results.may be.
Most of our attention will be focused on the_first division, the
"Preparatory fundamental Analysis of Dasein.t Dasein is said'tosbe’an
entity7_l a'peculiar‘entity'that_is not merelyifound along with and along:
’ side_tables, trees, books, roads, schools; etclx— the-other‘entities we *
encounter in the'wgﬁﬁd“ It is distlnguished from these by the fact thatv‘
by its very nature it@ﬁown Being is an issue for it-—- that is, part of
- what it means to be Dasein 1s to have its Being as an issue. 8 'This fact
is significant for Heidegger, who seeks to pose. the question of the meaning
fof Being because he thinks the best approach to answering his quesngpn w1ll h
- be an investigation of the nature of - an. entity that already ‘has' an under-
standing of-Being as part\ef its yery nature.s That entity is Dasein which
must have an understanding at. least of its own Being in order to make it

an issue for it. For ‘us the alleged fact is also significant because

"Dasein" (literally-”Being—the;§ )9 can roughly ‘and tentatively ‘be traps—

s
+ - IR

lated (as far as Heidegger's use 1is concerned) as "human being" or "man"

or maybe with a number of qualifications "person".10 Dasein 1s an-entity

34



. pronouns like. ygu, they”, etc. One\gight say- that Dasein belongs to

35
'y

we ourselves are,11 ard therefore is thought of in terms of "who?' rather

[

N N~
than in terms of ''what?" as other entities are.12 Heidegger s prepar—

e

atory fundamental analysis of Dasein, although it is incomplete, having ’

‘been carried through only far enough to further his principle ‘aim in the

work,13 provides us with an analysis of ﬁﬁe\nature of human being.:
Important characteristics‘of Daseln noted briefly at the outset

- . : o \ﬁ ’
and developed in thelcourse of his work are the fdllowing:14

-~

1. Dasein is always personal. Its Being is always 'mine' and is‘
. (\“; .

characterized by Jemeinigkeit. As ‘noted above, bne thinks about Dasein

in terms of "Who?" and addresses 1t and discussesglt in terms of personal-
1mon

itself and relates,to itself. It is itS'OWﬂ man so-fo speak;»

ot
PR 3 o]

2. The essence of Dasein is its existence--its ”to be ‘The

o~

) - : ‘
important question about Dasein is, "What is it going to be?" or "What-is

it about to be?" As existence Dasein is an ability to be. It 'Being is

1 A

\}A.\

, ; o : .
Being—possible L Mbglichsein ]. ‘Central to~talk.about Dasein wi :wbe talk

about doing and therefore possible ways for it to be through its doxngs.
> \£ .
Dasein’s.existence is to be thought of as analogous to-a.kind of doing,

performance‘or activity (existing or Being) involving‘Q kind of ab?&lty

(it‘isvable to be) and thereby is a making possible of that which 1€ can

do and is to do (it can be and 1is to be itself). ("
-If we cOnsider\the two features of Dasein_outlined above in their_

unity we come’ round to Heidegger 8 concept of Dasein's ownmost - possibility

(its own Being) which it can lose just because its own possibility belongs

to it as its own. Consideration of this personal possession of itself as

its own possibility in‘turn leads to talk.about Dasein s.authenticity‘and

inaut_henticity.15 From'Heidegger's analysis of these various features of



Dasein's Being we shall try;to outline a set of‘categories for.inquiry.
into human doings, partidularly into hiatory;'.ln the clarification'of his
claims concerning the firstrfeature we Bhall.find clarification and'
support of Dray s claim concerning the interest of the historian g__ his—
torian, and from/the clarification of his claims about the second feature
of Dasein s Being we shall’ find clarification'and support of Apel s claim

concerning the 'aim of knowledge ‘in the Gelsteswissenschaften and the

proper place of teleological explanation The principal category of his-
toriographical inquiry, on which Dray S and Apel's claims concerning the
'aim of_knowledge in this area will rest, will be that of existentiell

possibility in its authentic:and inauthentic aspects, and .this categoryaw

o

will reflect the two features -of Dasein briefly outlined above

Befoﬁe explicating Heidegger s analysis of Dasein and developing
{

the category of existentiell poSsibility,_however,_let us try for a pre—
liminary intuitive grasp of what might be involved in this concept of an .

iexistentiell possibility.-

Suppose we come across two people playing ‘a board game bearing an

apparent resemblance to chess but a game which the two players themselves}

have invented They have written out at length all, the rules governing

the game - including the movements allowed of the various kinds of pieces

J

Aand a definitlon of the winning situation.n~We watch the play proceed for
®2)

bl

some time. In the course of the play, one pla-er manages to retain the
*;
0

)

'initiative for some time, attacking his opponent s'position and’apparently

'vthreatening to bring -about: the w1nning situmtion only to lose the initiative
/ \f“
to his opponent when his attack fails and; hereby to be forced ‘to defend

his own position.' The initiative chan (2 hands several times in this

;vfashion‘as each in turn tries diffe ,trategems for bringing about thei

.
- winning situation without success./

. ‘
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After some time the two divulge ‘that they have been playing this
game for two months--the same one-- the inaugural game-- but without success
for either side.‘ Neither player has been able to win. All the pileces
that may be.captured according to the rules have‘been captured by an
opponent prior:to'this session and renoved from'the board, but'the'play
Still proceeds without decieion. Perplexed ‘we proceed to analyze the
game in terms of possible combinations of moves allowe&Aby the, rules, and
aftér.a‘great deal'of.computer tine we find that it is impossible to
achieve a winning 51tuation given the rules of play‘ For the.two months
during which the two had continued their 'game' it was impossible that
either win unless, of course, they»had changed_the‘rules and nodified the A
gase. | - |

s - iet‘it is terms of the posaibilityvof ninning ‘that we mist under-
stand and explain theirxbehavior. lhe particularinoves'they made——e.g.,
blocking.an opponent’'s move, threatening and occasionally capturing an

v 6pponent's capturable piece——and the ‘execution of"their various'successive”
strategles only make sense in‘terms of one's achieving the winning 51tu—

aStion before the other. Their;demeanor during the game-- their.reticence

s

concerning strategies each is employing at the time, reticence between two.

il

good friends who otherwise converse a great deal about what they are

doing——muét;again be seen with reference to the possibility of winning

where the'other player constitutes an obstacle and a resistance_to the
feali;ation of the possibility. Each minimizes that resistance by ret-
icence cdncerning what he intends to do-next. Finally_their returning to

,the'same unfinished.game day after day'toicontinue-play can'only be.seen

or understood in terms of the as yet unrealized possibility of winning

a

It is this possibility of winning which Heidegger would call each s - .
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existentiell possibility as opposed to his empirical or logical possibil-
lties (logically or empirically possible outcomes of the situation in which
we find the two players). It is to this sort of‘possibility that he refers
when he claims aphoristically,that Dasein is possibility.16

Now objection may be made to the terminology thus far employed in -
‘talking about the situation as being misleading and needlessly strange.
Iheitwo players in question may be said to have various possibilities
open to them none of which is winning thevgame‘as presently constituted.
They could.simply give up playing the gamevand forget about it; they might
modify the rules of the game so that it looks like one of them might win
it sooner or later, one of them might attempt to attain. ‘the winning situ—
ation by cheating (thereby not really winning the game) or’ they might con-
'tinue playing stubbornly attempting to. bring the game to a conclusion with
one as’winner. One might also talk of various possibilities that might
.. be}all'them‘in the course of the playing. - They might grow bored and fall
asleep, or frustrated and suffer a nervous breakdown, or tired and acci-
dentally upset ‘the game board. At any rate we would ndt explain‘their - d}
behavior to date in termg\of any of these possibilities; That they haye -
such possibilities is merely a matteryof speculation"concerning what
might happen R o C -

We might explain their behavior in terms of Ehe g__;_each has. of ;
w1nning the game Their persistent play over the last two months, their{
.particular moves and their strategies could be ‘seen as designed to bring
about or to contribute to bringing about that goal or end " Our explanation
Vof their behavior would take on azteleological character. But it might

be further suggested that this talk of explanation in terms of goals could

be a bit misleading 1if we are led to think that byvciting'this goal as an



explanation of their behavior we are citing some future state which governs

or‘determines.or causes their’presentﬁand-past;behavior. A goal -as a fu-
ture state cannot'determine dur preSent actionsﬁbecause the‘goal may never -
be realized. Indeedy in the case under considerationiit is impossible |
that it be realized Therefore it might be better to describe the. two
.players as each having the desire to win the game, and it 1is’ in virtue of .
this psychological fact (along with additional assumpticns perhaps) that
' we_explain and make sense of their behav-ior‘v.17

‘Heidegger does not use the terms 'goal' and"desire' at alllin his
talk4about Dasein.and“human'doings. He does not even;consider them, sor
wehhave no,explicit erplanation ofbwhy-heichose:to use 'possibility'’ in
a somewhat;unfamiliar«role in;place of what at?first might seem to be more
vappropriate VOcabulary. Let .me advance somelpossible'reasons for his

choice that mightlbe~worth considering.

39

In dispensing first with the latter qualms co— erning the suggestion

implicit in teleological explanation that present actions are governed by
‘ i
some future state and w1th the resultant preference f T 'desﬁ%e or 'mo-

tive s the appropriate terms in which to describe and e&plain human be-

havior, lét it be noted that in ‘common with goai purpose‘ and"aim',

p0531bility shares strong futural;connotations or at 1east connotations

‘ '4'of being what is not yet present, not yet the case, orxnot yet established

~as the case Using this term to talk about the meaning of being human

)

and as a category in terms of. which to explain particular cases of human K

behavior also suggests that such action is oriented toward' or governed
by' or 'determined by some future state. Far frOm avoiding this sug—'

-~

’gestion, Heidegger wants to take the teleological character of human,

"‘action as an explicit clue to the naturewof human;doings.i Those ’

~
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-..should be verbalizable upon questioning We have, -for example, the typical

g
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indulging unexamined metaphysical prejudices in objections that a'present

action cannot be determined,.governed, or caused by a future state may be

~

~gignored——at least until we ha&e had a chance to discu s the meaning of -

“"action', 'determine', ' govern~, ete. and even 'future'. 18 Heidegger claims

that the clues to worTing out these problems lie in the character 6% our
o A ST
everyday ordinary dotngsflgjand presumably these include our ordinary everyf

day discourse in which we find ourselves familiar with a wealth of teleo-

- logical talk about the behavior of our fellows and about our own doings.

Efforts to restrict significant talk of human actions to a frame-
work of the psychological facts of pr!gent desires and actual motives only

by

masks the problem it is‘designedvpo undermine, since.'desire' and 'motive'

themselves'have a futural orientation and their meaning must be understood
in futural terms. Talk of a present desire as the cause of an action only
suggests'the future’existing in.the present in some mysterious sense——.

which is a way of talking qnly a philosopher would get himself into, at

‘ least at the outset. We might avoid this by tentatively admitting that

in some sense the future determines our present actions, and the sense

‘ needn{tbbe a queer one.20 Heidegger chooses lposSibilityf with its bla-

tant futural connotations in an effort to make clearer this sense.

But'why chose 'possibility'.for-this phildsophical role instead of

'goal', which would seem more at home in talk about'human behavior? At

, least.one connotation-of-’goal' nhich I know Heidegger'wants to‘avoid'is‘

i

'what might be called its ”thinks-bubble" aura. That is; our goals are

usually associated with conscious planning and formulation; at least “they

case of the university student being questioned by psychological or socilo-

-

. logical questionnaires or interviewers as to what his goals‘with respect

‘-”.\ | - ’ ' . ‘ | . {\‘b

40
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. 'to attending university are. In the face of ‘an answer like 'I doén't know.

I hadn't feally thought about it. I guess I'm just here because my parents
sent me heré'ﬁ—whgrg_the questioned person doesn't seem able to formulate

a goal, we tend to conclude that he ‘does not really have any goals in

{'5aﬁtending uniQersity. Pefhaps he ought to take time to think about possible

“Jedﬁcational«gdals like becoming a lawyer and choose one for himself. The’

notion of having a goal oftén seems to be interwoven with deliberation,

1

. explicit formulation and planning on the paft of him whose action is goal

directed. unrthermore,'h§§ing gééls implies results or end conditions or .

end-states  to be broughtvqboﬁﬁ'by the:goal difeéled action--for example,

~a university degrée acqﬁired By,paSsing a certain number of courses or

4 :

beipg‘oﬁ the other sidé of the f;ntevbrought about by juﬁping ﬁhe fence.
But tbere‘ére some actions which are not meaﬁt'to 1ead to any aiﬁea ag end-
state or result»separaﬁe from pérformanée of‘the action itself like taking
é'walk’or Qanéing. Thé notion of‘having;a goal seems“éppropriaﬁe for
only a limited numbérnof human actiong.

Butheideggér w;nts a categbry.(an ”existéntiale“_hé éalls it)21
vip terms of which we can chafacterize‘Dasein;— that.ié, a cateéory in
terms ofiwhich to explain ‘(or not Be able to eiplain) any particular human
action much,as we wéekvtq;éxpiaiﬁ ana usually-ére-able to explain phys{éal

phenomena 1in terms of universal laws (or so some theorists would have us

believe). He does not want a categdry'suitéble‘only for talking of actioms’

cérried'out in accordance with consciously formulated aims on the part of

theiagent'or of actions characterized by their briﬁging about “an- intended
‘end-state or result. It is significant that Charles Taylor 'in his book

on teleologiéal explanation has to admit that he ﬁust speak of "'goals' in .

'iaépecial extended sense [in order‘tqfsay>] any action can be said to have
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a goal.”22
Heidegger, perhaps; might have resorted to talking about aimé or
purposeé in lieu of qsing"goél', and perhapé these terms might be more’
 §suitéb1e‘for the job he wants done. Butbail of these wordé seem to lack
*(éV'logical'Qimensién which 'possibility' has-- a aimensioﬁ @hich Heildegger

seems’ to think is useful or even necessary in elucidating what it means

to act or Qo something. We can, I think, illﬁstraté this dimension in the

7
/

3 following fashidn. Suppose A claims that, posgibly, x 'is the case.or that
 it is’possiblé to x or tﬁat x 1s a possibility (or an impossibility); It

is perfectly in ordér (Qhérevthe reasons are not dbvious) to ask him th

he'thinks so (or how'he»knows),’and what woula be expectéd.by’way of answer

are feasons (or.evidencej'that'suggéstvthe possibility éf X. The’cléim'

that x 1s a poséibilit& is ordinarily supported by reasons, beliéfs, 'fac;s',
“evidence by virtue Qf which fhe‘questionerAshould be ledlto alsa con-

clude thap‘x is a,possibiiity.of in light of which it makés sense for A

tp suggest that X is;a pdssiﬁility-or which4aliow X ésvbeing poSsible.23
The pdésibili;y of x is meaﬁingful and justified‘with respect to a back-
ground context of beliefs etb;‘that may or may not be méde’eipliéitlde—
pending on Whether_the:questions above.of quegtions like 'Héw céﬁ it,be
possible that x?' are aéked. | | :

Thus Columbus™ cléim thatbit?is possibie for a ship sailing west

from Spain to reach the Indies wés;made in, makes -sense within, and deriyes
suépqrt’ﬁrom.é %PQ?@XE of‘géographical and other related facts and beliéff,
(e.gi, the spﬁericalishape bf fhe earth with no propef tqﬁ or bottom sdch

that thbse,on thé bottom would fall_off'the-earth; there being an all water

[Ty

route between Spain and the Indies Wiﬁh - intervening laﬁa;'etc.)., This

.céﬁmext would be at least‘partially4éiﬁbéea for consideration by one who
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-‘ .
doubted the possibility of ‘reaching the Indies Fy‘sailing-west because of
a belief:that‘the'earth is flat. At any‘rate,fwe might say that the posing
of the possibility (of sailing west to the Indies) rests on or refers to
an entire context of related beliefs, etc. which allow for the possibility
(or,vas it were, allow the possibility - to be poSsible).
| We should add;here.that abstract logical‘possibil;ty islno exception
to our remarks. Although a logical possibility doesn't call for reasons
in the ordinary sense of the word to support it, such a possibility does
make sense only within a context of rules.including the definition of a
contradiction, rules of derivation, and the injunction prohibiting the
possibility of expliéit contradictions and of expressions which lead to °
-explic1t contradictions through the- rules of derivation. A loglcal possi—
bility thereby alsovrests on . a: context of beliefs (of a sort) which allows"
the possibilityfto be‘possible.

It might_at this juncture be‘pointed out. with respect to goals;
'purposes, and aims that A's hayingra particular‘goal'may also,rest on a
sort of context that‘alLOWS us to make'sense of hisbhaving that goal.

Often the claim that_a;has a particular goal’prompts a question as.to.why
he‘has assumed that'particular goal--for example, becoming a doctorv(Why
would A want to-become -a doctor?)——and we might receive by way of answer

a further goal related to the first--like his wanting to make lots of money
‘Indeed we might.receive a whole story of interrelated'goals, aims, de-
sires and motives (perhaps a hierarchy of goals) in which becoming a doc—

tor is really\a subsidiary goal——a step on the’ ladder towards what A is

really aiming for,: money and status. His»becoming a doctor makes sense

as a means towards these ends. As a means‘it.has been placed in a context

where it makes sense as a step towards realizing other further ends. It
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_serves as part of an answer to the question, 'How will A realize these

fﬁrthér_ends of wealth and status?'

But what of the further goals qf wealﬁh and status? Need these
élso be explainable invterms of furtﬁéf ends.. Of course not. They might
simply- be choseﬁ ends desired for their own sake. No more eiplanation ‘
lcouid be called fof. The same could éonceivably hold tfgé for the original
goal, A's wahting to becomé a doctqr.f To the question of wﬁx A wants to A

beﬁfme_%;doctor we may have to aqcebt in reply simply that he likes the
idea of being a dbctqr. He simply has‘chosen that professiqn as an end.
In§gfar aé it 1§ an end, no context of further goals, étc. need be supplied
ﬁot?pderétand‘it. Although the further questioﬁ of how.tﬁé goal is t?'be A

reéiized might be raised, it s%%gi we can consider the goal as an end’

|

: : Yo -
apart from the means by which it is to be realized. Indeed, we might

w3 N .
F. ,

coﬂsidér alfernatiVe means‘fo:‘réalizing the same goal so that we would
@& - L

have. fo. understand and make sense of the goal prior to and apart from the

meéns.Q.A ba};iculaf goal, purpose, aim might be justifiable in terms of

T a Fontext of . further goals, purposes, alms in which it serves as a means

or step tdwatd further ends, and then agzin it might not rest upon such
a‘sugﬁortin@”context;.-It might have bee:. chosen as .an end in itself and

,bé(susceptiblé to no further exﬁlanhtion'or justificatién. The attempt -

to suggest that 'goal' has a logical dimension similar to 'possibility'
" o . . B - .
igba vain one.

._fExactly what-Heidegger makes of this feature of a gossibility's

grdinérily festiﬁg,upoh-é’conteXt of related beliefs or facts that allows

it to be possible we shéll see shdrtly. For:ndw let us return to oﬁr

~

board géméiand the fgtile'efforts of the two 'players to' win in order to:

Co , L L v \ :
raise yet one moré way of characterizing human behavior--as rulée governed

\

g



 behavior. We wanted to. speak of explanation of their behavior in terms

of the existentiell possibility of -winning. What all that entails we

haven't yet Wprked out, but we shall want to entertain the question, 'How

tion by making sense of this’possibility—in terms,of a_ context that allows
'it to be their possibility. |
We might begin to set out this context by elsborating.on the‘rules
of the"game:which,govern‘theit'moves on the board and which define the
sithation at which plsy ends,_but of course the context would have to in-
clude noteythan these. We.can easily imagine two,playets at a board game
(either at onrvimdéinery one.orvat chess) where one of the two ma<es all
~ his moves in accordance with the rules of the‘game and where he is prepated
_to stoo olay when one“of the two achieves the winning situation but where
he is moving in an aimless or absent-minded f?shion while conversing with
a third onlooker or where he is calculatedly Just killing.time in an effort
" to make his opponent impatient and angry or even where he is obviously
‘trying to lose. In such cases ye'would not want to explain‘histbehsvior
in terms of the possibility of winning although in the case of s chess
game winning would remain.one of his empirical or-logiCal possibilities.
Such a player 1is oot.ot.the spirit of the games; he is not reellf playing

the game.

T .
B

The possibility of winning the}gape, in terms of which we .want to
explainbthe behavior of the otiginal twonlayers, mustﬁtestvon a context
including not only'the'explicitly formulated rules of'the éame,;bot also
on what some might call implicit ftoles -that govern play of this .game

‘and of similar games. These 'rules’. might include what Searle calls
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regulative rules—-'rules' of courtesy, 'rules' of prudent demeanor like

not divulging one's plans to an opponegt, and 'rules' of strategy like

capturing as many of onels opponentfs,pieces as possible at the outset and

like keeping‘one's opponent off banance.zal In short, the context unon
which their existentiell possibility rests will include all that must be
understood in order to understand how the two players take winning the

game as a possibility determining their behavior. : A

iy

. ~
‘It has been claimed that what must be understood in order to under-

.

stand human action, meaningful action or action with a point to it is a

€
context of 'rules' of a sort similar to what I have begun to sketch above.

Thus Winch, for one, writes that "the analysis of'meaningful'behavior must

%

allot a central role to the notion of a rule, that all behavior which is
meaningful (therefore all specifically human behavior) 1s eo ipso rule

governed.”25 In saying this, he .follows Wittgenstein in including as rule

» \ <
»

’governed behavior not only actions observing exp%i@itly formulated rules

but any behavior‘where it makes sense to say that the agent has made a
mistakel%6 Winch,thinks such behavior should be considered as the appli—
eation of an imnlicit rule and is_therehf concerned, he maintains, with
behavior or action which 1s symbolic (1.e. ,(meaningful or having a’ sense)——
‘.action which’ goes together with certain other actions in the sense thatl_

it commits the agent to behaving in one way rather than another in the

‘future n27 Presumably then, Winch sees rules as.the'central category .in

terms of whichL@e shoulﬂ explain human hehavior since for him it is in

terms of rules, implicit or explicit, being applied that we explain the

‘aim or point of an action;- Y
] . e
The notion of meaningful human behavior as being essentially rule
governed is fraught with difficulties similar to those that lie in the

K
.
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:notion of meaningful hunan:behavior as being essentially goal directed.
Our initial interpretation of the notion of rule goyerned activities would
probably lead us to conclude that the notion is usefullfor the elucidation
of a very restricted-class ofvhuman activities. _Winch is not the first
(to'speak of human behavior. as-being rule governed; 'Wittingly or unwittingly
“he follows Dilthey who argued that‘human behavior is end oriented aﬁgording
to rules as opposed to natural 1aws, which are.properly and peculiarly
employed in natural scientific inquiry 28 But Dilthey's notion’of behaVior
’according to rules has been interpreted by at least one otherwise astute
commentator to imply "deliberative behavior, for it involves.a conscious
choice between different rules, or a refusal to’ follow rules at all." n29
‘Tuttle here seems to be taking his clue for his interpretation of Dilthey ‘
from our ordinary understanding of what it is to follow a rule or obey a
law.: Our ordinary use of these expressions seems to- imply that one knows
the law or rule one is following in that one could cite it if asked that
the rule hss been formulated prior ‘to .one's follow1ng it, and that one has
learned or been told the rule prior to one s following it. 30 Instructing
someone to follow some rule without assumingihis already having learned
what the. rule is to which one is referring or without telling him what
that rule is is an absurdienterprisef Thus he who follows the rule should
‘alsd be able to deliberately, cbnsciously ignore.the rule and possibly
chose to follow another rule or perhaps to follow no rules at ‘all.

- ' But this sort of behavior is not all ‘that common. Tuttle s exampl
of United Nations forces' conduct of the war in,Korea (if this is indeed
a genuine example of this sort of behavior) where theseﬁforces refrained
from conducting operations against the Chinese acress the thirty eighth

.

parallel because they were acting consciously and deliberately in

47
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accordance with the rules laid down for a peace keeping‘mission is a com;'

paratively rare sort of incidentiiu histofy.31' Most wars are characterized

by breaking or bending the rules (deliberatelyvand‘consciously or nof)

of warfafe laid.down b? interneﬁicual conventions. Rarely in the conduct

of thelr affairs do men deliherate end‘choose rules in accordance with

which to act even 1if rules appropriate to the situation have been formulated
Behavior in accordance with rules may be seen as similar to behavioL

in.accordance with or governed by plans. Following a rule may be thought

of as being like fol}owing,a preconceived plan where the plan is'delibef-

ately and consciously cafried out by.eome historical agentl But as one

‘historian of repute has.observed with resﬁect to statesmen:ih historyy

- they '""are too absorbed by events to follow a preconceived plan. They take

one Stép, and the next follows from it. ,The systems are created by his-

132 .
“torians."” At any rate, whether an agent has acted according to a plan
! ' '

‘or has followed a rule would on this sort of account of the notion of

"~ rule governédubehavior be an empirical problem, and cases of behavior

where the agent was following rules or a plan mighc/be considered to re-
quire exhlanetiuh es\to‘why he carried‘out theiplan in- the face”of certaih
circuﬁstances instead of ahandcuihg it or why he follcwed that particular
tule instead of ighorihg it or even chosing to follow anothe;., This sort
.cf account.of what it is foc behavior.to be rule governeu is -hardly the
sort of accqunt Winch and Witcgenstein-end; I suspect,'Dilthefﬁhavevin‘ 

[\

“mind. . : . ' : ‘_ o ‘ : o

'To be sure‘Winch defends his view against just the sort ‘of inter-

pretation that Tuttle would give to it. Specifically he disputes Oakeshott s

contention "that the dividing line between behavior which is habltual and

that which is rule governed depends' on whether or not a rule is consciouslz

"

&
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applied."33 He goes on to make the counterclaim that the real criterion

of rule governed behavior is the meaningfulness of distinguishing between

a right and a wrong.way of doing whatever the agent in.question is doing,

' whether or not the agent can in fact formulate the~principles'"embbdied"

+in his action-- i.e., the principles or rules in accordance with which he

+

is acting. As was pointed out above, the concept or rule governed: behavior
is according to Winch interwoven with the concept of mistake making. The

agent has to be‘able ~o-distinguish a‘rightyand_a wrong way of doing what

4 EEN . : “

he is doing, and this implies the possibility of reflection by the agent
on his ‘past behavior with the aim of elucidating ‘the principles embodied
in and governing his behavior. Presumably this means the further possi—

bility of rule formulation on the part of the agent and further dellberateo

_ application'of.the rule to maintain consistency of'future behavidr with

his past behavior—-'or at least it means his being able to understand

vtentative formulation by others of rules or principles embodied in his

. I
'past behavior and is being able to deliberately apply these rules in future

cas\sr» wﬁh&mFaﬂi% that people normally do reflect upon past behavior and

B \}‘

the principl&ﬁfﬁp ﬁ%died in this behavior when they face ‘unusual situations

where they are forﬂed to deliberate as to what to do. In these cases;they.
@

tend to seek rules to apply to and to guide their future course of action

Y
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through the unusual situation. 34 But the concept of rule governed behavior >

is not to be restricted to these cases ofﬁéctual reflection, rule formula—

tio?/énd deliberate applicatior is to apply in all cases of meaningful

' human behavior.

Thus the question of whether a particular human act.or action is -

rule governed or not 1is not an empirical question‘for winch. .The conﬁept '

of a rule in effect becomes a category for in inquiry in the Geisteswis-‘

senschaften ,. & nd thecempirical question becomes, "What rule is embodled

- -
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in this particular case of human behavier?"

We won't therefore dismiss out of hand Winch's claim that the con- -

cept of a rule has a central role L. the analysis of meaningful human be-

lhavior: On the ether hand although Heidegger never explicitly considers

] the concept of a rule, I think he would find it inadequate for the job that

Winch has chosen for it But we shall return to Winch's analysis to examine

,1t in detail because though inadequate it can be used to throw light on

that’ Winch's notion of rule governed behavior can- fruitfully be incorpor—
. u
ated into Heidegger s analysis of Dasein. S ;

50

~and 'to sharpen up aspects. of Heidegger 8 analysis. Indeed I would suggest
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////1 'FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER I1I, INTRODUCTION

By "teleological explanation' Apel is referring primarily to explana-
tion in terms of purpose. (See Apel, ,op. cit., pp.,19-20) . Others
(for example, Charles Taylor, Explanation of" Behavior) have wanted -to
carefully distinguish explanation in terms of purpose as only one
sort of teleolagical explanation in general. : '

Apel talks about causal explanation from general laws. Whether therer
are other sorts of causal explanation or whether there are any nomo-
logical but non-causal explanations is an issue he ignores, perhaps
because it is irrelevant to the point he wants to make.

Apel, op. cit., p. 20. *

Ibid. | o e o | /

| -

i

Apel himself does not ‘say that the goal of khowledge in ;he Naturwis-
senschaften is one of predictionsand control. He says the goal or °
purpose of such knowledge 1s one of "causal or statistical-"explana-
tion' of objective events by means of general laws." (Ibid., p. 21
and p. 18) However, at this- point he-is diséuss%@glPdpper, Hempel
and Oppenheim; who explicitly link good explanatidns with good pre-
dictions. - Apel has also alluded. to the possibility of prediction
using general laws consumed in”éxplanationaimplying that it is an es-

" sential possibility.” (Ibid., p. 18 and P. 22) Finally, he suggests
. that "the final purpose of historical research, according to this-

view [i.e., the extreme positivist‘position], would be its integra-
tion into a soclology which deduces and perhaps :even predicts par- °

ticular cases of human behavior from general laws."- (Ibid;,_p. 18)

\

‘In the Intxoduction to Sein und Zeit-- "The Necessity, Structure and
v Priority of the Question of Being'~-- Heidegger lays out his task'as

one of an "Interpretation of the meaning of Being.'" That task is said
to first involve an examination.of Dasein's Being. Dasein is said to
rate special attention as opposed to other entities like tables and
clouds because_Dasein's Being is already characterized by-an under-
standing' of Beilng. (See Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, pp. 2 ff.)  In eit-
ing passages from Sein und Zeit we'shall primarily use the translation
into English by Macquarrie and Robinson—- Being and Time-—- notingwgbe
occasional place where we modify their translation. We shall, héw

. ever, refer to the pagination of Sein und Zeit father than to that of

Being and Time since Macquarrie and Robinsonjindicate_thé original pa-
gination in their translation. With respect to the word "Eg%qg",~we-v.

“follow Macquarrie's.and Robinson's translation with the ca 1 "B"
~ of the German substantive "Sein" and "das Sein" used by Hitdebger in

@

treating "die Frage nach dem Sinn des Seins."

See Heidegger, 6p.=cit., p: 7. Again we follow Macqua;rie and Robin—
son in rendering 'das Seiende" as "entity" or "entities' depending-on
the context, even though-the German word is not used in. the plural
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8.

9.

©10.
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Bere. Macquarrie and Robinson suggest in a footnote to their trans-
Batiqh (on page 3) that 'das Selende is used in a collective sense
literally meaning "that which is'. They mention the possibility: of
distinguishing between- "das Sein" and '"das Seiende" in "Heidegger's

account. -~ Heidegger's princ1pal question concerns ''das Sein von - Seien—.

den", and 'das Sein des Seienden 'ist' nicht selbst ein Selendes.
(Heidegger Op. cit.,~p. 6) It seems easier to keep "Being'" and "en-
tities" distinct rather.than "Being" and "being (or "beings").

Heidegger, ;R;)cit,,gn;:lz..z

According to Cassell s German—English Dictionary, '"Dasein" translates
asi existence "presence" or "life'. Using one of these alternatives,
however, could easily confuse us concerning ﬁeidegger s use of the
word: He seEms to emphasize its components*— "da", the spatial adverb

" of 1ocation, and "sein" or '"being". We discuss this emphasis in
greater detail below on page and, in footnote 18. of Chapter II, Sec-:

tion 1. Following Macquarrie and Kobinson we translate "Dasein as.
'Dasein -- a technical term.

We want to be. especiaLly careful about considering 'person' as an e-
.quivalent for "Dasein" because Dasein will 'turn out to involve a so-.
cial ‘dimension, and toward the end of this thesis we will want to
suggest that communities and social organizations as well as individ-
uals have thé character of Dasein. -'Heldegger himself lists reserva-
tions concerning equating "Dasein" with "person" as well as with the
‘other possibilities we have mentioned (Heidegger; op. cit., p. -46),
even though ig.other places he speaks of Dasein as”''das Sein des

" Menschen" (Ibid., @+ 25) and impliesithat "Mensch" and '"Dasein' are

roughly equivalent in meaning. (Ibid., 11 and p. 48 and p. 165)

- Elsewhere he states that the "exisvential analytic of Dasein gives

" an a priori basis which must be ‘mide visible before the’question of_
» what man is can be discussed philogophically." (Ibid., p. 45) And

‘ this,implies that questions abaut Paseln can be distinguished in

some way from questions’ about,man and human beings. We should also

note.that in_the Introduction Heidegger emphasizes that "Dasein' de-.

‘not notes' the entity which cann{nquire into the meaning of Bein0

11.

RETIE

13.

Heidegger{ op. cit., p.e4l, p. 46, p. 53 and p.'7. ‘He stateo a élight
qualification to this'claim on' page 114. o

“
Lo @y

Ibid., p. 45;_ See” al%o.p 53 et passim.

ibid s 'Pe 17, KAn’example of admittedly incomplete analysis is that

. of. ‘his analys§s‘of language where he poses add leaves unanswered ques—

iér“Ibid.,vpp. 42 b4,

S 15,

~16..

“tions about ithe Being oi language (Ibid » D» 166)

' Ibid.

IbidQ;_p.”42. o

S
! -~

52,
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18.

- 19.

20.

21,

22.

23.

24.

' See'pages : below. for a discussion of ex1stent1ales . ot

',v?’

| ) i o e . ’
This 'is just the tack that Hempel takes in "Studies in the Loglc of
Explanation", gage 254 and that Nagel takes in his The Structure of -

Sc1ence, pages 24-25. R ] a2

A good deal of Sein und.Zeit is spent in a-discussion of time and

temporallty, although wé will not deal with theseé aspects.of the work.

For an examplé of such dlscussion, however, see Chapter IV, Division

Two-—- "Temporality and ‘Everydayness'-- and Chapter. VI, Division Two--

"Temporality and With1n~Timeness as the Source of the Ordinary Con-
ception-of Time R ;gf < »
"At the outsét of. our. analy51s it is pérticularly important that
Dasein should not be’ "Interpreted. with’ the differentiated character’
[Differenz] of some definite way of existing, but that it should be

“uncovered in. the: undifferentiated character which it has proximally ;_

and for thée most part ‘ (Heldegger, op. cit y p 43)

I " . \ .
Wittgenstein puzzles over this sort of problem in his Philosophical
Investigations I, sections 189- 199 s o

-

rixy

Charles Taylor, gp, cit., " 28. He says _this in light of ;some of
the considerations we have been discussing ‘

. Malcom, "The Verification Argument , Pp. 254 ff. and "Certainty and

Empirical Statements', pp. 28 ff. Malcom is the only philosopher

I know of to catch on to this feature of our ordinary use of "pos-
sibility" and to attempt to, clearly differentiaste between logical

possibility and possibility in the ordinary sense of the word.

In his book Speech Acts on, pages 33 and following Searle- lays down

. the distinction between regulative as opposed to comnstitutive rules.

Constitutive rules are said to create or define a form of behavior.

- Laying down such rules constitutes ‘the creation of the form of ac-

tivity they deflne.__Regplative ‘rules, on thé other hand, are- said:

25.

26.

Winch; QEf cit.,‘pp.VSl—SZ

to regulate antecedently i \\ﬂependently exlsting forms of behavior.

What he seems to have .in mind\for regulative rules’are techniques n
and rules of strategy for accomplishing already defined ends. Con-

stitutive rules seem to be .those which define the ends or the situ-

ations which make such ends possible He draws most of his examples——
~at least his clearest ex amples——»from games where constitutive -

rules would include the rules of the game, that the referee (if there
were one) would enforce.: Presumably, he is also speaking ‘of con-
stitutive rules, although unformulate ones, when he says in a foot—
note on page 34: "Furthermore ‘I think there are some rules crucial
to competitive games ‘'which are not. peculiar to this or that game.

~ For example, I think it is a matter of" rule'of competitive games
that each 51de is committed to trying to win - o by

Ibid., p. 32. ' o

53



31.
32,
33,

34.

Ry

Ibid., p. 50. | ' B N,
Dilthey, op. cit., Bd, VII, p. 1534 and p.  299; and Bd. V, p. cvii.
Tuttle,vgﬂ. cit., p.‘88.

Wittgenstein would presumably challenge this claim, and perhaps Winch,
who follows Wittgenstein in these matters, would do likewise. In
section 54 of his Philosophical Investigations I Wittgenstein claims
not only that rules are employed in teaching a game or employed as

an instrument in the game itself or sét down in lists of rules, but
also that 'we say that it [a game] is played according to such and
such rules because an observer can read off these rules from the
practice of the game-- like a natural law governing play.' One might
reply that insofar as the observer 'reads off' such rules from the
participants' activity, he is formulating 'rules' as theoretical con-
structs to help him understand what they are doing. This'is not to
say that they are actually following or obeying rules but only that
the observer finds it helpful to see them as if they were following
rules. ) ~ ' ' '

Tuttle, op. cit., p. 88.;

A.J.P. Taylor, The_Origins of the Second World War, p. 98.

P

Winch, op. cit., p. 58.

Ibid., pp. 63 ff.

54
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3 " CHAPTER II
& R
SECTION 1 .

Explication of any of Heidegger's ideas and of his terminology in
, 2 . _
Sein und Zeit is an ardous and formidible task, and making clear just

exactly what is involved in his concept of existentiell possibility and.
of possibility as -an existentiale is no exception to the rule The problem
1s not merely one of technical terms and otherwise harmless looking words
used is an esoteric way in accordance with apparently strange ways of

- looking at things These are usually features to some extent of most phil~ "~
osophical writing——even that which is allegedly most accutely attuned to
our. ordinary ways of’ speaking. Unlike some philosophers, Heidegger is
quite well aware of the potential strangeness of his ‘jJargon to the reader,

and in many cases where a new term 1s introduced he offers an’ apparently

- .well worked out explicit definition ‘In other cases (including possibil—

o

ity ) riew terms seém'

to be introduced in a carefully prepared context SO

‘1,;-‘}1' m “ i
that what we really have is an- 1mplicit definition - Furthermore, Heidegger

seems to be systematically rigorous and consistent with his jargon in not

’ attempting to. get more milage out of a technical term ‘than 1t is worth by
-

7,trading on intuitive connotations of the term that are out of piace with
;he technical usage as.originally set up. Finally, he indulges in no
gstrange primitive terms-—terms that are undefined and undiscussed in the
‘course of the work and that leave us intuiting or guessing as to their
m;aning—— by means of which he defines the rest-of his jargon Hé"dis—

.

' chsses his unfamiliar vocabulary and concepts again and . again as he con-

vstantly reworks his material, deepening it and hopefully making'it clearer

e

and more‘interesting.

55.
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‘What, then, is the problem witb Heidegger? The main d%fficulty_forv
us with poss1bility » as it is.witgﬁmoiﬁi%i his terminology,/is that in |
his definitions, implicit and)efplicit the definiens is- usually more con-
fusing and apparently strange than the definiendum. - What he says about |

pos51billty involves his own highly techniCal termsbof which[we'have aven
lesslgrasphthan of "possibility". Often some terms in a definiens are not
‘discussed in detail until a point farther on in the exposition than the
_point of the definition and then with the help of the definiendum The
entire work itself is a tightly interwoven whole where the meaning of any

of its vocabulary is obviously and explicitly dependent on the rest of the

vocabulary. Making sense of any- aspect of - the work will involve making

.
¥ . \.x.‘tf

)‘..

. sense of much of the rest of the work But ‘we are immersed in his jargon
at the outset of the book All this is in keeping with his claim that
all philosophical exposition is by nature - circular,l and he seems to-have
gone to great pains to be explicitly faithful to hlS claim Thus we are
!faced w1th a problem somewhat akin to listening to. a conversation in a com-.
pletely foreignllanguage: There-is no obvious.point of departure for
‘making_sense of'the whole. . |
| The approach we shall use. is the following ~e. We shall briefly
fsketch the- relationship of possibility to other features of Dasein‘as
Heidegger has set them out with a view to discovering one feature of Dasein '
that is more readily understandable than the others An’explication of’
Heidegger s analysis of this feature will thenvserve as a p01nt'of depar~
ture for tracing our way back through the interrelationships”df features
~of Dasein that we have sketched ‘and thereby for explicating the concept'

- of ! existentlell possibility anduof possibility‘as an.existentiale.



&

Heidegger first explicitly introduces.possibility as an existentiale

of Dasein in the section on understanding There possibility ig.said to

be the most fundamental or original [ursprunglich] and ultimate positive

way of characterizipg Dasein ontologically 3 I suppose this is ‘to say -

among other things that in dis;inguishing what is involved -in being human

- as opposed to being another sort of entity we might begin withggg%_ concept~

&
of possibility, and we really need g0 no farther than a full explication

..of what is 1nvolved in possibility. It is the most original and ultimate
_existentiale, the beginning ‘and the end of what is involved in being the
sort of entitles that-we are, "and there are, it ‘turns out, many, many

4

existentiales'introduCed in Sein und Zeit.

 As for the notion of an existentiale, r do not wish to. pursue it

~farther than -a few_sentences-because it '1s not that important for our‘pur~
poses. éuffice it to sayvthat an existentiale is,analogous to a category.
Heidegger‘has divided the universe of entities'[das_Seiende: that-whiah
isj into two classesaj—human beings, us (those entities whose:character
is that of Dasein)5 and all other entities,(those the:charactér of which
is not that of Dasein).é' The sorts of ways in which we can characterize
these latter entities are said to be categories ~ For example, to say that
\
the table is red 1is to say- something with respect to the quality\of the
tabler—to borrow one of Aristotle s categories. To cite the table s color
.is one.distinctewaybof characterizing it as opposed to"citiqg its position
— athleast for Aristotle.’ lalh about‘the various categoriles is presumably
'seen as illuminating for what)it means to- be an‘entityvother than Dasein,

. and the variousrcategories iike the various existentigles are determined

be an a priori inquiry.‘ On the other hand existentiales as'sorts of ways

of characterizing an entity are appropriate only for Dasein and reflect

57
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Dasein's distinctiveness from other entities. Heidegger sfems to think

.. s0 he insists

A

that this dis'finctiveness iﬁn danger of being overlooked

oppbsed to cat-

g
Rave

of speaking of ex1stentiales ingﬁis analz%,ﬂ

egories.7 o "&wf

As noted above, possibilit?"“is first infroduced to us , Houth the

58

term appears before its formal introduction) in the section onlunderstanding,.

also an existentiale, and the two existengiales seem intimately bound up

ftogetheru' Understanding (as an existentiale) 1s seen as a kind of com— *°

petancé or ability that Dasein has, not just with things and their-use,
but with itself as existing.8 (Existing [Existenz] is sald to be the
essential nature of Dasein)g. In other.Heideggerian words, understanding

is~Dasein's being-able-to-be [Sein-kdnnen], and it is this by way of

'Beingypossible.lo Understanding always presses forward'into pbssibilities,

and it ‘does this because it has the structure of projection "As pro-

jecting, understanding is the kind of Being of Dasein in which it is its

possibilities.”ll'

Though we still remain conqued cbncerning the meaning of these claims,

"I think we can ascertaln this much:vaf we can figure.Out what is involved

“in Heidegger s'notion of understanding, we stand a good chance of cracking

the possibility—projection-puzzle. I think there is. plenty of evidence'
(of a'sort) here to support Schmitt's contention-that one's existentiellw
'possibilities are always understood ("known in a non—theoretical way as‘“
Schmitt would have it) and that they are not independent of our under—

standing of them. They are‘not "free-floating" as Heidegger putSpit.

Dasein has- always already gotten 1tself into these definite possibilities.1

»Certainly our understanding (as an existentiale) is not independent of the

possibilities in terms of which it projects itself. We might keep this

in mind for later when we want to sharpen up the distinction between the,
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concept of an existentiell pbssibility and the more familiaf senses 1nclu-
ding the logical possibilitigs in which we might ordinarily use "possibil-

ity"-- the possibilities Heidegger calls "free-floating".

Turning our attention now to "understanding" we note that understanding

14

is "one of, two constitutive ways of the' Being of the there'"  , and "the

Being'of‘§%e there' is a way of talking about Being~in,-a copséitutive item

of Being-in—the—world.15 '”Being—infthe—world"ris the term Heidegger uses
"to describe ‘the whole,'unitary phenomenon that is Dasein.16 Though we may

'Single out one aspect of this phenomenon at a time for discussion, the

. Do A
basic unity of Dasein means that discussion of this one aspect must in
: ) . ’ . : ,' < BN
some way involve a diécussionxpf the whole phenomenon. Thus in considering
C o o . N e
. *’03 Q-

Being—invés é constitutiﬁe 1tem oﬁ Dasein we are, aé weil, cdnsidering

the wdfld ih that unity of Being—in—the—world; and we must keep_that unity.
in view. ébnséduently, ;n focusing on uﬁd;rsygnding’as a,éonstitutive way
of Being—in,'we muStvremémber-that this existeétiaie'is tied up with‘theb*

.Qorld. We must graép what it is_to'understana the world even to make sense

‘. of‘Daséin's understanding of (competance with) itself as existing. ‘Its

understaﬁding 5f<itse1f and 1its undersﬁﬁnding of the-worid cannot be ;epa;

‘rated, for the world is a constitutive item of Beingfiﬁ—the—world'and_is

therefore not something alien to or other than Dasein. The structure. of

the world (i.e; worldhood EWeltlichkeit])‘is said td he an existentiale

of Dasein_.1

. - Heidegger's concept of "world" is, I think, the‘key to understénding'

" much oflﬁhat he says in Sein und Zeit. So far what has been sketched

* must be very vague and incomprehensible, but one point that "has partially
;*emérged may be a bit.discéncerting—f namely, that the world is actually

2 constitutive item of Dasein (of being human), that one cannot in the

K

-
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last analysis meaningfully consider the world apart from Dasein and viee
versa. It sounds aimost like a form of idealism-- on the surface of it

at least. We shall have to master this concept of "world", but one point’
déseryes to be made now. Heidegger &ants to emphasize the fact thet any.
humanpheing.is located in a world and that one cannot Yivorce him from his
world. To examine a human being qua human is in the:last anhlysis to
examine_hiSVWOrld. There 1is a deliberate play on "Das@in”-in‘this work

of Heidegger's in accordance with this point he wants to emphasize. ''Da-

sein" , which normally translates‘"existence",»might also be rendered as

"Being-there" (here)18 according to its components [ngsein]; Being human.

is being somewhere.. Its location or place is the 'there' of "Dasein', and’
the 'there' involves mo¥e than or is something other than' locatiot accor-

ding to a system of physical coordinates. What is does_involve_will be

considered below. - ; ' S y SR .

Heidegger defines ''understanding thevworld” as the_”pre¢¥ous dis-
closure of that for which what we encounter within—the—world'iscsubsequent—

ly freed.“19 This clue leads us to the questions of what we do encounter

1thin—the—world how we encounter it, and for what we encounter it. That‘”

w ch is’ encountered within—the-world are entitles belonging to tﬂe world
Ex :tly what sort of entities we do encounter, how best to talk about them

2~ 1 the other questions raised above determine the principle points of

ne third chapter of the first division of Sein und Zeit---a chapter enti-
tled The WOrldhood of the World'. All‘these questions are clearly, if -
ﬁtentatively dealt w1th there. Appropriate sections .of this chapter will

be our point of attack on the maze ofljargon‘indulged in in the immediately
preceding paragraphs above. e 11 . ’v.; '

Rt

The stated task of Chapter‘IIT is that of descfibing the phenomenon

60 -
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of the world which means that Heidegger must make clear, among other

things, what he means by '"world". 20 One thing he does not mean by it is‘
oy

a way of characterizing those things 6T ‘entities which we are not, that

- B .

- 1is, the world is not to be regarded as a collection of all the things which

we find lying round about us or which we manage to discover and to know

“.about but which as objects of our knowledge are to be distinguished from

f‘

2
‘what we are. 1‘ Nor is a detailed catalogue and description of those en-

A

tities found within—the—world'likely to help us in characterizing the

structure .of the world. On the contrary, ontologically world" is said

to be a way of characterizing what we (Dasein) are. 22. This means that in

discussing the phenomenon of the world and 1its structure ({.e., the world-

o

hood of the world) we shall discuss ourselves, what we do and what it means.

-

to do things R o . f' . .

. But-on whab'aspects of ourselves and of our béhavior shall;we focus

‘ attention? Whatasorts ©of human behavior and human activity shall we take

o -
int%%aCQOunt, an again, what aspects of human activity are to be empha-
i N g

'sized? 1In the philg Q:? of action and action theory it isipointed out,

~ad nauseam that in’ the counse of one action many things may be happening

>\ ':DT"“’V:"

and that tH&re are accordingly‘manx co rect descriptions of that action——

‘ a, .
many sorts of correct answers;th the question, "What's going on here?”

.?@ere do we begin? Where do we_focus.our attention? For'example,fwe

I

‘might be interested_in ourselves as producers‘and.consumers who buy and ,»5‘.

Sell commodities .in accordance_with various'laws of supply and demand.

Emphasis would be on economic aspects of behavior, attention would be

' focused]on specific sorts of activity-~commercial activity—— and on the

aspects of other activities which are economically significant and that

can. be fit_into a framework of economic.exchange.  Or we mightyconsider

ourselves as.so many gouls to be saved in God's struggle with Satan or as
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-

rational‘inquisitive animals discovering various truths about tha worid
at large. Any one of these might be‘regarded as an aspectJ—perhaps the
Aﬁost significant aspect——of what we do. | o

But Heidegger claims:heudoes not want toldeliberately construe, a
specific theory of man with enpirical or ethical consequences or psendo;
empirical'claims;23'accordin§jy he does not .want to emphasiée any,specific
aspect of behavior or a specific sort of activity. ' ;

[I]t is: particularly important that Dasein should nog be
Interpreted. [interpretieren] with the differentiated char-
-acter of some definite way of existing, but it should be
uncovered in the undifferentiated character which it has
' prox1mally [zundchste] and for the most part [zumeiste].
This undifferentiated character of Dasein's everydayness
is not nothing, but a positive phenomenal characteristic
of this entity. Out of this kind of Being——and back into °
{ :it agaln-—-is all existlng, such as-it is.

=

r_;?f)

N

He will foc :ﬂpur%attention,-then on what we ‘do ordinarily everyday in an

oy

- everyday manner’ ;; the‘aimost habitual very familiar sorts of activ-

ities and actiong like our walking tqischool every morning or the car-

penter's hammering nails in putting up the frame of a new house-- actions

~.‘w- . . . . .
we do g%;a g?mpetentvor able or familiar manner almost without thinking

A B ",'9 o . ] ) N
aboutvthem For this mdnmner 1s appropriate to most any specific sort of-
»( = R - : '

N

ragh ’
SR
PSR VK

) P TN 08 o .
action f‘ g ‘ Pt
te N . N e

ol : . NN

'7§Aycomparison here with aﬁother'contemporary philosopher might be

heipfni; o ' . R

Theorists have often been so preoccupied with the task of
investigating the nature, the source and the credentials

- of the theories that we adqpt that they have for the most -
part ignored the. question; t it is for. someone to know .
how to perform tasks. 1In oxdinary life...we are much more
concerned with people s competances than with their cog-
nitive repetoires with the operations than with the truths
that they learn.26,¢ RS :

v e ; » : ‘“\ '

In Chapter Two of the Concept of Mind Ryle seeks to focus our: attention

R

con the sorts of tasksland‘doings'peoplegagtempggand-perform in the course
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g,

g
) , ’ . { ‘
of their ordinary, everyday concerns." The aim of the chapter is to reopen

the entire question of what it is or what it means‘to know how to perform
L B task.‘ Ryle s overa]1 aim, of course, 1s to exterminate a ghost ar some
such thing, but our 1nterest in Ryle lies in his 1mmediate -aim and his
attempt to overthrow what he sees 5; theﬁ"'intelléctualist‘"yaccount of
knowing. Such an account,'according}to_ﬁyle, construes all intelligent,
rational and'meaningful behavior either gs theoretical—— the~discovery of
answers to questions and the:considerat'on of truths—4'0r as practical--

]

merely applications of considered truths. Practical.behavior 1s seen.as

: behavior'"piloted‘by” or "controlled by“ a grasp of true'propositions. 27
This Tintellectualist' account‘apparently emphasizesla select group of
human activities and the results of these activities—— theoretical intele
lectual activities. It f&uses attention upon.activities like setting out

- to discover why something happened constructing a theory to account for
some phenomenon, attempting to predict how a certain happening will turn

out, weighing evidence to reach a verdict in court, thinking up a proof
for a mathematical theorem, etc.-- activity that leads or' may lead to
.knowing or claiming to or affirming or concluding that something is: the
_case. It is just this special sort of activity that Ryle wants to put off
for consideration until after he has established what is involved in task
performance.28 His putting ‘off tredtment of theoretical and intellectual
tasks until the end of his book amounts to an effort to overthrow the

'intellectualist' account and to suggest the primacy or priority of knowing

. how over knowing that in giving an account of what it is to know.,

Intelligent practice 1is not a stepchild of theory. ‘On the
contrary theorizing is one practice amongst others and is
itself intelligently or stupidly conducted. 29 :

[y

o Heidegger may be seen as attempting, among other things,'a move ' '@;)22/

somewhat similar to Ryle s overthrow of the ‘intellectualist account,of ‘f__i
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"

knowing. -he?attempts tq show that the theoretical attitudeitoward the

world:(presumably thelattitude characteristic‘of activities involving dis-
COvery and explanation of factslabout the world) arises out of, or 1s der-
- ~1vative from, the circumspective concern he claims is evidently character-

3

istic of our everyday doings and performances 30 Further, like Ryle, he
asserts that traditional accounts of our doings including task performing

are misformed and mistaken ' They focus on_a special sort of human endeavor
AL .
and seek to interpret all human activity in terms of this one specialized

.

_sort. of- activity; ' /Pn

Thus the phenomenon of Being—in has for the most part been
presented. exclusively by a singular exemplar-- knowing ‘the
world [knowing that something’ is the case] . [f]or even
practical behavior has been understood as behavior which
is 'non-theoretical' or 'atheoretical'.. Because knowing
' ~ has been given this priority, our understanding of itsg own—
' " most kind of\@eing gets led astray. .. 31 o
s

Heidegger like Ryle aims to ‘set our self—understanding straight,
and like Ryle he attempts to do this through a detailed considerationJgf

some everyday activities But exactly which activities? In his second

pr)
. G

chapter, Ryle runs through a wide spectrum of human tasks and doings while

hardly.pau51ng for breath; Among the activities he mentions, some of. which
N . -
he dwells on at” length, are learning how to play an instrument playing |

- .

.chess, appreciating-andftelling Jokes, fishing,,arguing,.humming a tune, .

clowning (i,e,,fpurposefully tripping and tumbling to‘provoke Jlaughter .in
can audience) finding out how to prune trees, rock climbing, knot- tying,
¢ )
speaking Swedish performing surgery, boxing, .and ‘shooting, to name a few
- . S

‘Next to Ryle, Heidegger looks like a piker when it comes to examples of
everyday activity He doeslggt/try to mention as many of the various sorts

of activities that people: engage in as. he possibly can, ‘as Ryle gives the
- impression -of doing. "He does not seem to feel that an examination of as

-

af
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.great a variety of humén behavior as possible is necessaryd&o support his Q;'AL
w» .
claims about what 1s means to be human and to behave in a mEaQin%ful fashion.L_.

v )’

" In his third chapter he mentions the acts of unlatching the door, hdmmering,

T

signaling for a turn on to a'side»roadmand‘one orgtwo others. Most of» LT

his examples are doings that involve manipulation,of something—— a tooi}\\\\y/

-~

the door latch, étc.-- and often yith the production of some finished
‘plece og‘physical work He seems to'be intereste¢"in behavior where some-

thing-is used-- practicai Eehavior—;'and the‘duestion'may‘arise as}to

'

‘whether Heidegger's analysis of.these select*tasks holds good for a wider

‘range of behavior including telling and appreciating'jokes esfhis analysis

-

is intended sto do. We shall take up .this issue 4in gogf_time,”however.
Heidegger's initial interest in a select sort of behavior-f prac-

" tical, productiVe, manual behaviorﬁ— makes a certain amount'of sense given
P : ' ' ' ) : Lo
his aims in the third chapter. As we have already_pointed out, his -aim

uis an analysis.of the structure of the’world as ap ekistentiale'of Dasein--

’.

of Being—in—the;worid.' He seeks clues as to the nature of'this-existentiale,
{n,our everyday doings, but unlike'Ryle.he will not be interested in ho&

we'appraisevother people's performances or, "what is invﬁlved in our des-"

A}
o

"_criptions of other people as knowing how to make and- appreciate jokes, to.

- o~

talk grammatically? to play‘phess, to fish or to argue. 3? Rather, he is.'

.interested épecifically in the character of those entities people encounter

b

within—_the-world'[innerweltlich]33 in the}edurse of their everyday doing51

\ _ C i : SN

The character®of these enti s’ within-the-world should serve :as a ¢clue "
‘ . D.‘_ . . . ]

about the structure of the world, and those entities encountered within:

the'world of manual, practical work are encountered in a most Visible
@pctiIe and;audible wayg; The craftsman has to handle his tosls and equipfgﬂ

ment often keeping them at.hisafinger tips, and‘he_has to keep his eyes on ‘

-
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_his work The character of the entitiles he'en

‘ nters within—the-world
shzj%ﬁ be most obvious, so his behavior mightﬁg ‘@%ood place at which to

start the inquiry into the sturcture of the world ¢

To start with an example, we might consider the cobbler His“dailx
_Pis cobbler's hammer, nails, last, new soles and heels, glue, old shoes.
to be repaired, 'AAd other instruments and machines. " The entities he en-
counters in the course of his daily work, Heidegger claims, have the char—
‘acter of EEEE:; Thedir- ___g character is to be a first clue in developing
the problem of what it means ‘to be in a.world.

\,-\

”Ze g may be translated roughly from the German as - "seuff". Heihﬂ‘

. degger claims it has the same meaning as the Greek ' pragmata . Macquarrie

\ ~

and RoBinson translate it as " quipment" in their English translation of

Seindund’Zeit.SA. "Equipment" is a fairgenough translation,of>:2eug with

which 'to begin to tackle Heidegger's concept of "Zeug' , for one feature

df an entity having the character ‘of Zeu ug is the fact that 1t is not en-

< L
countered as an isolated thing separable from other entities with which ’

o

'it belongs or with which it goes. There is no such thingﬁas_ an equip-.

-
‘ment but there are pieces of equipment which go together with other pieces

_of related equipment even if those other pleces are: lost broken, unavail—"
able or even: uninvented 3 Thus the cobb&er s hammer goes with or, as
Heidegger says, 1s assigned to or refers to [verweisen] his nails and

his last on which he hammers new soles on old shoes. This is not to say

-

that the cobbler could not find his hammer phy51cally isolated from the
‘rest'of'the equipment with which 1t goes.  Somehow it may have been dropped”

}in the. gutter outside his shop one night, or he may‘have taken it home for

3

'some reason.’ But if he came to the shop ih the morning to find his hammer
lying in the gutter (indeed if any passerby saw it lying there), he would

19 o

/.

“task 1s shoe repair; and what he encounters at work are, among other things,; .’

4y
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find it out of place, not in%$ts proper‘place, unusual -and if after having
e A
brought it home the ﬁighgzbefore he finds, it on the, kitchen table in the

‘morning, he finds it as a piece of equipment to be taken back to its proper

3

prace in the shop‘ It is something that will be missed if it is forgotten._

-This is so just’ because the hammer is a piece of equipment that is used

with and belongs with related pieces in an equipment context or ”totality

;of equipment'. . S ' ' / /Z//QQ/;///
o Furthermore, things having the character of “Zeug are pfoperly‘en—

countered‘as'Zeug he claims, in ‘just those dealings suited to them—-- 1.e.,
through using them in an effective manner. Equipment must be thought of -

in terms of use-- of getting the job done. Items of equipment no longer

T

usable or Just lying around no longer used become junk,,or ornamentation,

' or even museum antiquities TS be sure; We do not forget that an. item of
: : .

discarded, . equipment was once a, piece of equipment or that an item of pre—

.sently unused equipment is still an(item of equipment, but Heidegger claims

in effect that equipment is equipment in virtue of some possibility of its

»,being used To say that some item is an item of equ1pment 1s ' to say that
. ' S S
" it was used s being used .will be dsed' might have been used, or might

be used for something. Thus the cobbler authentically encounters the

;/
hammer as equipment (for repaining shoes) not by staring at it but by using
it37—- by hammering in nails and getting the job done. Heideggc_ calls

h)
‘the character of objects of use in use their being ready—to—hand, and it

is in terms of their being ready-to-hand (either their not being.very
. Ved E Ps

ready—to—hand or their being extremely ready-to- hand) that we are said to

-3
encounter objects in the‘course of our everyday doilngs.*
It is impdrtant to-note that when we do encounter objects in use

" .as very ready—to—hand that these entities are inconspicuous. 39 We do not
~

.\, take special note of them, They seem to 3ubordinate themselves to the

AP : . A,
o . . f

Bl —



work or task.to be domne, and they'accordingly arrange or order themselves
(1 say, "They order them!blves", because we do not consciously set. out.to
order or arrange them in the sense Heidegger is talking about), Heidegger
claims, in an ‘in—order-to- structure that assigns [verweisen] one.piece
of equipment tonother pieces in various ways (e.g., the hammer to pounding

. ‘g
in the nails) aﬁé@gh# t@tality of equipment»towards a task or plece of

L

work to be coﬁbietgd r{ Thus wheth the cobbler is going about his job ‘most

competently and efficiently, when he is most 'genuinely' encountering the
"hammer as an entity ready—to hand he is probably taking no note of it.

He certainly need not be thinking about the hammer and its rgkytion to
the nails nor about his technique of hammering nor about the principles
of shoe repair, and he prcbably is not, although he is paying -attention
to his work. But, he does demonstrate‘skiil and training in his work.
shows he knows how to use'the hammer,by using it correctly With respect

1

to the rest of the items in the equipment context in order to’ perform the

Y

requisitexgask .of Iepail vg the shoe. He places the shoe on the last in

=

* order to hold it steady;and level S0 that he can pound nails with the

‘hammer in order to fasten the new sole on the shoe to be repaired He

68.

shows that ‘he grasps the whole inconspicuous ordered structure of the equip—

mental context by using the right item of equipment at the right time in
its proper assignment<in doing the work and by modifying his technique
with the various items9to corréct mistakes he happens to make and to cir-
cumvent difficulties that happen to arise in the work on which he concen—
trates and towards which the equipment is used . Heidegger suggests that
the fagt: that none of the worker s equipment stands out and catches his

attention when he is normally absorbed in his work means that the whole

2 ordered structure of ‘the equipmental context to which the items of equip—'

-

ment belong is inconspicuously borne or carried in the work to be done or

2 .
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the task be performed.

"

"Equipment' as a translatjon "Zeug' has its merits for suggesting
the character that Heidegger claims those objects (entities ready—tthand)
encountared in. our everyday -dealings héJE§5 This character iﬁcludes:'

1. The incon5picdousness the entities most immediately encountered

., in everyday use and their relations to other entities encountered a%ong

with them. The experienced hiker carrying ﬁis»gear in a backpack may 'feélf
the back on his back, but he hardly'thihks about 1t of'notices~it (except
bé{ﬁéps at‘the end of thé dgy); nor doés he think about or notice or take
poticé.o; its assignment'towards the other 1temsiof camping gear that'it
!polas. ’

ﬁ. The_belonging‘of an individual plece of equipment'to.a totality

- of eQuipment.l The pack gqeé with other camping equipment necessary if one.

is going cémping.

3. The order of assignment within the totality of equipment governéd

by the work to be accomplished with the equipmeht.“vThe pack bears an *

aséignmént to most of the other items of camping equipment as their con-

tainer for transporting them. The ax is assigned to the fépt>étakes,,;opes
and tent itself among other things in that tt poundé:the stakes into the

gtoundbpp which the ropes are fastened which‘hola up‘the tent inside éf ;' -

which the sleeping bag is unrcl;ed, etc.

&

But "equipment" is.5t the same time a poor translation of 'Zeug"

beéauss'it is too restrictive or narrow. Heidegger wants_to-cléim that ..
we always encounter entities within-the-world as having the character of’,

r

Zeug 1in our everyday dealings-- yhetheriwe are working with particular

" tools and other"iﬁems of what we would:normally call “equipment' or not.

Even in merely Eaking a walk or in walking to work in the-morning we are

“
D
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tigation Or grasp them

sa1d to encounter the street or path as Zeug for walking.41‘ The room.of

my apartment in which
as something 'between

Zeug for residing.

“to-hand in our everyday dealings—— for example, the southwind a%:a sign &ﬂ'

I am writing this page is said to be encountered not .-

H

four walls' in a geometrical spatial sense but ‘as’
. ‘Z

Aspects of nature are also encountered aa Zeug ready*'w

N

e -
.‘!» ;‘“.K.‘_«.‘lf o

- of bad weather,43 or natural raw materials as that whereof we fashion~ 0

.finished products, or natural sources of power like the wind in the sdils

-of a ship.44 Finally
' 45

- u(k&

it is even suggested that words may be encounteredN\

ready—to—hand The claim that most of what we encounter in our every—"’

day dealings are entities ready—to—hand casts doubts on the adBQuacy of

: Qf&"stuff

"What's all this stuff

indefinite *

would be - inadequate in
r."things_0§ possible

alternativeshalso have

v(or,ignore) them.

For now we shou
of the,inconspicuousne
in»use. Such things a

. We pay heed to or focu
We do not necessarily
the’task—%zthe,tools;

accomp/}shing the task

¢

equipment . We might try to- translate it as. the .i-

" as in ”Pack up all your stuff and get out of;“';f

.

for?", but ”stuff' has" a’ perjorativelsense andf'

any case, I think:" In'desperation_we shall try”i'i

R

use”; or we shall‘simply_leave it as]"Zeug“.jvThese :

.their'problems, but we shall do our best to avoid;'f
1d note that Heidegger wants to make a great deal
ss_of"things to be used'-- entities readyeto—handéé

re inconspicuous because in performing'our everyday
_ ; : . AR

tasks 'in an everyday manner we are 'concernfullyf;6.absofbed-in.our~WOrk,

s attention on what we are doing=- the work at hand.

or usUally examine that:which we use to accomplish'

the ‘raw materiais; the room,xthe furniture—4 in
We do~not make these'entities a theme for inves- -

€ . p

thematically as Heidegger would say. 47
e

C

70

vl

4y

translating it as usable,things or "things to be used (or notito'be,used)";

ERY
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Yet we do see or percelve, or are‘aware of, all those enti~ies that
: weventounter-ready—to—hand in performing a task; we are aware of them
through a kind of sight or awarencss Heideggervcalls‘circumspection
[Umsicht].by which we grasp the entity as given in an 'in-order-to' struc-
"hfture;or'ordering or "agsignment' of the totality of Zeug with which or
among which we are.working;48 How do we know that someone {or even our-

'selves) is circumspectively aware of the items he is using in performing

his.task? Must we ask him what color patches he is sensing at that moment?'

'hotfathall.. We watch what he does, where he goes, what he aches for,

" what‘hé{uses, how he'varieS'his use'of it his use»of items readyfto—hand
'showsithatfhe'is aware of the various items being arranged in a certain
way governed by’ the -work at. hand whereby each item has its assignment.

The cobbler goes to his shop in the morngng, reaches er the first pair'
. of shdes to be’ mended reaches for his hammer and his nails, and ignores
other'useless stuff lying around the shop or other tools that are used on
fhother.sorts.of jobs He pounds nails with the hammer into the bottom side.
of the shoe sole fastening it to the shoe resting\on the last as opposed
to pounding nails into the handle of the hammer with the shoe sole. He

' _is circumspectively aware of the shop, the hammer, the nails, etc ‘

c

In absorption in a task in our everyday manner the world has already
been disclosed to circumspection, Heidegger states, but it is inaccessible
4to circumspection which is always dig;cted toward particular entities

within—the-worldag—— e. g.,/ﬁhk hammer,‘the nails, the shop, the road to -
. - /

the: shop, etc This is to say that what the cobbler sees. or feels or is

~aware of in circumspection is the en ities he is using, not the world

4 ’

h which according to Heidegger, is td\be.distinguished from any one of these
d_entities and from their’ mere sum ' If the sweating cobbler loses his grip

[on his hammer ‘on. the upswing and it sails hehind him into the corner, he

71



loses sight and touch of the hammer, (which'he circumspectively gensed),

not of the world He can point out or. display what he sees and feels and

’)
hears circuméﬁectively, but he cannot point out the world becauge there

o ’

is really nothing to point out and nothing to lose sight of with‘respect‘

i

to the world.
But then how does the world bec0me accessible? How,do we‘know that

od -

we are in a world in the sermnse Heidegger claims we are? What does it mean

to say that the world has already been disclosed to circumspectiOH? and

finally, What is the world?' which is the question we set Out to answer

r

in the first place To/the first question Heidégger, still in ‘accordance
with his original clue, the Being ready-to—hand of entities encountered
in everyday tasks, answers that the world becomes accessiblevor.apparent‘
in mishaps during everyday task performance.f In such cases the world is
"'lit up' eﬁlﬂe does not Claim that it is seen or-observed as entities ready-
to- -hand are. It becomes accessible by announcing itself. n20 How exactly?

| Consider one sort of‘mishap—— the malfunction of a tool (Heidegger
considers several sorts of mishaps including'unexpected obstructions, and
undoubtedly there arevother sOTts). Suppose the handle of the cobbler's"

hammer breaks in the course of'his4resoling a shoe. Itnbecomes unusable.

He has no way oégérasping it and getting ‘the leverage necessary to pound -

in ‘the nails to fasten the new. sole to the shoe The job cannot ‘get done

(unless he can find a substitute), and the- hammer becomes useless Its

v’becoming useless means that it cannot fulfill its assignments to the other

" entities in the Ze g,context within which the cobbler 1s working, and they

i

" 'bec ome at least tem orarily Unused The arrangement of the items governed

by the work to be done is disturbed at that point—— i.e., the hammer s

hammering—— and the usefulness of the other items is arrested The hammer

is still encountered as an entity ready—to hand but it is now Conspicuous

o/
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The hammer is‘still a thing to

Gbut because it cannot be encountered as "genu-
1nely” ready—to -hand in performing the YWork which goes undone, it stands
out as‘conspicuous.

Simlilar remarks apply to an item's being lost or used up: If the
hammer‘gets lost, it is noticed as missing because it belongs to a context
of ready-to-hand items related in an arrangement 'determined by the task
toibe done. The absence of the hammer is noticed because‘webare held up
from performing the task.52 . Our- attention isvdrawn to the. problem of how
to get the worh done.A In such a problemvthe‘arrangements‘of items in the
___g context becomes problematic a5cause the fulfillment of assignments

among the items is problematic While the problem remains explicitly one

of how ‘to get the work done’ rather than one of simply getting the work

~ done, the items encountered as belonging to the Zeu g'context just sit

there or at most are tinkered with. The cobbler -gsees unused, nails, last

etc,;,and in so seeing these and in having his'attentionAdrawn to the

relationships among theselas problematic in the absence of the hammer, the

. world is said to announce itself.

:wav to put-it. When the.hammer breaks, the cobbler does not suddenly 'see

. What 1is announced in theée particular mishapsbis an involvement of.
the defective or missing.item in the performance of a certain task and
along with‘its particular involvement a whole totality of involvementi@of

o

other items belonging to the Zeug context and to which the original item

‘may be assigned in varions’ways. To say that the world "announces” itself,

o

of course, sounds a bit wildly metaphorical; but there is no clearly better

73
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a world. He sees a broken hammer. But the work stops; other items ready-
to-hand thdt belongq%ith the hammer g0 unused; and the job does not get
done. The cobbler shows he is aware something is wrong by de: sting from
‘his task,‘and he shows . an awareness of the nature of the disrv tion in the
assignments among items of the equipment content by trying‘to oair.the
hammer so that it can again fulfill its assignment to the other items of
the Zggg_totality or 1y‘searching for an appropriate substitute. He shows .
an awareness of the Qay‘the hammer is involved in the task.
With t;i phenomenon of involvement and the totality of involvements

of an item encountered within-the-world we have Heidegger s concept of
world" within our grasp. For Heidegger the’ concepts of "world" and "in—‘
volvement" are interwoven >3 The structurevof involvem;nts of an entity

(1.e., of the" assignments an item ready~to—hand bears to other items 1in

YA its immediate-Zeug context'and to items beyond this immediate context and

é{ce versa):can be_quite complicated and quitevinteresting; For example,
the cobbler's hammer bears“certain assignments.to the'nails and the new
"soie. The last and the bench and even_the room bear certain assignments
.to the hammer. Furthermore all these'items are involved in the task of‘
repairing the shoe, or, to put it another way, each bears an assignment
to the’ repaired shoe-- the work to be done or end product of the work.

Heidegger calls the work the "towards;yzich" assignment. It is the

projected end state, so to speak, of the cobbler's ork-- his task. More

generally stated, yHEE in which Dasein lets an..

character of} \_'towards-’which'.54 But this work mightbitself bear further

tity be involved has the

.

assignments to other entities within the Wbrld.: It might be involved in
further tasks and doings."The repaired shoes will be returned"to the owner

in exchange for money with which the cobbler will buy- the necessities of

ilife. And the repaired shoes may' be: used by their owner as efﬁective

Ab
."9.1
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equipment.for walking‘in~pérformingwothet tasks involved in. turn in fur-
ther 'towards-whiches'. But, ﬁeidegget asserts,, there is a limit on the -
structure of the-involvements of any pelticular‘entity encountered ready-
to-hand Within—the—worln by Dasein. There is a primary involvement towards,,
" a 'towards-which' beyond which-there is mo further involvement.55 This
one is perhaps the most intereoting in;olnement in the totality of involve-
ments. é |
The ultimate involvement ofvan-entity encountered within-the-world
is with what Heidegger calls the "for-the-sake-of-which', and that for the
sake of which something within—thefworld iolinvolved is said to al&ays per-
' tein to the Being,oleasein itself;56 Specifically, any entity within—the—
world is ad&eged ultimately to be involved-for the sake of some'possibility
of-Dasein'é Beiné. lhis claim is partl?gto the effeot that entities en-
countered within—the—norld“are encountered es’nltimately involved with-
other people or with oneself. - (Although to put it this way‘miéht be mis;
leadingly simple.) The ultimate involvement.towatd which all the othet
involvements lead is'theneby markedly differentiated from th se other in—»
volvements;igocording to Heideggerls account. For exémple{/iie cobbler's
hammer is involved with th; nails towards repéiring'the shoe. In these‘
involvements it is assigned to other.Entities within—the—world.:'Howeyer,
'the‘hammer's ultimate.inyolvenent fdr‘thepsake oflsome possibility of
Dasein’ s Being (e g., the cobbler's supporting himself and his - family)
is an involvement with an entity (Dasein) that is tio be sharply cis,inguished
_ from other entities (the nails and the shoe) which are merely encountered
within—the-world.' Heidegger's own'illustration of what he is'driving at

_runs as follows

[W]ith this thing, for instance; which is ready—to—hand
" and which we accordingly call a "hammer", there is an in-
volvement in hammering; with hammering,‘there 4is an -

RN



involvement in making something fast; with making something
fast, there 1s an involvement in protection’against bad
weather; and thils protection 'is' for the sake of providing
shelter for Dasein-- that is to say, for the sake of a
possibility of Dasein's Being.>57
Presumably the possibility of Dasein 8 Being alluded to in this example,
is the. possibility of being sheltered
" .  What we are considering in these examples is a structure like the
means-end hierarchy-mentioned earlier on where there 'is a final end’or
goal of our purposeful behavior which need not or cannot be explained as
a subsidiary goal on the way to a further one-- where the final end has

~simply been chosen as an end in itself and no further explanation is

dcalled for. -~ But I think Heidegger would want to drop the suggested analogy

between the 'for- the sake—of—which' involvement and the notion of the final

~goal of an action as being miséeading, for the sturcture we are discussing

here, he claims, 1s a unified ”promordial [ursprunglich] totality” 8. e

v

opposed to a means- goal hierarchy where we can consider the means and goal
separately and where we may possibly be in a position to choose from among

alternative sets of means one set we actually wish ‘to employ in achieving

~

- the goal The entire unifidd totality of involvements that constitute the

structure of the world, on the other hand, 1is already reflected in any item
fready to-hand when it is- encountered within—the—world It is not a matter

- ' .
of choosing or planning out in advance the ways some entity will be involved
towards its ultimate involvement The ‘entire unified structure of ihvolye—ﬂ

ment in which entities. ready—to hand are encountered as already involved

Heidegggr calls ‘significance [Bedeutsamkeit] where‘"(t)he 'for—the sake-

of—which' signifies an 'in—order—to i this in turn, a"towards—this ; the

-latter, an 'in-which' of letting something be involved, and that in turn

u59

‘th with—which' of an involvement Each sort -of assignment signifies

¥
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another sort so that all these assignmentsyare related to each other in

the total structure of significance in such a way that they all come to

&

grief or are affected when an item ready-to-hand becomes defective, en-
counters unusual resistance, is not good enough to accomplish its assign-

ment, 1s missing, etc.

-

The entire world structure might be said to be defined or governed

- by the 'for- the-sake—of—which'—— the towards—which in which any item
.within the—world is ultimately involved-- which signifies' the lin—order—

v [N -

to' assignment for each item and so forth 60 That in which any item within-

s 9, - S
: .as noted above, alleged-to be guite

different,from entities wiuhl; ‘d.i Items within—the—world are ul-
;ossibility of Dasein s Being—— for
a possibility of Being—in—theﬁworld. That in which they are ultimately B
'involved therefore does not have the charactei of a mere happening within—
the-world or of a finished product or some’ other entity within—the world
rath;;, it has the charac{er of Dasein and of the world itself Invfact,
one might way that that in}which the entities within Dasein's wotla are

. o . ' 2 . .
ultimately involved isla feature or"part of the_involvement world itself
and therefore that these-entities are ultimately\involved with that which
makes possible their other involvements with each othery Or, to put itv
another way, they -are involved ultimately with their Being involved (i.e.
with- each other and for, the sake of a possibility of Dasein s Being).
,Consequently, one might say that the world ig self- defining An ultimate‘
1nvolvement of all entities within—the—world with a feature ?f the world
(1.e. anof the involvement structure itself)'defines the rest of “the ig~
#volvement struc&pre. B | ‘ o q, ‘H :;/rJT“ -

~. To sum up what we'ha;e so far made. clear about Heidegger's concept
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" bound . up with what it means to do things In.particular we‘have been

SN : ~

effect interwoven'but notrthe same..

]

of "world":‘The meaning of "world"; according to Heidegger, is intimately
: »

@

"examining some tasks where we manipulate‘things in an everyday manner in

e
Voo

: order'tolaccomplish some usual everyday familiar re5ults, This examination )

[ \

”has led us to the claim that‘the world is chara@terized by involvement.

v a a
It is"that fog whicn things are encountered as already involved as Hei-- »‘\%;i\
N J’l . ' ﬁ‘- - .

‘/ ' Y
degger says at one point 61 In the examples considered tools and ofger

entities were said to be encountered aS’invotXed in some way oOr other in o
r-/ ‘:‘,d A

the performance of a task -1t might be thought that such entities are

encountered as involved for the performance of a task as ‘the . cobbler s

‘

hammer iS‘for mendiﬁg shoes. Then we might conclude that Heidegger is

using~”worldh~in‘aﬁheXtremely odd ‘way as synonomous with "performing~a
Y . I e,“g I - » . - ' :
task.". - ’ . e

But to jump to thiszﬁonclusion would be to misconstrue Heideggeﬁ
< e %}“,‘ - . -

The concepts ofl_task perfo ance and "world" are, according to Rim, . in o

'—saay_that the rormer concept
. . S - v < S
is too narrow to be'equated‘with ”wor%d" or eveng%ﬁiplay more than a part :

-

T o : <

in elucidating the meaning of th latter For.onerthing, thefnotidn'of S

o -
nBeing-—in—-the world" s used to e}ucidate‘thecmeaning of being‘human,'and

.

:dwe are not as human beings always engaged in performing tasks.t It w0uld K

r .

'_"‘be needlessly stretching the ordinary notion of, performing tasks S to say, . a

Q
. @ &
for example, that playihg -chéss” or watching a play or appﬁeciating a jokev
. . A,l
involve task performance or ‘dre instances of tasks being periormed Yet
s 7 ) . ¢ '

k it is Heidegger s claim that we are %lways in\a world of. involvements which

v

allows all the entities we. enCounter within—the world to be encountered

as already 1nvolved——'when ‘we are generally 'doing things when we refrain

'from doing‘something,.and when we.are doing nothing at all in particular

e

[} ‘ 4



Ly . ) . N
. . : ) * . ' . .

N\ ]
) ) . Sl ’ 7
=~ Furthermore, the involvement of an entity encountered ready-to~hand
_ I . . — . o
within-the-world, -as we have seenf/is said_to extend beyond the immediate

task in which it might be employed or 18} 1n some way involved; for the"
. — ‘ A o .. A N o ’

., results of our doings are often involved in further endeavorg§ of our own
or of other people, and it issimportant«to note just where this further -

involvement is aaid to lead As has been remarked any'item encountered'A
ready—to hand within-the—world is ultimately involﬁgz for the sake of

some possibility of Dasein s Being according to Heidegger. ButvDasein's,
o o . 4 K :
Being 1s Being-in-the-world, and as such the world is an item of Dasein's

Being and the structure/ofithefworld an-existentiale. . Thus in explicating

thiS»notion of {he ‘world" we are led in an apparent circle. The world

iis ‘that for which entities withinrthe—world a{e involved and ultimately
4 N

the-world. Herefwe explicitiy encoun€¢; for the first time the»circular
‘\nature of philosophical exposition as Heidegger claims: it éhould be and

'las he practises it. To add insult to injury, in explicating his eoncept

R
s

of world” he has ‘already used possibility in the sense_of "existentiellv

'possibility whicH must depend for its,explication onsa‘@rior:grasp of-the

concept of~fwgrld7.- Buﬁ the point still remains that the world of in- >

o Ve

:w:they‘are said .to: be<involved for the sake of some possibility of Beingfin— :

79

volvements is not to be equated with performing a task although Heidegger.-_d

\ .. A
5m1ght be’ lOOSely interpreted at this point as claiming that the wqud in
{

' e

’ which Dﬁsein ‘is.1s reflected in any tasﬁzit performg or any of its dofhgs

e s 2 Lo

A ‘!

- i o - . : .

wafld” weﬂmay say: - _
+®° 1. The world is a feature of Being human and is interwoveén with the .

- te R
concept of human/Eehavior or 'doings'. o o
. ' - . . L ’ i

® 2. It i5 distinét from the,entities.encountered.within it.

R

Settingiout what.we,baxegso‘far managed to makeﬂout"concerning- the .



3. Its structure is that of the involvements of entities encountered

within it-- i.e., their "significance" in ‘Heidegger's jargon. v

¢ On the other hand we must keep in mind the following problems con- . C o

W g . N . v

4 @erning Heidegger s concept of ”world”'
;‘:1;cHisfexplication o%‘”world".iS‘apparently circular.
2.'The'sorts of doings or human behavior Heidegger has 50 far con—.
centrated.on in his expositionlhavq been task performances requiring the

manipulation of Goolst kcbording]y the Reinoiof entities encountered
2
‘~within-the~world has been seen in terms of their being ready-to- hand and

-

his talk about - the structure .of the world has so. far depended on the: ready—

to-hand character ofuthese entities—— that is, the notion of-'involvement"

o~ . | o

~ has so far been tied up with that of "uge". . o T
We now turn to theTconsideration'of-a question raised previously-=

.namely; what is‘the meanMg of Heideggerfs’claim that when‘We are absorbed

0 e por e m
- “ .

in doing something (in.particular, in performing‘some:task in an everyday
v\,manner), the world, within wHich %e‘encounter ready-to-hand ‘the entities

we encountet, has already been discloséd§~ﬂTo’&sk'Heidégger's question:’

O e (W)hat does it mean- to siy that that for whichﬁentities ‘ <
. -+ within-the-wgrld ace pro imally freed must have been pre- R 3
(\\\~ T Qe viously disclosed’l62 , oL a Ta ,
. M . . ’ © . " ’ ”
,‘ What does it mean to say that the’structure of the world is that to which VA
i £ i /\ .

' Dasein has always already a

‘ . & »

’ always already familiar7 The
LY

‘igned 1tself and €§\q with which Dasein is ﬂwﬁtalu
x V % . - ’
uestlon of what Heidegger means by b&ese \\

NN
"

o claims.is crucial, f9r this previous disclosure of the world” it turnsr AN
- out, is our understanding (as,an‘existentiale) of the world.63

Whatever we do take this ‘claim concerning the,prior disclosure_

\Xthe world to mean we must not take ic. as a claim to the effect ‘that we. .
always already know exactly what. sorts of entities we shall encounter and
"sorts of happenings shall,befall us in performing some ‘task-- that-we are

s



o _ 4 :h,v . : . .81-
N ' , ’ o ) R /

¢ e oa ’ - : - : .
always able at the outset of an undertaking to correctly predict what will

happen. As was pointed out. previously, according Co Heidggger the worlh
F NN
is te be distinguished from the entities encountered within-the-world.

~ v

The world's/disclosure is not the same as discovering entities within-the-
world or facts about them64 although the former apparently 1s alleged to

" be a necessary condition for the latter. Neither need. Dasein understand

- N

the world in a theoretically explicit‘manner such that it can state and
. g ' R .

- describe precisely what the strutture of its world is in order to be said

[N

L . . . - o
to have previously understood its wo.rld.65 Rather "the previous disclosure

" of the world" 1s to be taken as ﬁeaning a kind of f%miliarity”with,the”ip

e -

‘As we havé“already'seen, ‘Heidegger wants to claim that the concept

4

of ”world" is interwoven with the concept of ”involvement Entities en-

. ']’_v' —— . . B .
> . countered within‘the—world in‘the courseVof our everyday'doings in an

3

, everyday manner areffaid to be encountered in terms of being ready—to hand,

. . s , R .
I\ ,‘\ LA

) and this means in terms of'involvement - They are involved essentially or, '
I s e s '

>

marginally, in one way or., another in what we are doing 'yr*perhaps they

. -

T e
are - unable to be involved ‘even though they ought to be, d?vthey may obstruct

l .
. . | :K & 1‘ . »
D the work and involve themselves -in ,a negative sort of way, interfering with :
:‘j ' , 1 : ! R
.v”‘ the assignments among other entiti;s Or maybe they‘are simply not,inVOlved;T.x
, ; - ; ) ae et . ‘=l..\ o
A in any way except as surrounaingg‘and are thereby ignored treated with
v.T N ’ ' » - ) o ) o~

xindifference, not taken into account. The total structure oYfan”entity2s')

. .. - A

'

involvemeﬁts was‘termed "

significance' amnd as §uch>was said to be the

5. ; -

: o ‘ e e
structure of the world Thus’ the claim'that we ate always familiar'with _

the world prior to the discovery and use of entities within=the- world in

part muat mean that we are familiar with the sigﬁ&@icance of an entity and

1



v B
"its involvement with other entities in some task or doings for the sake:

-

“of some possibility'of our Being as Dasein prior to our .making ourselves
familiar withpthedentity itself in the case where we'encounter something

new.-~Indeed,'our prior familiarity with the,éignificance of an entity

-

discovered i1s claime.l to be a \ecessary condition. of its discovery.

- ) | ; .
Exemplifying and explicating this point with respect to our stock

example of the cobbler going.about ths everyday business of shoe repair

in an everyday manner Will not beteasy becausepwhen the cobbler attacks -
his daily task, he is not‘only.familiar with the world but also wfth most
'df the entities_he encounters.Qithin—the;worlde—'in'this case hfS_ShoP;
its furniture, and'thebtools he uses everyday.- Even ;he shoes‘he takes

in to work on in the morning are pretty much the same sort of shoes he has

\
c

\worked on before. However, I think Heidegger would want to claim that

the cobbler's familiarity with the: world 1s of a different sort than his

familiarity with his tools,_his familiarity with which is based on his pre—
vious' use of them day-after day. The cobbler is said to be always already ,
;familiar'with his world whereas.he"might‘not always be already fam%liar

[

w1th all: the equipment he uses and with other entities-he encounters in

-

'attempting to perform his daily task; Forlexample he might arrive at his

4
u

.shop one morning tod, find the floor covered with a foot of unfamiliar é&s—-
“cous liguid that:has leaked into tpe shop from the warehouse next door.i, .

B T A TS

L " .
But nfamiliar though the<liquid be, it ‘is discovered as already 1nvolved o

=1 Avoy X ‘i . ‘e

’

~ s eIl

,-It may be an obstacle to be remeved in order to get on with the work or,to

»' ~"‘«

be® waded through and temporarfly put up.with in order to get on with the .

work It may- also be an excuse for not bothering to work - that day. ~Th1s

- would depend on the particular cobbler and the way his work was involved

fwithin the rest of his,world with other entities withinfthe—wogld in»other <;,
.. H T - ' ) B .
: 4



of his doings. But the discovery of the unfamiliar, liquid as an obstacle
-

o \
and a hindrance out eof place in ‘the wor shop as opposed to” an enexpected

aid to his work depends on the cobbler's prior familiarity with his work-

R

"world and the sorts of ihvolvements into which entities encountered w1thin

* it can fit. . : S )
L k N o . ,

[

. The cobbler may be asked to fix an unusual pair of shoes

tPuctures designed ro "aid their paraplegic owner in walk- '
Tructures may be to the cobbler,

3

1y marginally_involved and

R

‘3}'-@‘ i

therefore qu1te 'ignorable ) ‘in the ta*/ in one way or another-- as re- .
s X 4 .

_quiring spec1al attention or even possibly as.making the worR easier. The

disclosure of the ways these;entities are already involved when discovered

& o]

w1thin—the world is his prionﬁunderstanding of the world. ;Dasein exercises
. this understanding in doing what it ‘does.. Examples where such?understanding
‘is4most obvious; hoWeverf“are those sorts of behavior where the doar tries

3 * C

unfamilygr items fo do a job and trﬁdg&?o usé»them in different ways or

“~ @

\.."

?ﬁﬁ; .- to'adapt them until they work or failing that ‘where” he casts them aside

' “

and laoks for others to do. the Job. Attempting to circumvent unexpected
‘ ¢
difficulties presented by unfamiliar items of resistance is ‘a furtheﬂ SOEL. .

-

\

o of hehavior in which che doet*s or agent - familiarityfwith the world of

- - an P

involvement 1s obviously prior to the dis Bvery ofiunexpected unfamiliar

' 'entities within—the world -."' - 1 B f_“%‘
Perhaps'the‘best*illustrafion of what Heidegger is driving at with

~

his point'about,the previous disclosure of theworld is_to be found in the"
lfollowing-example.l Someone is lost "in-an unfamiliar wilderness region
and is trying to find ‘the base camp from which he started his hike. The

S e



N .

T T

features of the forest are of c urse/ﬁn?ami iar and itrange, their location

in relation to the base, camp is unknown But v ious features of the

~ ;) N . ,. . -
"wilderness are discovered in turn as already involved as the hiker tries

to make his way out of the forest. In fighting his way through the under-

brush he may come across a stream as a welcome break in the dense under-

.
-

brush and as a possible easy“rqptejthrough the underb;ushvin thevsuspected
ditection of tne camp.‘ bn the other hsnd, the rocks he stumbles across
-~ on the unfamilisr rocky oottom of the unfamiliar stream and the‘uneﬁpeotedly
cold water'nresent difficulties in making use of the route,
vlhere‘is no single)wéy any'unfsmiliar:or newly.gncountered'item
must oe involved ln'thevlost hiker;s‘genefal enterptise of feacning-safety,
nor need any;such ltemtbe involved in only one Wayt‘ But whatever use the

ost hiker makes oxVHbeSvnot7make*of unfamiliar entities encountered in

the conrselof the enterprise—- Whatevet aspects of these entities ‘become
Al portant—— each is stumbled upon as already-involved in.the enterprise '
,tself and its involvement is only possible because’ of the prior set np : <i/

. of the‘enterpriSe. The underbrush couldﬁnotvbe:an obstacle unless the

. o oo . . _ - o . oL . .
hiker wanted to travel:'in thét direction in order to get out of .the .forest,
and the stream could not-be encountered and involved as an easy route

thtough,the underbrush unléss_tne hiker wanted to get7through thg under4'

b s

brush which presents an obstacle In this sense’ the world is set up and_“
’>. E - A

B N - ~ .' . -

"'xunderstood prior to the discovery of entitles wf&hin#&@p—ﬁorlda In this B

T S
dense Dasein has already assigned itself a StIUCtTfe of involvement by
il o L v

s -
engaging in doing what it is doing o . R 5 o ' _f;ﬂ

The olaim that;understandingxis an existentlale oﬁdDasein means, ¢

then, that entities sre alwaysg encount&red within-the-world as significant .
or as involvéd in one way oy’ another in Daselnls doings or dolng.nothing

<
‘.



; of some pOSSlblllty of Dasein s Being means that Dasein's understandlng

i

‘as the case may be, and the claim that the structure of the world Wthh

is prevrously disclosed to Dasein in understanding, is a. structure of

‘ fvarious involvements always bvhnded by an ultimate 1nvolwement for the sake(

1

. offthe'world is‘at the same’ time, in a sort of circular fashion, an under—

'standing of 1tself (as understanding) 66 ,It is_suggested at one'point.thatﬁ

ctDasein s understanding is a kind of competence [etwas k8nnen] or ability——

“not necessarily bver things, although some degree of competence or incom—

'

2 petence 1n using entities within-the-world will be dinvolved, but with or V:~(

- overyitself.67 As a kind of competence with itself (as Being—in—the—world)

f itstcompetence:Or'ability is a kind.of competence with its world as a. ‘f»l
structure of involvement and competence with‘the definite possibility for

.the sake of which an entity within—the world is. ultlmately 1nvolved and
A R
which defines or orders the:otherf ‘nvolvements in the -structure of the world

1

This circular sort of exp031t10n that Heidegger keeps throw1ng at

us may still be quite confu51ng, so let us take up in detail the suggestion
- .. b4
'that Dasein s understanding is a kind of competence over itself We should

¢

be - familiar with the notion of a competent, skilled, able workman. Com~
. Il ,

‘petence at a Job or task means getting that jdb (and maybe others of the:
“\ N Te
same sort) done efficiently by working effectively to produce the desired

resulf' It also means being able to. produce similarsresults when called_ o

_:r.v - “ . L

upon in” g&milar circumstances . To return to the cobbler and*the realm;of

~
«

theymanual crafts, our cobbler denonstrates his skill and competence in'

®

thS'craft by)effectively using hiSitools'to repair-shoes. He may make some

_mistakes, but he is able to detec- and correct them without getting con—

L4

’fused or wasting time in perplexl_y‘ He. can confront and solve unfamiliar

sorts. of problems in shoe repair, he can deal with unexpected difflCultiCb

.

b
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. VL . ‘
knows how to do something.”’

"retically‘ kuown, But what is known in knowing how to d

Y

He is said to be,competent by way of his results and .his technique. He

.

pﬁis competent insofar as he is able to perform some task-~ insofar as he

Schmitt-spendsAa gréatfdeal of time in his study of Sein und Zeit

distingu1shing 'knowing- how'' from ”knowing that" in an attempt to inter-
pret Heidegger s understanding as .a sé%t of knowledge—— knowing how.
Schmitt calls competence or knowing how é@udo something or capabillty withv

things non—thebretical knowledge'. He cﬁaﬁms that: such knowledge, which

is tied to action and the results of acting,is opposed ‘to theoretical

knowledge”, which is tied specifically to language behA’ior and being able

to handle facts and to say what is the case. Unlike retical knowledge

in non- theoretical knowledge, we are told’ knowing &@#}Jdl
Vo . _),"’? "1‘1’“4 %
'object' of knowledge) are not distinct. The fact whr~~

oretical knowledge remains a fact whether it is known as such or not. The
- . . B ‘ . §
entities about which we have,knowledge are assumed to be as they are-

whether someone knows about them or not. The earth was in fact round

‘whether anyone knew it to be so in pre-Christian times or not. The known, .

, . v . . : . ) . A
other than the fact that it is known, is independent of Zts being 'theo-
: ; ) Co ! oo .

something or in

being competent at something is what is dispiayed in the exercise of thdt

.y . . . ’ - Mo
'

68
practical , nor- theoretical knowledge ~ For example, competence,at cab~--
0. . :\‘ :? ,/,'/] - . ) . , (;. -
\ . . v s .

3

Cinet‘making is'exercised in the usé'of various tools to perform the vari-"

I . . -
. ) - ‘ ’.'» ] . N ) e s . . . : L
oosgtasksvinvolved in making a cabinet. What is known is how to build-u

' cabinet and therefore how to use ‘the various tools and materials-in order

. \1 Lo
Lo conplete Lhe job of‘producing a cabinet Apart from the cabinet wmaker's

exercising his skill r Competence, apart from his building cabinets i.e. &

his oerforming the varigus sub-tasks required in order to build a cabinet},:

-

Q



there is nothing to be known in a noh-theoretical fashion. There -is no

'object’ of his knowledge that I too can know" even though he may forgeaﬁg '
A

. _i' -
and no longer know.- ) - vt . P
’ Tl S &

These sorts of claims appear disputablé‘7 We might reply to schmitt

that the cablnet maker while not engaged in cabinet making at the time
: -

.could make the claim that he hnows how to build cabinets and that further-

“

more one builds them in the following fashion (as he outlines . e method

to Us) Surely he is not at this point exercising. his competence in cab—

R

net making, but he.is nonetheless a competent cabinetmaker, and by outlin— ’

ing the procedure for building a.cahinet he shows ‘that he knows how a cab—
) \ec

inet 1s built.  Even- u;thE{ th way that he outlines as the way a cabi-

R

net is built may.in f ct be the way to buiﬁd 3 cabinet even though in ear-

lier times people rad,not yet discoxefed-how to guild cabinets or in later

times they may forget. In practical, non-theoretical knowledge the 'ob-

ject' of knowledge (i.e., how to build a cabinet) can afterall, it seems,

be distinguished from and ié'independent of.its being known.

<

-

This sort of reply, howeler, misses Schmitt's and Heidegger's point.

For Schmittvthe cabinetmaker's claim that he knows how to build cabirets,

nd'hls outline of how one goeé about it.are‘instances.of theoretical Know?.

]

ledge or belief about hls an ability and of a belief that cabinets are

'Y

lelt-iﬂ,a'QQYEai“ way He may be called upon to back up his claims:¢~

that'such'and is the:case by show1ng us that.what*he has claimed ‘to be-so"

- . \

is 1ndeed the gase—— byzdemonstrating his ability to produce a cabinet to
back up his” firsgijlaim and by having anyone (including himself) to through
the procedure hd has outlined to produce a cabinet to back up the >econd

‘ 6 .
claim. He nay be dble to aupport his claims or he’ ma) not g He could
J .
s S

" have been mistaken in;his claims, But the’ claims that somtthing is the

. e .
) .{5# ;’ [
K .



case, which can be evaluated as true or false, are instances of theoreti-

cal knowledge if they are true.

- On, the other hand, what one non-theoretically knows is what one is
able to do. Whether the carpenter is riéht or wrong In his beliefs about

his ability and about the cbrrect or best or only effective procedure for
buiiding cabinets, if he can and 'does produce good cabinets efficiently, .

we say that he knows how to Euildlthem—— he 1is COmpegent. If 'the resuits'
ofvhis endeévors aré shoddy prod?ggg of inferiorVWQrkmanship, if his en-
deav;rs are ¢lumsy and he seems unable to finish the job, -we might claim
that he really do~ " not kﬁow how. to Build_cabinets'even théugh he knows

(or might know) what the procedure is that one ought to folloy‘in building

-

them-- even though he knows (or might know) how cébinets are built by cthers

who .can and do buiid'tbem{ Being able to say what is the Cése——vlanguagc
behavibr;— isvéot'an essential aépéét of pon—theoreﬁical knowing.according
to Hg;degger. |

Our .original practice of'explication”[o% our proéedure in

in doilng something] does not consist of a theoretical

statement, but in circumspectively and carefully laying
down or changing the tool ''without wasting'words."/0

Therefore-an analeis of witat 1t means o know»sométhing in a non-theoreti-

'

call fashion, to be competent, to know how, must ,not make reference to lin-

gﬁi tic ‘entities (é,g.,lbropositipnsz and linguistic behavior (e.g., making

.a cYaim) . as infegral essential aspects: of non-theoretical krowledge.
: i i : : . . e N

¢ -~ Q'

_Aeccording ‘to Schmitt, what such an analysis of -sk%ll and’ Competence

" will make reference\to, at least In part, is the notion of ease and confi-

-

dence ‘in executing a task one knows how to perform-- or more generally,

>

- . - 2 J . :
Z..ease and confidence 1in acté?ﬁ in doing what one knows how to d0;7¥ The

e . ' e R . - . 5 . ) ] .
illed and competent craftsman may in all sincerity volite arluck of
A= _~>“.. . . . : B !

N

. : 1 . } . R . §

-
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o

confidence in his ability to do a particular task. He may not 'feel! con-
fident, and he may belieQe himself‘unAble to perform the task before him,
but the .lssue of his'acting confidently fests'on'the way he tackles the-
jobtW\Does he hesit%te?’ Does he confuse things or act confused? Does he

stumble or make repeated mihor siips? Is he perplexed about:the results
. . - . ° Id
of his actions? Finally, are his movements and maneuvers—— his doings--

efficient an%ieffective—f that is, do they bring about the desired results

o

within a reaé%Pable amount of time? The theoretical issue of whether some—

\

'~ one in factvkﬁows how to do somethiﬂg (x) or not is in the last analysis
settled inwtheﬁéqing. Whether that gbmeone diéplayé ease, confidence'and
efficieﬁcy in doidg x-- i.e.,-non—theoretical“kpowledge of x-- will deter-

L e e, ’ \‘L:b B . . '
mine the truth or falsity of the theoretical, factual c¢laim that he does
know how to do x.* I think it isjwitﬁi%@ﬁgﬁ scépe of Considefétibns such

as theséithét Schmitt makes his claim thé@.non-théoretical knowledgg'and
its 'object'-- whdt is known-- are not distinct.
Heidegger urges us to look upon the'éxiSCentiale of undefstanding
. In these s;me terms-- as a kind éf.com;cﬁence, or ability;dpr non;theoretical

knowledge or 'understanding how' on the part of Dasein. Specifically it

is to be seen as Dasein's competence with its Béing-in—the-world énd with

its’world. ‘But thie cgbinetmaker’s competence'with his hammer means &

-

competence at hammering, and competence with all his tools and materials

leads to'a competence at cabinet making. What doe3 Dasein's competence .

)

with its world mean? According to Heidegger competence or capability with
its world seems to be involved in its business of existing (or of existence)

in which Dasein displays its'coﬂpgtence or ability with itself as Being-

in-the-world. As we suggested in the introduction to this chapter, Dasein's .

woe

existence is to be thought of in terms of activity involving -2 'kind of
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ability-- its Beirg-able~to-be [Seinkdnnen ] .72 e are told that the glaim
that Dasein is distinctive as.an entity in that it exists 1s merely a for-

. mal way of indicating—that in its Beiﬁg Dasein makes an issue of that Very

Being itself. Dasein'é;'activity' of existing is its working out what it
. by : .:‘ .
1s and what it is to be.—_]3 And this working out of what it is is done

o . .

everyday in an eberyday,way.. No theoretical knowledge or intellectual
activity of planning 1is hebéésarily involved. But prior familiarity with
the world is said to necessarily be ,involved.74 Thus, Dasein- is ‘character-

ized by its exiéting;‘thatkinxplves its Béihg—éble—to—be; and that in turn
o , ~ , .

inVolves its competéﬁcg or ability with the world. This entire cqmplexv

of claims is-what 1is packed into Heidegger’'s aphorism: "Dasein's essence
~ lies in its existence" .
h_,;e R ‘;_A‘zgp . RIS A

Eurth&fmﬁ:g1 Dase}n understands itself primarily by existing-- by

working out what it.is through an understandlng of its world and all that
that involves. For if, as Schmitt has claimed, in non—thgoretlcal knowledgq'
" no distinction can be made between knowing and what is known, then Dasein's

understanding of itself as a kind of competence with, or non—theoreticél

" * knowledge of, itself as existing is itself existing-- that is; understanding
~as Dgéein‘s competence at existing and Dasein's exisiing cannot be separ- "
- ‘dted. - Dasein exists insofa- as. it understands itself in the same sense

that the cabinetmaker buildg/cabinetsfinsofar,aé, and to- the extent that,

- 5 . o
. L. .

he is able to do 'so or knows how to do s6 or is competent at doing so.

) N -’ . -

Those sorts of cabinéps'requiring the kind.of créftsmanship he 1is not cap-

| . ) . - - . _ , _
ahle of he does not bulld, unless, or course, he take? time to learn the -
. . PN 2 - - R . -
: N ¢ , L

Lo v " . « - ) Y . - =
requisite skills. And Dasein's;unde&s;and}ng of itself will involve an

understanding of fts world and ot the possibility of its Being for the

1

sake of which entities encounteyed within-the-world are ultimatelv. involved.
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Therefore on Heidegger's account one might say that Dasein exists insofar

as it understands.the world'&efining:gossibility of itsiown Being. 'Its
existence and its understanding (or competence with) of this possibility

‘are intinately and ine%tricably interwoven.

We“still are not clear of our original. copfusion concerning this

R

not{Op of Dasein's understanding as a kind of competence over or with

&) ‘ L .

o : s o . . )
_itseif by which the world is always already disclosed cr understcod. Per-
' . 18 N . . . .

2 .
haps we can cut to thetheart of the‘%%tter with the following. question:

. The notion of a oabinetmaker's comperence at cabinet making is tied to his’
: , %, . . ,

e

" making cabinets efficientlfland effectively with a certain sort of. ease

and oonfidence ehhracteristic of skill in his craft;  We can to some extent

. L]
uaie lils performance because we have some idea of what goes into making

N
-Lnets,;how the tools should be used and” what the final product should

"fnaioate 1ncompetence on the part of our cabinermaker—— for example,
‘ng tbe nails when hammering and consequently irreparably denting and
,iy,demdg;ng the wood, or not planing down the edges of the doors enough so0

H that they do not close properly,kor mlsmeasuring the legs so that the

cabinet wobbles. What are the indications of an incompetent’ Dasein—— of

' o a : i . _
its incompetence with itself and. itg world at exieting? Is it possible

for a Dasein to not’unders;énd itself: and its gorldfﬁnr ratherﬁto.misunder—

" stand them, and .if so, what does this misunderstanding or'incompetence .

" involve? - :
The answer to the question is that in one sense any Dasein .is always

competent.with itgelf and its world. “This is not a kind of Competence,or
TR : . d :

“ugbxllLy that it mer*ly posseSses and can lose but one - Wthh it 1s fDasein

always already understands (ls competent wlth) the world of involvements»_
. L;’ :

© o eyen yhen it i{s most incompetent at-using entities»enoountered within—rhe—"

e

91
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' world ‘ indeed the very precondition of a Dasein s being 1ncompetent with
things at doing something is an understanding of the tgt\lity of involve-

ments of the things with which it 18" concerned such' that #t is conce vaBI €™,

-

that it could¢evaluate its'use of thingd as a misUse,.as leading to mis—_

o haps in which the job cannot get done and in which entities cannot ful-

flll their ass;gnments to other entities Incompetence is displayed&in .
P R : N

aftempting %o do something and mismanaging the atte‘ ¥

5 :
dbut the very %\o-t'ion

ofban attempt 1mplies a prior famillarity with towardsjwhich Qand 'in-
'order;to assignments of entities encountered gnd used towards what 1stto\{ .
be done i A, Dasein s perplexity and.confu31on on.the job is possible because
it is already oriented in a &orld of 51gnificance A particular Dasein s
’hesitation;in doing something‘only_reveals certainty and‘confidence on:

its part %oncerning:a<world'oi significance and a possibilitynof its‘own\
Being defining that wokld/~JHesitation as significant act (involving a
refraining from doing) on the part of a particular Dasein confronted by

. a wide and deep stream is understandable in terms of an 'in-ordér-to' (in
order not to Sllp and jump short of the far hank into the stredm\/structure
.'_ and a towards—which' (tdgard:~getting-safely to the other side of the
‘stream) structure ‘and finally an ultimate 1nvolvement for the sake of some

possibility of its Being (its being. safely at home) Our hesitating Daseiln

is certain and confident enough of his world, so to speak' to be uncertain
. E]

i £
of and hesitate in his jumping. Inlhis hesitation he displays his famil—

iarity and competenc:? with his world and. his'familiarity with his own famil—~
iarity (or his competence with his own competggce) with his world The

empirical question for Heidegger would not be, "is this Dasein compétent

with himself add his world?" hut rather ”What is the‘particular structure

Y
L

of the world with which this Dasein must already be familiar and competent

- . : : R s
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in order to display the uncertainty and incompetence, at doing what *h- 1is '

L

'doing?‘ What 1s the.existentiell possibility which it must- already under-

stand and which governs the structure of .involvement that it has assigned
. ’ . P> v . ] -
itself?" '

.

-Thus Heidegger S claims concerning Dasein as- an entity that - always
has already understood its world and 1tse1f are ‘to be taken as ontological

claims about what it means'to be human. Human beings are entities which -
-\ ) . .

. ‘ r ' L - \‘\ - )
can display competence and incompetence, ability and inability, in their

) o bTamees
behavior as oppos%dfto planets or-trees, which are not in any particular

~

case said to,disnlay either. .ln their'hehayior'humans_may show'indications
of understandingvor misunderstanding,what theyﬁare about,vor making mis—
‘tahes and suffering mishaps, and of attemoting that at which they are not
successful. Heidegger claims that such possibilities make sense only if

. man is the’ SOrt of entity (Dasein) which is- in every case already oriented
d

in a world of significance that it already understands. Its understanding
' S B 3 . a o R - R - » . L ‘ ) .
.of its world and thereby its understanding of itself as Being-in-the-world

is to be seen as.a kind of 'understanding-how'f-‘a kind of competence or

\

‘ahilityﬂor'capability——'that is not to be asSociated.with ode'way of doing
'something as oogpsed to other incompetent ways of.doing or attempting to

do’it. Rather it is to be associated with being human, which means possibly

managing or mismanaging in any given case;as opposed to being some other
.. sort of. entity which is normally said neither to manage nor to mismanage

anything. This.sort of'competence which Dasein has as part‘of its Being
Y N . A
. 1is involved in all instances of meaningful' human behav1or—- in d01ng

anything (or refraining from d01ng anything) at all and in all ways of

-
doing or attempting to do it.‘ Understanding.and accounting~for what’some—

one has done is to be seen as a problem of understanding that someone's

~

competence with (1,@., his-understanding of) the world;rthis in turn becomes
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A

a problem of elucidating 3he {nvolvetents that structure his world-- es-
.pecilally the ultimate 'for the-sake-of- which' involv — ¢ thatidefines_theﬂ

others, and this in turn is a problem of grasping the significance of thOSe

p,entities which that someone encountered within-the- world in the course of

~

his doings

o

-~

‘We get here a brief and misleadingly incomplete sketch of what will C
Tbe Tnvolved in the lOglC of historiographical explanation as imp11c1tly
"demanded by Heidegger's analy51s of what it means to be human But before
filling out the schema let us consider some possible difficulties with re-
spect to Heidegger s analysis of Dasein as it has developed so far.~

| As emphasized at the outset of our explication of Heidegger, his
analysis of Dasein is tied to an analysis ‘of what it means to do something'
in an everyday fashion which is alledgedly integral to the notions of "hu- .
- man beha\}or and "Being humaz Heidegger sketches out what is involved

1n doing something in an everyday fashion in Chapter IIL,of Sein und Zeit,h

but his analysis is ostensibly specifically geared tofbehav1or 1in which

tasks are performed involving the often manual manipulation of tools and

;v phySical objects, especially with the aim of crafting some physical pro—

'.duct The question then raised but left unanswered was whether Heidegger s
analysis of . this select sort of behavior in terms of understanding a world
: of involvement of- the entities within—the—worlg%%hat is ul timately defined
by an involvement for the sake of some definite possibility holds good for
:the wide yariety of all meaningful human behavior asﬁHeidegger intends it
to. In particular, certain.social—linguistbc sortskof everyday behayior»
may appear to'defy‘his schema as we‘have.so far laid it out.

It may be helpful to note at\the outset of our attempt to answer
this question that _some ‘sOTts: of - behavior‘othe; than strictly tool using

task performances may immediately be .seen to be amenable to Heidegger S
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- analysis.\~ We have, In fact, already used some examples of such behavioré

g

Finding one's way out of the woods does not necessari%y involve using
" tools or manipulating anything It mainly involves” wafang,'climbing and‘
Jumping over obstacles, etc. and lookingiab0ut to find likely routes back

to camp. Yet the claims concerning the structure of the world and the
) " . ) - .
ways entities encountered within-the-world are encountered as being‘al— _\

readybinVOlved can be seen to hold good here also. The entities encoun- '
) . ) T - : _ ., : ”
tered belong together as a ZeUg‘totality'in that they arevassigned to each

other in certain ways. The fallennlogythatrlies_across the stream is. a:, -

‘way over the stream, an obstacle (although also. a source of water to slake
. . o i L 1 o PR
Can _ : , v , e -

ivone’s thirst), in order'toféet back onythe,pathﬂwhich,is an easy way thrpugh :

N

the undergrowth and perhaps overithe‘ridgeclooming‘ahead‘sincé ityseems. B

‘to be keeping the right direcﬂion as far as one can tell by the sun. The' g
. . - - IREI e L/

Ly . R O
relationships and assignments among the various entities encountered are.

governed by the"in—order—to involvements "signified" by the 'for—the—sake—

o

of-which' involvement-- in.this_case,'forjthe’sake_of one s,being safe and

»

found and comfortable again.

" Heidegger's claims concerning the gnvolvement structure ofvtheNWOﬁid
. / . : : ' iy

of_eueryday manual task performing Dasein seem to belapplicable3tq.9th¢r;*
sorts of behavior partially because they are phrased in a general terminf;.
ology improvised from expressions appropriate when speaking of 'almost'

‘any human doings. His talk abouttthe'tin—order—to" structure is an example.

v

"x is y—ing in Order to 2" where y'and'z are verbs with'or without'accom—
panying objects and qualfj;ing expressions or where:;z can be the verb "to',

be" with an ac;ompanying condition is a general form of expression appro-

fpriate not: only. for speaking of task performing but also of game playing
. - Y
and other recreational activities. It is appropriate where behavior s .

~

-

seen to have a point to it. Furthermore, '"in order to" comments aregin
. - , R N



®rder whether the agent spoken of has consciously planned out his action

or not. That question need not arise. What is crucial in the use of an

A ¥
Y.

"”in order to " claim, Heidegger WOuld assert’ is a totality of»involvements
deflned by an’ existentiell possibility governing the action.

When touching upon this’ ppoblem of the representativeness of Hei~
_degger's analysis.of tool using behavior in an article ”On Understanding
>Heidegger' Some Difficulties” ’Fldistad trades on the ordinarily wide

applicability of the locutions Heidegger uses in his improvisations toA
suggest that the concept of‘”world"’as an already disclosed structure of *

"involvement applies to and is representative ofr”the understanding of a
. - | B . " ~ [' .
theoretical proposition."76.'ln particular, Fldistad shows that in under-

standing a theoretical proposition, the proposition-is encountered as

°

“already involved in anu'in—order—to' structure .'It has a use, so.to speak.

Pres@ﬁrbly Flélstad is assuming that this theoretical language oriented

N

~activity.of attempting to understand and succeeding 1in understanding}a

theoretical proposition is most far removed from practical tool using ac—="

n

tivity and that success in.applying_Heideggeris_concepts here suggests
“that success will follow elsewhere.

By ”theoretical proposition" Fléistad means one that is properly
.

at home in a-hypotheticalfdeductive system.78 As part of such a system "

“the prop051tion is said to be encountered as already involved in prov1ng

2

further prop051tions as theorems of the system and 1in making predictions

‘(assuming that we are talking about an empirical hypotheﬁicalhdeductive
~theory)-- hat 15; our proposition may be fusedl to understand other prop-

ositions as»furt&gr'theorems in the system. All the aspects of the system '

‘are, of- course, understood ina way that reflects the activity of theory

construction for the prupose of draw1ng predictive conclusions. Axioms

-~

: are used in order to’ deduce further theorems, and these along with certain



]

statements of initial conditions .are used in order to predict further phe-
- . ‘_,"v -, - ) X - . " R
nomena. The‘variouS‘propositions in the system are encountered as belonging

together, involved with each othen, and assigned to each other in various

-

ways. VThe theorist is: already familiar w{th the involvement structure of :
. g , L . LRy
a new theorem (i e., the way it»WILl be‘inyolved qua’ theorem) even_befdre
he’ discovers it and further‘theorems and'phenomena deducible‘fromiit. | Cor
Moreoyer, the system as a whole has an explanatory use of function-- that
. . 29 .y

- 1s, 1t is (usually) advanced /in order to' explain certain obserVations.”

X '
o :

Such explanation would be the"towards—which';assignment of the‘yarious. N
propositions in.the system.' Understanding a proposition in a theoretical
system would be a significant step towards understanding the sort of phe- e
' nomena the system accounts for. Theoretical‘activitx as Fléistad represents
it‘(i;e., the activity of constrncting; and acqniring_an'gnderstanding;of
theories) seems susceptible to Heidegger’s,analysis.

l Flgistad's defenseiof'Heidegger's;schema seemsvplaUSiblevbeCause s

he concentrates on the constructive aspect of theoretical activity45 in.

" particular, on constructingvs' eﬁs of,explanation that can ~! be used.

€

‘nd accordingly the business of understandipg

‘s\
>

for prediccion of'phenomenad

f@,

=

‘. _ri',‘

such a theory comes to be seen‘as one of learning how to 'use' the:conj
struction-— of learning how‘to:find one's way about ambng the propositionsi
of the system; so.to speak.so jPresnmably'then,-the entities encountered
most,immediately‘as entities'ready—toehand’by the theoretician in his-
theoryvconstructionhand,dnderstanding‘are lingnistic'entities including.
propositions and words. In spite of'significant differences between'words
~(or propositions) and manual tools'Heide:ger would seem on this interpre—

tation to be committed to drawing dyt even more significant similarities.

Heidegger himself in Sein und Zeit does not systematically attack this

-.problem although much of what he says in connection with other problems

Ead
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.@‘ J; and with 1ay1ng the basis ‘for attacking this problem suggest signiflcant,

hsimilarities between tools and words both as entiti%s of use.sl Instead '_,

'.‘. ' . ' ”~

n

on‘to tackle what he feels are prohlems more central R?’ iskoverall thesis.ggyh"

N

v . , . S oo

Nevertheless,’he might have “sought to estabfish 8§ezclaim that lin—»
! g RN A
gu1st1c entities are entities possessing a ready—to handfghag%cter éncoun— BT

Ty

-~

%tered within a world of involvement by focusing on ordlnaﬁy sytuations in_sj?

Y

'i Wthh one might speak of - using\a word-— e <8 "1 wanted to breakkit‘tg himl
. . wq'.w \"".
gently, but I just didn t know wlat words to use' ——iand in wh%ch we use

! in order to" locutions-e e.g., He shouted "Fire!' in order to séare theA :

L1 L

peoole 1n3idp. Heidegger could rightly claim that in apprzpriate circum— oy
'tssanfes it makes perfectly good sense to ask why a particul

r person J.S

SE B P
talking.or speaking in a particular manner or even why-helis’speakiﬂg_atxi'l .
all. To such questions one might get answers ‘to the effect that the speaker o
S : sy -
‘ rs speaking (in *his particular fashion) in order to convey informatfon,;,p 3

\ R v' . ?‘:»' : .1 )

to get a point across,'to pass the time, to convey a good impression of

himself to hear himself speak or another of many similar sd&ts of . answers.x
R N

He might claim that such locutions suggest that the expnessionsvand words:,
use@?ingthe courge of a speakers speech act bear certain assignments to~

wards eacﬁ%?ther and3towaras\thegitowards—which'»of the speech act. Such

-assignments of a\word‘to'other wordS’andvto larger linguistic entities/%

are at least partially apparent in the rules ‘of grammaraanp stylistic ]

. ’ ) N " »
canpons ‘that regulate the use of phrases and words and at the same time

rest upon the ways words and 1ocutions~usually“'go together' or 'belong~
with each other'. \
But as . in ‘tool using behavior the ready—to—hand character of entities

encountered within a world of involvement becomes fully appreciated when -

that world becqmes '1it up in a mishap or difficulty ' There are many
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sorts of mishaps or difficulties that may arise in communica*ivei

behavior althpugh normally they arise only occa351onally among fluent

speakers of a lahguage. Usually our. speech is fluent in the sense'that

' we are concentrating fully on what we‘are'speaking'aPout'and.not~uponchow

we are speaking—fti.e.,_our selection\of wbrds, our style of speech. ‘We
_do not - normally plan out exactly what we are going to say although there

\
are of course situations in which th s 1is, called fori Yet even in the |

. middle of such everyday fluent discourse we sometimeg.stumble when the

particular word‘we need to say just ‘what we want to . say escapes us at the

[

‘moment. . In such a case we may for a while become very self-conscious about

our gpeech. We grope for just that right}word, or”p#rhaps’we try to talk

-around the difficulty until we achieve.the effect origiﬁally intended or
conVeylthe information-Originally‘intended; Then we%can reéume our nor-
mal;unthinking‘fluenCy, “Groping for the right words?is a fairly common
.Toccurrence for thevnot yet‘fluent‘speakerhof.an alied.tongue. Not being
 fluent in avlanguage means among other things“having%constantly to circum-

vent difficulties of this kind and having often to carefully plan out - -one's

circumvention In these situations of communication breakdown when a word
is missing (1 e., escapes us) or when a word or sentence fails to do the

job intended (either because -of our poor command of the language or because
. l\

or our listener’ s) the various involvements of these lﬁnguistic entities

becomes apparent. These involvements inc ude involvementswwith other lin—
. ~ i)

. N
guistic entities——'with what has already been- said (i.e., prior sentences

‘or: words of an incomplete sentence) but which is still incomplete and with

N

what would have. been said but cannot yet be said and make sense without
the missing locutions—— and they include further inyolvements with wha&

the speaker is doing in a larger sense--— e.g., conveylng informatirp warn-

@

ing someone, demanding something, running for political office, attempting B

[ 3
P

linguistic;'

" 9g
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to save a i}fe,.ieadingva platoon‘out.of tbe jungle; etc. : ". o
‘ :I think I have shoWn‘that a strong case can be made for Heidegger's

schema as so far outlined being applicable to linguistic behavior. Therei

msj)yet ue other.sorts of human behsvior'that toe teader believes t. Adefy

the analysis that Heidegger‘has‘given. I do oot'intendfto tty toAanticipate

all the conceivable counterexamples .that might be brought against Heidegger's

analysis.| Instead, -from here on we shall ‘assume that Heidegger's fundamental

o preparafory analysis -of Dasein 1s indeed an analyéis of what it maans to

ﬁseratched the surface of the issue.' But our brief consideration of lin~

be human as he claims it .isnand not an analysis properly restricted in

L

its adequacy only to tool using'Behavior although, of course, we have only

guistic behav1or has . brought up some points that will force us to consider‘

\another dimension in Heldegger' s analy@is of Bg\ﬁg)in—the-world "For in .
our c0nsideration of linguistic behavior we spoke of communication-— of

speakers and,iisteners. LinguiStic behavior as communicative‘behavior isﬁ

o : . ) : S '
obviously social behavior in which we encounter not. jus$t entities ready-

‘to-hand within. the world but.other people as other Daseins. Furthermore,

the 1ingqistic entities most immediately encountered within—tﬁeﬁworld and
) : . : ' e
'used' arggobviously different from tools in that they are public proﬁ@rty

They are not owned by just one craftsman but can be used@Qsimultaneously e

by mayy speakers. Finally, the effectiveness of their 'use' is to some .

extent'negulated by explicitly formulated and_imnlicit rules of languege

applicable to many "users' of these entities. in»such behavior the social

dimention of the world's structure becomés so obvious that it cannot be

overlooked any longer. -

-
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER II, SECTION 1

The claim thaf the nature of .philosophical exposition is circular a-
rises in seyéral places in Sein und Zeit, most motably on pages 152
and following where the claim is .discussed and argued for. However,
on page 7 Heldegger suggests that the circle is an inappropriate me t—
aphor to describe the course of ontological exposition. It is said
not to be-circular so much as a back and-forth-relationship.

7

Ursprﬂnglich seems td& be on of Heidegger s favBrite terms, and in
view of the extent to which he works it, MacquariNe .and Robinson's
more technical sounding translation of primordial" ‘may well be more
appropriate than rendering it by the obvious "original'. At any rate

- we follow théir rendering for the most part trusting that differences

in translation of this term will not ;affect the philosophical issues.

- on which we want to concentrate

Heidegger, gp. cit., p. 1l43.

Ibid., p. 45. o . -
= ) -

Ibid.; pp. 41-42. *

Ibid., pp. 44-45.

, Ibid., p. 143.

Ibid., pps 42-43.

See Schmitt, Martiu Heidegger
und Zeit", p. 180.

Heidegger, gp 01t., P 144.><

. . , . B
Ibid., p. 133. - o B

~ Ibid., p. 53.

Ibid., p. 64. o !

In emphasizing the spatiallty or spatial character of Being—in-the—

.world Heidegger often empha51zes the components of the word 'Dasein'.

For example: By its: very nature, Dasein brings 1ts Da along with it.

o _ R S

n Being Human: An Introduction to "Sein
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27.
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If it laeks its Da, it is not factically the entlty which &s essenti—,
ally Dasein; indeed it is not this entity at all ", (Ibid., p. 133)
Elsewhere he says that Dasein is delivered over to its Da; indeed
that 1t is the Da. '(Ibid., p. 135) In yet another place we are n-
formed: "To say “that in existing, Dasein is its Da, is equivalent

te saying that the world is. 'da ;its” Being—there Da—sein] is Being-
in. And the latterx is likewise ‘'da', as that for -the sake of which

~,Dasein ig.' 1bid., p.. 143) 1In discussinéythe spatiality of Being-

in~the-world/we hear claims from Heidegger like the following. ''The

;entlty which is essentially constthted by Being-in-the-world is it-

self in every case its 'Da’ According to the familiar significa—
tion of the word, the 'Da points to a 'here' ‘and a 'yonder' [“dort 1.
The 'here' of an 'I- here _ds. alwaya understood in relation to a yon-

_der' ready-to~hand, in the'cenwk,of a Being towards thig 'yonder'--
.a Being which is de-severanti:ditectonal and concernful. Dasein's

existential spatiality, which
is 1itself grounded in Being-In-

s determines its 'location'‘['Ort'],
the-world. The 'yonder' belongs def-

" initely to something encountered within-the-world. 'Here' and 'yon--

_der' are possible only #n a Da's- that is to say, only if there is

an entity which has made a disclosure of ébatiality as the Being of,,
the 'Da'. This entity carries in its ownmost Being.the character of
not being closed off.... By reason of. this disclosedness, this enti
ty (Dasein) together with the Being—there [Da—sein] of Fhe world is
'da' for itself " (Ibid., p. 132) . _ L

. { . ‘
Ibid.,,ﬁ.‘864ﬂ R \4 . ' -

(R

Ibid., P. 63. Heidegger distinguishes sever:  different:®uses.of the -
word "world". - (Ibid , PP. 64~65) We shall focusyon the third-- .-
"not, *however, as those entities which Dasein ess ntially 1s not and
which can be encountered within-the-world; but rath®r as that ‘where—
in' a factical Dasein as-such ;in be said to 'live' World Thas

here a pre-ontological existentfell signification. Here again there

~are different possibilities: 'shorld™may stand for the 'public' we-.

v v

] : ez
world, or onels 'own' closest (domestit)'environment [Umwelt]."‘ . /\

o

_'That 1s, the world is not equ1valent to the sét or the collection of.

things that I can possibly encountef or discover oY see or sense a-

" round me like the pen and table, house, street, tree, river, wind,
molecules of,air,‘etc. , A : S

'Heidegger op. cit., p. 64.

1.

‘For ‘a discussion of this issue in interpreting Heidegger, see: Fléistad

"On Understanding Heldegger: Some Difficulties » PP 435 436..

Heidegger, 92;‘Cit;, p. 43.:

~See also Heidegger Oop. cit., p 66.

Ryle, The Concept of Mind, p 28 f

Ibid., p. 27.-’»“'j : P S ' .

S
.
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28. Ryle spends most of}Chaptéf IX-- "Tﬁi 5ntellect” dealingiwith'this

problem. B . , ~ |
. 29. Ryle, op. cit., p. 27.  See also p. 31 for furtﬁeg hints along this
line. ‘ ' : -

30. Heidegger, op. cit., pp. 356-357.

o N . ' . ' - A !

31. Ibid., p. 59. B

32..- Ryle, op. ¢it., p. 29.

33. Heidegger's cfeation "innerweltlich" has the form of a“German ad—
jective 'or adverb, and Heidegger uses it iIn both capacities. We
follow Macquarrie ‘and Robinson in rendering it as the hyphenated
"oithin-the-world'". One might think of this word in its adverbial
capacity as providing an answer to the question: How do we encogﬁ%
‘ter entities?  Within-the-world. e : A

- . » . 'y

34. ‘Heidegger,AQE, cit., p. 68. K

35. Heldegger says, "EIN Zeug 'ist' strenggenommen nie." (Ib d%a;p{‘ég)
He seems to be playing on a point of language here. As a masé}ggph\
the locution "ein Zeug' should strike' us as ‘odd or as borndering on

- s . . \ U
nonsense or perhaps as puzzling concerning what the speak%g%gﬁant.-
This linguistie force would indicate that the claim about exftities
having the character of Zeug not occurring in ‘isolation does” not re-
fer to physical isolatiqn but a more interesting sense of the word

- "isolation''®interwoven with Heidegger's claims concerning the charac-
teg@qf the world. ' ; o N , ’

36. TIbid., pp. 68 ff. B e

" 7. 1Ibid., p. 69.° , a .

. ’ ' . . _ﬂ"i :‘ { o -
38. Ibid. The kind of Being a piece of equipment (i.e.,'an entity‘with_
' the,character of Zeu ) is said to possess is that of readinesg-to~
“hand,[Zl andenheit]. It is thought of in terms of being in use or.
~out of use, usable or not fit for use, no-longer usedfor this but
'still used for that, etc.- ' C- o )
39. Tbid., p. 69, p. 73-and p. 75. 7 ~
. . . . - : . ) ~ ° ’/f M
40. Ibid., p. 68. S _ : ‘ hd
: . . R ) . 7 N ' ) " r3
" 41. 1bid., p. 107.
42, Ibid:, p. 68. . IR
43, 1Ibid., p. 80. g’
44. 1Ibid., p. 70.°
oy O )— -

Ibid., p. 161.

T
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46. Condern is yet another ‘of Dasein s xistentiales and characterizes
' its relationship with ‘the world. fSee ‘page below. - , S
. w- ‘ . é’ . .
47. Heidegger, gpf eit., p.'69. ' -
48, Ibid% & .u o : " '
: —— ° 2 & !
. . - 2% ' <+ E
49% 1bid., po.75. - ' T Ta ' =
v ‘. . _/ . .». R ; é . Y
50. Ibid 0 S §5 -
o v g ’ . ' 4 * ~a‘;%?é‘;
51.  Ibjd. . T4y 3 .
bid., B. 7/ | : ..
B O . - B
52.° This claim is not meré&y a psychological one.  An item can be missing
in the <course of performing a task only” insofar as it has a 'place’
in performing that task-- that)»is, insofar 'as it facilitates gettlng
done what is to be done. The claim is:more on the order of a con-
™ ceptual one about what it means for an ifem ofsuse to be missing qu
item of use. w :
~ - ’ : ‘ ‘ “"" : . 14 . )
53. .-The section "Involvement and=fignificance; the'Worldhogﬂ of the. World?
- (Heidegger, op. cit., pp. 83- 88) can be understood as ‘a detailed ar-
gument in supportﬁpf this claim. o o
;54..’Heidegger, op. cit., p. 48 and p. 353. ”;J/f}
Ibid. p. 84. Ay A
56.» Ibid., This claim is not to be construed as meaning that we are all
guided Jltimately by egotistical selfish ends.
57. Ibide A Lo
58. Ibid., p. 87: N :
Y ,
59. . Ibid. Mo
- 60. That we mlght say this is suggested by Heidegger s claim that signifi~
cance (the structure of the world). is grounded" in the 'for-/the-sake-
- of-which' (Ibid., p. 143) and the claim that Dasein always assigns
itself from a ' for-the-sake-of-which' to the 'with-which! of an in- %~
volvement. (Ibid . p 86) . '
:.6l, Ibld., p- '86. ‘His full definition of "world” given here runs as fol-
' lows: "lhe wherein of an act of understanding which’assigns or re-
fers 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."
. . 0,
62, Ibid. p. 85. ~ T
63. Ibid., p. 86. ‘;" T y
64. '

Heidegger makes this point clequy in a succeedihg chapter deailng

ta. . LE B
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with Being-with-Others when he writes, "This understanding [of Others
as a dimension of the world] "like-any understanding, is not an ac-
quafntance derived from knowledge about them, but a primordially ex-
istential kind of Being, which, more than anything else makes such
knowledge and acquaintance possible.”" (Ibid., p. 123) A

65. . Ibid., p. 86.

66. Ibid., p l&6 Here Hedidegger suggests that in understanding the -
world Daseln always understands 1ts Being-in along with, while an
understanding of existences as such is always at the same time an
understanding of the world. o i )

67. 1Ibid., p. 143. The actual quote is: "When we are'talking ontically,
: we sometimes use the expression 'understanding something with the
‘51gnification of .'being able to manage something ,, 'belng:a match n
~(for 1t', 'being competent to do something' ['etwas konnen']. In un-
derstanding, as an .existentiale that which we have competence over
[pas im Verstehen als Existenzial Gekonnte] is not _.a 'what', but
Being as existing Macquarrie and Robinson's translation of'"kon—
nen in terms of being competent' is potentially misleading because
Tcompetencé' is a ‘concept usually reserved: for. complicated task
‘and doings where.skill is involved. = Dasein is competent with its
world in all its doings whether or not skill is involved in its:
‘__behavior Instead of talking in terms of competence we might less:
misleadingly speak in terms of Dasein's being capable or able with
-its world. Schmitt uses these alternatives as well as speaking of
Dasein's understanding as a "krowing how' We shall not stick to
any’ one of these alternatives but will'talk mdinly in terms of Da--
sein's conlpetence or ability with its world while keeping in mind
that competence with its world is involved in all of Dasein's:do-
ings, no matter how simple, even’ if no other competence 1s in-
~volved. -(See. Schmitt op. cit., p 166 and pp. 170 ff.)

©_68." Schmitt, op. cit., pp. 166 ff.- That there is a dichotomy between the T* .

two sorts of knowledge of the significance that Schmitt alleges may

-be questioned. Presumablyd;yle would question it. Neither would -
'Heidegger want to maintain such a dichotomy. Theoretical behavior -
is sald to involve its own canon and rules aeccording to which it
proceeds (Héidegger, op. c¢it.;, p..69), and the theoretical attitude

is said to involye a modlfication of the circumspective concern '
that characterizes everyday Dasein (Ibid., p 351 and pp 356 ff )

- 69. See Schmitt, op. cit., p. " or a ¢ scussion of the relatlon be— ‘

" tween 'thooretical kmowing' and evidence.
.-Q . - o N

70. . Heidegger, op.-cit., v. 157. For a commentary on this point see
Schmjtt, op. eit., p. 171. SO . : -

7;.» Schmitt, op. cit., pp. 173¥174;

72. Why Macquarrie and Robinson trarslate "Seinkonnen" ."pbtentiality—
»- for-Being I do not know. We shall follow Schmitt's endering'of"it
.- ,as "Being-able-to-be!'. (See Schmittl op. cit., p. yEQ) For the{conf

"7
’
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nection between Dasein's prior familiarity with or understanding of
its existentiell possibilities defining its world-- its "Being-pos-
sible'-~"and 'its Being—able to-be see Heidegger, op. cit., p. 86
and PPp- 143-144., '"Understanding is the existential Being of Da-
sein"s own Being—able—to be; and it is so in such a way that thlS
Being discloses in itself what its Being is capable of." (Ibid.;

P 144, '

73 Thid., p. 231.
74. Ibid., pp. 12 f. < ' ' o e

75.  Igid., p. 42. - e | .
76. Nwiéistad op. cit., p. 439.
77. Ibid s pp 435 ff.

78. Ibid., p. 439

79. Ibid. .
80. It is'important7t05keep 11 mind here that Floistad's concentration
on theory construction As a focusing on theory formulatiom and the '
linguistic result. Accordingly then, he will also be coccentrgting
on what Ryle calls.the '"didactic ends" or didactic uses to whi§E§%
a theory and the propositions within the theory are put, not on
involvement in wider contexts of 'practical’ behavior %See Ryle,
~op. cit., pp. 269 ff. )

s

81. At one place Heidegger suggests ‘that language as a totality of words
is something’ that we can come across ready~-to—hand (Heidegger, Op.
E&E s P- 161), but later on he raises again the question of what

| kind of Being language has--- of whether it is a "kind of Zeug ready-

to-hand within-the-world or has it Dasein's kind of Being or is it

nei~her?" (Ibid., p. 166) He does not explicitly answer his question
i+ Jein und Zeit, but other sections in the book do suggest that .-the
words of a language and linguistic constructions within the language
¢> have a ready-to-hand character and are encountered in terms of cir-

c mspective concern. For example, 'see page 157 and also the entire

_gection entitled "Reference ‘and Signs', pages 76-82. Schmitt inter-

prets Heidegger as claiming that words are ready—to—hand 'objects'

of 'use' and suggests a similarity between words and sigms. ({(Schmitt,

op. ecit., p. 100) How significant Heidegger actually tkought any

X such similarity to be, however, as well as his views on the Being of

C @Z_f words is an issue the consideration of which must take into account

‘his later writings on language simply because he handles the issue . -
" in such a sketchy and . tentative manner in Sein und Zeit.

82. Heidegger;.gghlcit., p. 166.



'CHAPTER I1

T ~ SECTION 2
. . 0
So far Heidegger's account of what it means to be in the world and

to understand ‘the world might be construed as being’ rather solﬁpcistic in
orientation | In doing things a man is sald to operate in a world of in—
volvement which is always already disclosed to him and the structure of
which is in some sense defined by the possibility of his Being for the sake

of which entities w1thin—the—world are encountered as already involved.

i

It migd& appear that each man lives in his own little world, as it were,
oriented. by his own peculiar possibility of Being ~ But according to ‘Hei-

' degger, such 1is not the case 1f it ig taken to mean that each man occupies

'

his own separate isolated world cut of f from others so that on an epistem—
1

ological level none can be certain that others exist or; if they do,;what
,they are really like. Nor is»his accpunt to be taken as implying that
‘the possibility of a man's Being that defines the world of involvement can-
not’ be a shared possibility of the Being of other men as well Being;in
(the world) according to Heidegg&r, is. essentially Being—with (Others)

and this is tg be taken as an ontological claim about the world, not as
: TR .
a factual one about the existence of non-existence of other human entities

encountered within—the—world;l In other. words, man is by nature social
) : % ~ N
In examining this social dimension’ of the world of involvement we

o "

dgain begin by attending to everyday QOingSrand cencerns and to those. en- .
. titie within—the world of everyday activities.

The work produced refers [anweisen] not only to the "to-
wards-which" of its usability and "whereof'" of which it s
consists: under \gimple craft conditions it also ‘has an ..
assignment to the person who 1s to use it or wear it. The Yo

hd o v . -
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‘work 1§ cut to his figure; he 'is' there:alor" with i{lii
the work. emerges.... , Any work with which on: concerns

oneself 1s ready—to ~hand not only 1in the domeatib\world
of the workshop but also in the public world e

The items encountered in performing a task bear assignments not only to
other items within the Ee_g totality-- to other equipment and to the fin—
ished product of workj— but also to other people-— to other Daseins. Even.
) when absorbed in work by;himself or ignoring others_around him the cra{ts—
man does in a sensevencounter the others‘for whosge use the work hebdoes,v
is intended or from whom perhaps +his tools have been borrowed‘ He encoun—
ters them through the involvement w1th others of that whloh he is using .
or of that upon which he is working. |

Much of the worérwe do is for others; 'lheicobbler repairs shoes
for‘his customers acCording to their-order and in return for'payment;-_No
‘payment, no. worh | In fact most of us encounter others within-the—world ’
all the time in one way or another but that is not the essential point
Heidegger wants ‘to make. His claim is that g_z_work with which one con-
cerns oneself is ready-to—hand in the 4 ublicuworld. The point to be made:
is not a factual one. but an ontological one about what it means to be human
In fact. that upon which-we work often bears an assigngent to other indivie

duals who will subsequently concern theﬂ[elves with it in some way, but

even work done with my own tools’and materials resulting in a product to

be*uSed,exclusively by me for m own.sake-in the_most private and.selfish
manner possible utilizes and produc s that which is ready—to—handvinra

public world. This 1is so because enti ies encountered within—the—worldf‘
" in use are all usable by others of the Z me 1ilk as he who .is using or is

" to use them. .The cobbler may be working on his wvery. own shoes for his very

' own use, but even. these are ready-to—hand in a public world since anyone-

else of the Game size or even smaller feet could wear them, and the cobbler



rﬁxkbuig very well part with them and make them available to others for their
-/Eye. | |
Heidegger's notion of the‘world as essentially a public world can
be sharpened by a\consideration of possession and 'belonging to'. vItems

‘within—the—worldragékencountered not pnly in terms of being ready-to- hand

for me or others but also as patentia_v belonging to me and or others.3

\items encountered within-the-world of our everyday concern were said to
\ "

ave the charhcter of Zeug, and as noted above, Heidegger suggests’ that -

~this word is to be taken as roughly equivalent'to the Greek"pragmata".4

Originally this Greek term was used with connotations of "possession."
8 , P o

. Zeug

" is to have similar'connotations. "Entities encountered as Zeug are

N

pbssessed and/or possessable by the encountering Dasein and otherS'who

- are using, or might use, or used, or might have used, or cannot find a

‘use for, etc. them.

109
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When, for example we walk along the edge of the field " . %

but 'outside' it, the fleld _shows itself as belonging
to such—and—such a person and decently kept up by him

Thus entities ready—to hand show themselves in terms of "belonging to"

- and are thereby encountered within a public world. ‘Some items with explicit
social significance 1ike pieces of money are meant to be’seen as possess—
able by evergone—— i.e. s as able to be used in similar ways by everyone

®

(to have similar involvements for everyone) else besides him who actually
'happens to have those particular pieces of money in his pocket.v But even
the most private possessions marked off for the owner s exclusive use, for-
bidden for the use of others by law, are ready to—hand in a public world
. All the conscious efforts on the part of owners: “to prevent others froml

appropriating and using the owner's private possessions would not make \

sense if others were not able to possess them by using them—e if it were

o
o

7
f

'3



e | |
not possible fhr a.private item to be involved in what ot ers night do in ‘
a way similar‘to its involvement in the owner's doings.

Thus a world of Otheés7 is revealed in the~entities.readyfto—hand
»encountered within the’world of everyday task performance, but we must
take note of exactly who,these»Others are. Heideéger“says that it is not
the‘case that»these’dthers are -everyone else hut me. ”They are rather
those from whom, for the most part .oné does not istinguish oneself--
thdse among-whom one’is too."8 »The Others that .copstitute Dasein s public
world are not a particular group of other Daseins to whom Dasein can pay
attention as a group of individuals, for Dasein always ‘finds itself among
rthe.OtherS'with whom it,always shares its public world; These Others,
therefore, go not stand out. as definite others as the Boy Scouts do for
.a Girl Scout or the university staff does for a student or. evén the other
'residents of‘Alberta do‘for me when l fancy myself above the common herd'.9
The Others are- inconspicuous (in the same way the. world is inconspicuous’
| _since they are an aspect of the world), but they are none. the less real. 10_
They use the street outsidL (which of coursge is specifically for public

: - N
use) in much the same way jas I do, but they might also use or possess my

most personal possession
have the same significande for them as for me. .
- B . ) .

But all the abov degcription still does not give a specific answer

to'the-question'of who jthese Qthers are who constitute theipublic world

in which Dasein 1s as
tion is'given in the ollowing way: When Dasein is‘ahsorbed concernfully

in its, everyday doings, '"the Others are encountered'as what they are' they

-“"./

‘what one man does. The Others encountered as a part of the world -are

[Sie sind das was sie betreiben] And what they do is

are what they do

"

-

said therefore to be- indefinite and impersonal they are “the neuter'fone'v

..‘v‘

110
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s I do—- that is,fthat possession could and would

eing—in-thefworld. Heidegger's ansver to that ques-—



~F

" Dasein and'intdjwhich ith is iabsorbed'.
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{das Man] of '"What one_does".ll' As the neuteéer, impersonal, indefinite 'one',

the Others are inconspicuous; They represent_the average which included .

)

This Being—with—one another dissolves onme's own Dasein-
completely into the kind of Being of 'the Others',:in such
a way, indeed, that the Others, as distinguishable and ex-—
plicit, vanish more and more. In this Inconspicuousness
© ~ and unascertainability, the real dictatorship of the 'one'
* 1s unfolded. 12 : ‘

In this dictatorship
Dasein'is for the sake of the 'one' inban everyday manner,
and the 'one' itself Articulates the referential context
of significance I3
, .
The original question Of the identity of these Others who constitute Dasein s‘
public shared world may accordingly be answered briefly, "noone in partic—

ular" and at the same'time everyone including ourselves 14 There is no-

one to take responsibility for what Dasein does in its everyday manner since

_it (Dasein) does what one does the way one does it} yet everyonevseems to

have a hand in determining what 1s done and how it is done.
We have a conciSe ‘Heldeggerian answer to the question of the iden-
tity of the Others that constitute the world, but we must clear .away some

plausible misunderstandings of the answer and sharpen the point Heldegger

~is making

First, the claim that the Others encountered as partﬂof the world

of everyday concerns-are indefinite and impersonal; everyone and noone, is

'.nOt to be taken as, denying that we meet personal friends and acquain;%nces

\ o

and other identifiable people in the course of our everyday”doings and
A

that we recognize and. address them as definite persons holding'*hem respon— o

51ble for many of their actions. Heidegger calls the ways 1in which we pay

o

;attention to and concern ourselves with. other individual Daseins encountered

within—the—world "solicitide" [Fursorge] ‘and he spends some time'in one



section discussing possible ways'of interacting'withdother individuals in
, solicitude.15 Butvthe point abont das Man and the indefiniteness of'these
Others 1s not a point about specifioientities or sorts of entities'within—
the—worldm: Rather-itlis a-point ahout the.norld itself, which, as a total-.
ity of involvements, of assignmentss of significance;~in which entities'
vare-enoountered as' already involved or significanttis.to be distinguished'

. : i .
from the entities themselvesf Thus the point about das Man and the indef-

inite impersonal Others is a point about all human activitY‘and meaningful
human behavior no matter how solitary, an matter how physically and/or
socially isolated the agent is from other particular; individual Daseins.16
‘Heidegger' s:point is that the world of Dasein' s‘Being—in—the-world is
essentially a puhlic.world‘whether other individnariDaseins are encountgred
within—the—worldior not. ‘Dasein's world is a 'with-world' shared with
FOthers among whom-it is in the world. For Heidegger the problem of onto—
logical or.epistemological solipciSm does not arise since in understanding

A
its world Dasein always already understands the involvement\\ith—Others—

: with—whom—itdshares—the—world of the entities encountered within—the4WOrld.17

Meaningful human hehévior is therefore essentialli social. ~

To claim that man is essentially social, however,‘is not to claim.
dthat a man cannot live in a solitary state or cannotkberlonely. The Robin—.
':son Crusoe-figure maroonedyon the tropica al island is certainly still human
and‘continues to act quite meaningfully, He works at providing shelter
for himself fashioning ‘tools for various tasks and generally engages in
the everyday affairs-of survival. .ln working‘and relaxing and_generally
"looking out for himself he operateS'in-a'ﬁorld of involvementsland_signif—
icance. ert he encounters no other individdals on the island.orbeven traces

. o P

‘of,other men. What he works on'isfforfhimSelf alone. Nevertheless, Robinson



b

Crusoe as human encounters entities within—the—world»as usable by others
and as possessable by others.  The work he does could benefit others.

.‘That isdpart of the meaning of Robinson Crusoe's'being;marooned,and lonelv.
- That towards which he labors could he‘involved ultimately‘for.the sake of
some possibility of Being of some other Dasein, gnd that with whice‘
labors (fis equioment) could bevinvolved'in'the sime way‘for some other

" - fellow. But'theSe areznotwin fact‘solinvolved. The‘island is usable as

a place of habitation by others besides Robinson Crusoe,.but in.faet he‘
does not share it with others. Because Robinson Crusoe as basein is essen-

tially Being-with (ar soci‘al being), it is meaningful, to sdy that he lives

in sblitude and can be lonely even if he is physically surrounded by people

in a large indifferent city. It is only "in and for'a Beﬁ? ) - whose
~world of involvements is a public world with)a dimension of Others—- that

others. can be missing.ls' , o ' N

Granting allrthat_has so far been sald about das Man and the indef-

.

inite chers as a 'dimension' of the world,. however, it is still not clear
tekactly what is involved in this alleged.;dimensionf of Dasein‘s world.19
It’is.still'not.clear.how theseiindefinite, inconspicuous Others as a featur
of the world~are‘encountered and how this feature is related ‘to individual‘
personal ﬁaSeins encountered within—the—world. :To return to the,eohbler;
the cobbler encounters the Others offhislworld in the course of everyday
doings 1in the following manner whether other Daseins are physioally R;esent
vor.not whether he is thinking of other individuals or not: The entities

_ w1thin—the—world are, aa we have already pointed out, encountered as already
linvolved with other entities within—the—world and with an existentiell poss1
bility for the sake,of which they are involved The hammer, for example,

Q B
‘ .

'is involved with nails, it is used to hammer nails. Ore generéllyeuses'

" a hammerbin this fashion,.:One does not'use it»to,pick one's teethfnordto

ot N
LTI

113

e

~



/

114
e eat one's food nor as an instrument for per ming surgery. Furthermore,
(‘ T~— - . -

—_—

one genefaily hammers in'a;certain fashion usingAcertain moyements'of’oneis,h
'arm and wristslwhich 1 am sure our cobhler-wonid be -quick to demgnstrate
toban excebtionally.awkward or ignorant apprentice; Heidegger's point coné'
cerning:QEE_lggn is .that Dasein encounters entities within its everyday ‘,IQ”
world in'te:ms.of the;way one uses (or-does not use or ignores) them or, to
lvputlit'another way, in terms of the way one lets them be inyolved. In this
manner entities are encounteren as placed mithin a publicfw0r1d}
What one does with a hammer'in uSing_it{ as the way‘in_Which-the/f
cobbler encountetsghis hammer, i§'not mereiy‘a matter of the cobbier's
. actually usiné the hammer in a way or pattern consisfentvwith'the way he

has used it previously and consistent with the way other cobblersvhave used

"and are using their hammers. Consistency in useﬁ{or in behavior in genetal)
. e
or a regularity in the pattern of use (or in behavior in general) certainly
. ‘(’
is involved with the notion of das Man and wh&t onegdoes Such consistency

and regularity in use would mean the existég%e of an established tradition"
in the use of a. hammer. But our cobblerx dght have an active mmagination

and he might constantly be discoverin‘F:?novative and original ways to use

Q?%".fit one does with;it. For the most -
original and innovatiye use Egglélhecbme antradition; avmatter of-subseougnt
A consistency andiregnlarity in behavior. ' The cohbier's innovatign (especially
if successfui),is a“very possible' futureustandan% bractice for»himself»
and for others he might"teach (e.g., his apprentices) or fot_those who
might copy him. ‘Man's behavior is therefore essentiaily traditional inSo-‘
far as it is essentially social whether he acts in- conformity witk an"’

establishedﬁtradition,or not or even where he'purpdsefully violates the

)
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- cstabiished tradition. It is.theipossibilitz of a man's establishing a
new tradition Qar maintaining‘an old one through his behavior that matters.
It mahes sense to aay that an instance of innovative unuaUal human behavior
‘could form_the basis of a tradition and as such could be copied such that
the same wayfog_doiﬁg things is learned by others within the traditiom, .
whereas it doestnot make sense to’ say that a planet's altered orbit capn
"establish a tiﬁdition ih planetary behavior tt;; could be learned by and
passed on to other planets}.f | o

Q

The point aboutpthe possibility of establishing and maintaining

traditions is filled out even more when one considers how other individual
o . L o o C.

Daseins are encountered within-the-world in terms of das Man. . These entities
are usually notkencountered as beiné/QErely ready-to-hand within the every-

day work—world, bpt they are ehcduntered as already involved in certaih
& waye. Take, for example, the cobblerls customer for whom the shoes are

| repaired. He is of course encountered as a Dasein and therefore as distinct
: v o . .
3from other entities within—the—world (like the hammer,:nails and4ahoes)
.since-as a Being-in-the-world he shares the cobbler's world. Nevertheless,
ithe.cuetomer (like'the hammer, etc.) is already ihvolved in c,rtain ways
‘Qith other entities within the cobhler's world inSofar as he is a customer
'(or potential customer), and.the cobblerubehaves toward him as one gener—

ally behaves toward a customer. The cobbler listens attentively to-the

costomer's oxder and undertakes to repair the shoes ‘according to the order

u
[

. within the specified amount’ of time Furthermore, sihce the customer is
alsd@? Dagein sharing the public world the cobbler expects that the cus-
. tomer will behave in certain appropriate ways that one behaves as a customer——
namely,.collecting the shoes and paying the bill 1n Currency.l The cobbler
’orients his behavior to an extent around. these expectations and holds the

customer, responsible if he fails to act in the way one acts as a customer.
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The custémer is involved as one of tho;e (the Others) aﬁong wbom the‘cobbler
a;rDaéein‘counts himself as gharing the world. Where thosé.with whom we
‘iﬂufact share the world fail to éct as one acts in é:giVEn situation, we
blame them, and where they are ignorant of the waglone acts in the éivén
situation we hold‘theﬁ responsible f0b\learniﬁg hoy one- acts in thiS'case.”
We treat them as popentiélly one of those4aﬁoﬁg'whoﬁmﬁe'include ourselvés,i
_Noﬁ énly the casual échaintances of the'coﬁbler's wofk—world but'his per-
sqnal%ffiéias are involved iﬁvthis way-- in roles where one expecﬁ? éér;ain
things sf theﬁ and where one acts in Certain ﬁays’ih response.- Théy afe
to some extent involvea as the Others with'whbm.Das%in sha;es the world
of iﬁvoivemént. - |
Suﬁming up the polnts to be‘made conéerﬁing g§§_§éﬁf we may_s;y
that entitigs eﬁcountered within—thé-world (both entities rea6§—tb—hand
band other Daseins) are éhéountered aslalpeady involVed‘énd inv§lbed in .
\the samé-way for the enéountering Dasein as they are ﬁor the ipdefigité
v'Othe;s with:whom Dasein shares its world." Othér individudl Daseinsjencoun—- 
,_ﬁered wiﬁhip—the—&orld may be‘furthér”iﬁvolQéq ;n filfiﬁgiﬁhe roie pfvthe
indefirite Others. Talk about these indefinitejOéhé;; among ‘whom Dasein .
cQungsvitself is_télk ;boﬁt a feaﬁure.ofinqséin's wérld—;fa public“shareak_

WOrld;zo It is talk about thevway éntities‘within;the%worldjare encountered

as already involved. They are encougtered as involved in the way one uses
or attends to (or does not use or does_not'atténd to or‘ignorés) them.

" When Dasein 1s moéﬁ‘abso:béd in its doings going about its business in an

everyday, routine, familiar, competent manher, its world (and'éherefore ,
~das Man also) . is most iqgonspicuods, but the entities witHIn—the-world‘are

~ involved in the way one genefa}ly iets‘them be invoiyed; entities ready-

/r’?*‘ffbfhand are used in the way one generally uses them. The s;ructuré-of in4

volvemehts, the significance of what Dasein encounters, is dictated byv'
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ggg.ggg.z Heidegger claims thét.this aspect of human behévio£ is éh'as—
vpect'of all hyman beha\'zior.?2 He calls %t Désein;é inautheﬁt%city.23 Das
ggg/gs‘said fé be an exis_tentiaiez4 and gherefore‘will—bé\deyeloped as a

- category of inquiry in the soqialjhﬁman sEiencés. . :

As a cgtegory of.inquiry intovhuman activities‘aﬁd the products or-
" results of these, Heideggexjs'e%istentiale of das Man may be comparea with
Winch's notion of 'fule—gﬁverﬁed' behavidr——,é notién that_Winch claims

is central to understénding meaningfﬁl‘human Behaﬁidf.» Encounfefiqg gnti—
tie; withiﬁ—the—Worid in terms of_what'one does  (or does not do) with (;rggi
‘iﬂ tﬁe»§acé of or po qr.abqgtg efé:ﬁ.tﬁgﬁ might be held Eziingplye or per-
iaps simply be énalogoué\go énﬁdun;ering»them in terms of rules governing

what is done with or about those entities by those with whém Dasein shares

M -

thg'worla and amohg whom it_couﬁts itself:gsv This wéuld'be;to say; among
otﬂér-things, that eﬁtities‘are eécounteréd as involved in the §§gg'Way;

as they aré for the indefinitélophers that constitute Daséin's publicvwbrld;
entities arelinvolbed with other'éhtities within-the-world for the sake ‘
of some-public'exist%ﬁtiell.possibiiity. that Dasein dée; witﬁ or abguﬁ
these entities is the same as_what Others. do. ?In'driviﬁg ablout,on'.t.hés
~_c_itny_stréeté, which aré gxplicitiy'sqciaily ana publically inyolVed en;
tities, we énéouqtef specific othefs'whogfili the role of the Others with
whdm we‘share the world by obeying the ruigsvof the and—— légal rules,

. | Y . . . )
rules of courtesy and rules of common sense. They use the road as one

‘generally,uses it-- aé.d route alohgvﬁhich to drive motor vehicles or bi-
)

1 . .
. \

cycleé in‘érder to get.about toan—.apd théy drivé.accordingifo the rules
vbf.tﬁe £333fwy doing what §ﬁe doéé in.a given situafioﬁ. ’Some‘of the;e.
~indiviAué}é; or course, gccassionally break the fﬁles, but even they sub-
jeét’gheir/behaviof to“éfaluatigp‘by themselves apd-othérs inktefms%of
o : gpx\ : :

L ) /‘,, ‘/‘
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‘what one does (or Simply; "What is'done")<in\§ given sibuation Following

rules is doing the same thing as Others do- in the specified\situation
Winch s development of the notion of "rule—governed behavior" in

follow1ng Wittgenstein's discussion of the 1ssue tékes just this tack.

The question of -what it mea?s to follow a yule arises for them through a

tdiscussion of the meaning of "same'-~ specifically as in, "to use a word"

in the same way as laid down in the definition n27 ~Winch asserts the

following: = - _ - : o o B B
1. "Same" is syste/qticall a uous. Whether two things are to

,“be.regarded as the same or not depe_ds onlthe context in which the question

arises.

2. This means that it is only in terms of a given rule that we attach
a specific sense to"the~words "the same". The words "same" and ''rule" are
. 28 o '
interwoven- in meaning. »
o lgndring the implied broad claim‘abOut”the'meaning of "same" and concen— "
.. . 1

trating’on the narrowen/point of what it is to use a word in the same .way
ol
, . '.!

as laid down in a defipition or to act in the same way ‘as someone else,

which is the boint Winch concentrates on, we may grant a certain plausibility
'vto the claim that the - notion of ”acting in the same way usingﬁsomething
‘“in the same way" is interwoven with the notion oﬁ "following a rule" When

/ : ‘

an institution wants to induce a certain conformity in the behavior of :
1ts members-J when it wants people to. act in the same way in a certain sit~
uation-- it lays down a rule for them to follow.- The rule specifies the
Irespect in which their behavior is to conform-—bthe sort of ehavior and

s

the aspects of 1t in-which one person's behavior is to beﬁ/hé same as an-
_other Se o o ‘ ' : B o ‘v_ \\r;\,
Now in claiming that all meaningful behavior is eo igsolruleégoverned

(in effect claiming[that "rule" is a category;of inquiry in this@area);

B ‘ A : . »
\ : ) - Lo e e
§ A . N 1 . 3
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Winch would not -want to. claim that in all meaningful human behavior-the

nagent is consciously attending to some rule which has been laid down to
- AN

'govern the so:L of act1v1ty in which he is engaged nor that the rules gov—

Sy

erning what ‘he ls doing have necessarily been: formulated and promulgated

prlor to- the instance of behavior in question in order to induce: conformity

_in some respect in’ instances of that sort of behavior-- as in the case of

"f_the Provincial rules»of.the road.29 His claim is that where it is mean-

3

ingful té talk of an agent making_mistakes (i.e.; of behavior in which a

-

. miStake has been made or might have beenhmade or might’yet be made), of

[

correcting them and of eValuating his behagior, it is meaningful to talk
- of his behavior as being rule—goVerned.30_ Such behavior is Sald to involve

. the application.of a rule whether or not the agent or_anyone else has in

fact followed or explicitly formulated that rudle. 31 The rule governing

the behav1or functlons as a standard or criterion by which the behavior

32 :
is evaluated ‘.\\p . o

[ NN

P

Sucn sentiments are fundamentally in concert with Heidegger s notion
. . [ .

' of,'understanding‘ asvan'exiStentiale. As was ‘discussed in the preceding

chapter, Dasein's~understanding of ‘the world does not necessarilyior even
usually involve'a’theoretical»grasp;of.the‘structure of its world. ‘Dasein

°

s not always able to say in what ways variousaentities‘are involved'with
. . .

'“each other and with that towards which they are involved When Dasein is
1”most absorbed in what it is doing,»the world is- most 1nconspicuous; and
das_Man as a_ feature of that world7ﬂﬁi e., the involvement of Dasein s do—l
1ngs with what'one does in. that sort of situation;— is also most’ 1nconsp1c—
uous. If the dictatorship of das Man is understood in terms of following
"rules, then basein will not normally be paying.attention to those rules

it is following as the ways in which entities with which it is concerned

ﬁare involved for the Others of its public world. ’f -b - T



Even in the case of a mishap when the world is said to be "lit up"--

to annouhce itself as the structure ofﬁvarioﬁs involvements of the entities

<

with which Dasein is concerned-- Dasein would not necessarily or usually
explicitly formulate or keep formulations of appropriate rules in mind.
In a mishap‘the'involvementjstructure of the world was said to become con-

splcuous, but Heidegger s line of argument implies that this sort of case

does not necessarily 1nvolve any theoretical knowledge of the world and

. 3 .
the involvements that structure it. 3 Rather it involves Dasein's altering
. o :
A

its course to circumvent bbstacles, searching for a substitute for equip-

‘meqt‘that has failed or gotten lost, adjusting its technique to overcome

difficultiesf and gerfyrally attempting to get the job done in the face of

problems. In such behavi8y the agent shows he. is 'aware' of the various

-

involvements-that_st?ucture the world inclhdiﬁg the iﬁvolvement for:theq
sake of some‘exisﬁehtiell.possibility that defiﬁesrthe world; he shows'that
he hasAevaluated ghe situation. But such mishaps always involve mistakes
(or p0351ble mistakes) on.the part of the. agent, and. so his evaluation of‘v'

the situatlon wlll_always include;or imply an evaluation of his own behav-
iqrf— his teehpiQue, hethod,_wayipf goihg‘about things'etc.3é Presupposed
by its evaluation eé its beﬂavior is. an unde;§tanding‘on the part _f Daseiﬁ
of how iﬁ should go (or‘should have.gone) about its task;— i.e:5 how.oae

-

weuld go.about‘fhat task. In the case of misﬁaps and conse&uent evaluation -
"of the.situation, the involyeﬁenfiof entities.within-theéworld with';he
indefidite Others of‘Dasein!s publie world becomes conspicueus..gggé_gége_
the rule‘basein_iS'foilewing dd Winch's account-- thereby beeqhes censpic—

uous, though not necessarily theoreEically grasped and verbally formali;ed

by'the-agent. It becomes conépicuous_insofar as Daseinfconcerns itself

- 120

with the right way to get the job done. Thus rules (in the sense that Winch

<

is attempting to use the word "rule") may be said to be 'undeistooﬁf and
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applied in all cases of meaningful human behavior (i.e., behavior that can
\ Z

be 2valuated by the agent and by others. If we follow Winch in his use

of "rule", we need not restrict the locution ”following‘(or\anplying) a

rule" only to those cases where the agent is consciously followingba‘tuleiJ

Ndr need such rules in accordance with which an agent is acting
have already been explicitly laid.down in an‘established'society of which
the- agent is a-member. For someone who is acting‘in accordance with some
socially established rule there are definite individuals who could be en-
"countered as the Others with whom he shares the world-— namely, those other
members of society who fall within the scope of the rule. In Alberta one

'buys.a fishing license annually beforelgbing'fishing, for which one pays
three dollars.if one 1s d'resident.of Alherta. In aecordance with_thedrule.
',I pay'my three dollars each Year before going fishing. Ilinclnde myself
among the Others to whom the rule applies, and those Others are in this
case other Alberta fishermen, whom I expect to also pay the fee. However,
‘although there are in fact definite individnals that might in this case»
’be cast.innthe rule of the Others among whom I include myself, the provin-
eial rule qua rule (and not_as a command'directedhat a specific individual
‘or groun of individuals) retains its indefinite dimension.d Noone isdnamed.
Apyone fitting the‘description or who‘comeS’to fit the description must."
include himself among those to whom the rule applies. 'Followingvsuch soc-
ially estahlished rdles presupnoses,on the Rart of}the agent a prior under-
‘standing -of the involvement of what he is doing with what the Others among'
B whom he includes,himself do. He must be familiar with a public world of
involvement in which what he does is what one does. Such an understanding
on the part of the agent is an understanding of the world in which he en-

.countersventities‘like his fishing:gear;iother fishermen and lists_pf pro-

vincial fishing regulations. Such’understanding‘as an existentiale’of ‘% ‘
N ' S ‘ : . . R .
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Dasein is characteristic of’human*doings in any case whether a particular

Dasein in fact lives in a well established society and conforms to its rules

or not.

Winch himself at times distorts the point he is making (or ought
Al : ' : . S

.

%Q be making depending on an exact interpretation of his worg) when following

/

Wittgenstein in claiming-that'rdle—governed behavior and therefore meaning-
ful human‘behavior is essentially social. His.claim is based on the argu- .

. ments that:
1. Rule-governed behavior must'iniprinciple be able to be grasped
.~ and copiedpby others; that'is, it must be conceivable that another could

’vlearn to do the same thing and "be brought to the pitch of going on the

) ' 35
same way as a matter of course."

s,

© 2. It must be possible to make a mistake'(to break the rule, so to
speak) in such behavior.- Such behavior must be sugceptible to evaluation

using the rule as a standard.' But,"(e)stablishing a standard is.not an d

activity which it makes sense to ascribe to any individual in complete iso—
‘ iation from other individuals{ For it is contact with‘other individuals

which aione‘makes possible the external:check‘on one's actions'whicn is
'insegarable from aniestablished standardl"36 - v | : SRR

Theifirst sort of'argument we have alreadyiadvanced above in our

o

' explicatlon of Heidegger 5 notion of 'das Man The SeCOnd however, 1is

misleading. It might be interpreted as a quasi—empirical speculative claim
to the effect that an‘isolated Robinson Crusoe figure could not establish

new practices pertaining to his survival and therefore could not estaolish-

new standards by which to evafuate his performance in these activities since

there are no others actually present tg provide an external check on his

-"“‘r“

'”.,performance. Ihe rebuttal to the argument so interpreted seems obvious

n/r

since we- can easily conceive of the solitary Robinson Crusoe innovating

. x
e P . 1o
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and establishiﬁg new.techniques and practices in food gathering, etc. and .
consequentiy new sﬁandArds b? wﬁich to evaluate his endeavors.’ wiﬁéh at-
témpts to clarify Wittgenglein.and‘to guard‘against distortion by inéer—
preting Wittgeﬁsteiﬁ as wantiﬁg to conclude ﬁhat;
| ‘it makes no sense to suppose anyone capable.of estabilishing
a purely personal standard of behavior if he had nev had
any experience of society. ’

But even thfsiqualifiCation‘is bound to give:risg to all softs'of speculation
concefning the possibility of raising infanté in isolation without any con-
tact with other humans as a way ofvfebutting Wingh's argument.

\ .Heidegger's development of the ¢onéept‘of 'ggg_géﬁ' is less subjégt
to.misinterﬁretation on this issue than'Wiﬁéh} Das Man 1is an e#istentiale
of Dasein. As we,héve seen, Dasein néea not encounter other‘individual
Daseins 1in order for the existentiale of‘ggg:ggg'télbé operative since the‘
indefinite Othérs it’enCOuntérs.and among wHom it counts itse}f aré avfea_
ture of ifé world; They -are ayway in which any éntity~ready—to€hand ié
aiready~ipvolved in wﬁat Dasein is déing (or is not doing)bjust as any ‘en-
tity"feady—to-hand is'éiready‘involved‘in what Dasein is dbing for‘the sake
: of.somé pOSsibility‘of.Daéein's Bging. 2§§-§337_ the indefiniée Others—- -
is not avclass of actuéi individuais inhabitiﬁg the séﬁe geogréphicalla?ea'
as Dasgin. It is a dimeﬁéion of Dasein;;»warld intéfﬁoﬁeﬁ.with>Daaéin's
evaluations éf its doipgs ana_its‘situation‘andeith being able to teach
others to do Qhat'it is'dOing.‘ Even if a éolitarvaobinson Cfuéoe:set a-
éhofe on the island as‘a babe had survived ;ﬁd métuféd thrqughwsome miréc-
ulous tu#n Of-eventsiéo ﬁhat for all practical purposéé he had no éctual 
ekperiénce;bf society; we would still bé obiiged'toiﬁndefstaudvhis_behavior
‘in térmsiéf gégqggg insofar as he‘ié able to aﬁd has'taught himself new

skills for survival-- insofar as he is able to create, as it were, his own

; .



124

tradition of cﬁstqm_aﬁd habit, which éould conceivably be cdpié&;and leérned'
by other individuals if there were-any on the island. On therotﬂer héﬂé, .
‘even in the most well established and ;radiﬁioﬁ bound goéiety én occasional
individual‘migh; be fouﬁd who marchéé'to the beéttof his own drum-- who
evaluates his bghaviéx in a wayldifferent from the way everyone else eval--
uateé this‘unusuéL‘individual's behavior. In effect, such an individual
establishes his own personal standards;aﬁd rulés‘of behavio;, but iqéofar‘
Aés his‘behavidr does reflect new rules andgstandafds, itlcoﬁld conce;Va
be learhed.and'copied by others, thereby‘establishing_a new_trédition or
a modification of the old oﬁe.. Meanwhile such abnormal indiViduals have
é diffibultvtimé with_others,just‘bécause their standards are purely per—.
w_sonai;— i.e., énti—éécial or a-social-- buf at ;he same time potentially
' sécial. .

Perhaps Winch wandefs from the essential point to be made on this

Y

issﬁe in his effort to defend his and Wittgenstéin*s notion of “rulé—gov—
erned.ﬁehavior' Becaﬁse in the end he is éeduced Bj hisréwn‘terminology——
ﬁamély, the word "rule". We have‘alreadyvnoted ﬁhat'Heidgggé;‘has Aot,
Qsed ﬁhe‘notions;df a ’rﬁlé' and of 'applyiﬁg‘or fo}lowiﬁg a rule"in his
expliéation of.wbat:is'essentially (or on£oloéically) invélvéd;in‘the ex-

istentiale of das Man and Dasedn's iﬁauthenticity. Perhaps he coined his

esogéric vocabuiary of "Uﬁeigentlichkeit" and)ﬁgég_ﬁég" in order to make

much the same point.as'Winch attempts té mﬁké_wifh.his_notion "fule—governed
pehavio;"'because ﬁe:réalizea‘ﬁhaﬁ what is involved in the'applicatidnvéf |
a.rule accof&ing:to our ordinafy‘undefsténdéng of fhe congept of 'ruleff;“‘.

is tpo'restricti&e to speak of all meaningful human behavior in terms of

: following or applying a rule;  0:$inarily‘we should want- to Say that.there

L

: - R L ’ : ’ :
are some cases of human behavior where rules are not being followed or

.
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dppliéd; where they are juét not involved. o - RS
As we suggest;d_egflier; ofdinarily we Qould want_to‘say tﬁat apply-

ing or'follQWing a rule involves a.formuiation of the ruié prior.to the
*instance of béhavipr to be'éharacterizéd as involving the. application or
’the follqwing of a rulvve..39 This is not to.say that the particular agent
to whose behavior a rule is applicable has actually alread? formulated or
‘is‘eveq able toﬁfofmulate thé %pplicablé rule. For’examgié, ;;;;times-%yr
may be éccgsed of bfeaking.obséure rules of the road or obscure rules of
play in some gémé‘in wﬂich we afe participating where wé‘are ignorant of
the rule being Qiolated. Igno?anée is often no ech;e in a court of law
where it.isjdeterminedvthat wé‘ought ot have knbwn the law of rule to bé
followed. But here it is ou;(accuSgr wﬁo is appiying the»fhle to.our.Be_
havibriin evaluaﬁingvoﬁrvbeﬁaéiOr as Incorrect. And hisiapplicafion sug-
‘gests that the rule applieduhad been in force through its férmulaﬁién as -

a-rule prior to the rule breaking instance of behavior. “In other cases

we may'note that someQne's (A's) behavior is in accord with some rule that

T

wé'cén formulate and then gay fipd that A canﬁot_féfmuléte the rule with
which he‘acted in ACCérd.aﬁd thét:heheQen deﬁies knowledge 6f épy such
‘rule and ﬁoSt'ééftéinly denies payiﬁg attentiohzgéfé;y.fule. Instead ﬁe
wés'followiﬁg.the example of'B'é béha&ior in'similar circ#mstances."A was
following an ékample,inot«a rule. If B were followihg:a'ruie iﬁ his be-
havior, wé might want to say that A also‘waé'follOWing a rule in doing

what he did insofar as ﬁé.was following B's exémple. But‘ih‘apy cdse the
ruié.or law in these cases has indeed alreédyhbeen formulated'bY'définite
‘others in the community to which the agent to whose behav;or tﬁe rule is .
épplied Eelongs. ‘The'possibility of fules seems tovbg tiedvtévthét of

legislation-- to the formulation and establishment of 4 rule in a concrete



social context of definite others in the role of the Others among whom the
agent includes himself and is‘included‘and some of whom at ‘least are able
to cite the rule that is‘applicable in certainvcases’and are able to tell
the agent whose'behavior is}in question what he should do or should have
done accordingsto the rule. The notion of 'a rule"seems to be intertwined

with that of social sanctions. for rule violation, and this means a social

setting with actual others. It means‘agtual social experience in an estab-
lished-society.40 ' :

" This being'so, it is‘understandable‘that Winch missed the boat in

\

his exp081tion of" what 1t means to say that man is essentially social by
im;lying that Lhe possibility of rules and standards, with which man's so-\
cial Being is interwoven, according to Winch rests upon or 1s dependent
upon "the existence of an established‘society. But it also means'that we s
must be‘careful'about>equating Winch'S'notion of 'rule—governed behavior'
with deideggerfs existentiale of‘das Man.? In arguing that the notion of
'rules' is central to an.analysis of meaningful human behavior Winch makes
claims‘about-what it means to follow a@rule that accord'with and'helb ilIUm—‘
inate what Heidegger‘wants;to claim about das Man. If it helps in grasping
Heidegger S forbidding garg6n, one may think of das Man in terms of 'rules'
| remembering, however, that this is Winch's sense of rule'—— a‘special 'ex-
tended' sense of the word compared to what we normally understand by itc.

R

Wlnch himself implicitly admits to this when he is deallng with his claim

- that even‘thevanarchist follows rules.41 Therefore, if we do think of das
‘Man' in terms of-winch's rules s ‘we: must remember that we are doing violence
to our ordinary understanding of the word because we shall want to claim

that in all instances of Dasein it is following such rules _even where.'

a social context of actual others has not -actually been established. We'



v 127
. v o
11 he ﬁbl : ';1]45;, iﬂlhkbqu‘ bk AR
shall have to e'Laggtu: t gp.our vio eﬁ“?xﬁj*x 1¥ﬂ é§§{40es not turn
: Ve : RS e ) ¥
/

N ) T T L, Vg
on us in the end by canfusing ghe i8sues as it"4
. , ST

reason, perhaps it iS‘beé; not9gd;take‘;he equation of das

T4 A

A

'rules' too seriously.

-’ “
» ] v‘v,(a R
ey i
.
AL
s Ny
!
W
' o - :
. . 8
- ! t o .
I o, 0
7 M ’ » .
o AT ) \



r

. Ibid., pp. 70 ff.

the-world.  (Ibid., p. 111)" CTo freeftotality of involvements gk,
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'FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER II, SECTION 2

.  These sorts of:claims are ﬁade, explicadted and afgued for throughout

Chapter IV of Division One of Sein und Zeit. Heidegger's position in “

‘this. chapter is meant to grow out of his ‘account of the world in Chap-

ter III.  Throughout Chapter IV we find such claims as: "In clarifying
Being-in-the-world we have shown that a bare subject without a world’
never 'is' poximally, nor is it ever given. And so in the end an iso-
lated 'I' without Others is just as far from being proximally given....
"[T]he Others' already are there with us in Being-the-world." (Hei-

degger, op. cit., p. 116) '"Since the worldhood of that world in which
every Dasein 1is already, is thus constituted [i.e., in terms of sig-

‘nificance, of which the disclosure of Others is an aspect, and in terms

of the 'for-the-sake-of-which'], it accordingly lets us -encounter what
is environmentally ready-to-hand as something with which we are cir-
cumspectively concerned, and it does so. in such a way that together

with it we encoynter the Dasein-with of Others. The structure of the
world's worldhood is such that Others... show themselves in the world

in their special environmental Being, and do so terms of what is ready-
to-hand in that world." (Ibid., p. 123) "According to the analysis
which we have now completed, Being with Others belongs to the Being

of Dasein, which is .an issue for Dasein in its very Belng. Thus as
Being-with, Dasein 'is' essentially for the sake of Others. This must -
be understood as an existential statement as to its [Dasein's] essence. "
(Ibid., p. 123) | |

We might look at Dasein's tendency to pers&nally possess items within-

within-the-world and their involvements and o
of Being-in-the-world as outlined in Heidegg

the spatilal character
's account. - (Ibid., pp.

_.the-world in terms of the spatial character :E.entities'ready—to—hand

'102-109) Dasein might be‘%aid to personally possess things insofar
~as it brings them 'close'., "In Dasein there lies an essential tenden-
~.cy to closeness.'" .(Ibid., p, 105)  "Circumspective Concern decides

as to the closeness and farness of what is proximally ready-to-hand -

.environmentally. .Whatever this concern dwells alongside beforehand

is what 1s closest and this is what régulates our deseverences.' (Ibid.,

p. 107) "[D]e-severing [das Ent-fernen] is a circumspective bringing-

close-~ bringing somethirng closeby, in the sense of procuring it, put-
ting it in readiness, having it to hand." (Ibid.,.p. 105) It is an
existentiale. Dasein possesses items within-the~world in bringing

them close to it by giving them a-'place' within-the-world in terms

of other entities ready-to-hand=-\by Jletting them "belong somewhere'.
(Ibid., pp. 102-103) It is sdid to “make room' for entities within-

quiprimordially, to let something e involved at ‘a region, and to\#k
so-by de-severing and giving directionality; this amounts to freeing
the spatial belonging-somewhere of the_rea&y%tthand.” ~(Ibid.) We

might say that Dasein's possessing entities or A#tting them belong to

AR

it involves giving them a 'place' and letting t¥e
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10.

11.
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. . ©
with other entitles within-the-world.

< Ca

[bid., p. 68

According to the Liddell and Scott Greek-English Lexicon, "pragma'',
the singular form, jmay be taken-to mean ''that which has been done'',
"a ‘deed", "a thing'", "matter", "an affair" In the plural form,
"pragmata", it is used to talk about circumstances or affairs, some-
times in the sense of one's private affairs as well as in the sense

- of affairs of state. Zeug pertains to Dasein's private or personal

affairs. It is what Dasein busies itself with-- what Dasein is in-
volved with. In equating 'Zeug'" with 'pragmata' Heidegger notes that
in its meaning as things praj : at which one has to do with
in one's concernful dealing®#" (Ibid., 68) It is insofar as Zeug
is a part of Dasein's personal or private affairs or matters that we

can say that Zeug comes to be possessed by or comes to belong to Da-
sein. : ' '

Ibid., p. 118. - ' ‘ B »i*

Both Heidegger and his translators use an initial cepital letter here
presumably because ''the Others' denotes an ontological structure of
Daseln-- not definite other people.

Y

Heidegger, op. cit., p. 118. -

Although specific individuals or groups can assume-the role of Others

- among whom a’ part?cular Dasein counts itself. . For example, in paying

my quarter when getting on the busy I count myself among the law-a-
biding, bus-using Edmontonians, and in writing exams I count myself .
among students. "Any Other can represent these indefinite Others." - R
«(1bid., p. 126) S ’ ' ’

Ibid., p. 128, Elsewhere'he'says, '"The more inconspicuous this Being
[Being-with-Others] is to everyday Dasein itself all the more.stub-

'bornly and primordially does it work itself out. (Ibid, p. 126)

_Ibid Macquarrie and Robinson-translatev 'das Man'" as ''the they". This

is unsatisfactory in that such a translation loses the point of Hei-
degger's description of the Oqgere as those among whom Dasein includes
itself. . We get some of the 'flavor of the way Heildegger wants to use.:
the Cerman word "man' in his term ”das Man' in the following sorts of
admonitions: "Around here one doesn't speak with one's mouth full of
food" -and "Around here we chew our food with our‘mouths ‘closed" and

"In this class you speak only when spoken to by the'teacher.” But "
"you" and "we' do not seem to have enough of the indefiniteé 'neuter'
connotations of the German 'man" that Heidegger trades upon in "das

‘Man''. "One' as a translation for- "man" is probably best; but "the
. One

" as a translation for "das Man" is probably t-- Con-using, es-

pecially in philosophical contexts. Therefore, we 1all render 'das

" - Man" as '"das Man" . _ ’ 0

12.
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13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.

20.°

21.

22.

23.
24,

.25,

‘Ibid., p..129.

Ibid., p. 127

Ibid., p. 120. /( A

Ibid., pp. 121 fF.

Ibid., p. 120.

Ibid., p. 123.

IHeidegger hiﬁsel does not actually say that the .indefinite Others
. are or that das

n is a feature of the world. He says: "Being-with .

is an existential

And presumably this® eing—with;refers'to at least Dasein's Being-

‘with-Others. He also says: '"As Being-with Dasein is essentially

for the sake of Others." (Ibid., p. 123) The Others must therefore
be an aspect of the for-the-sake-of-which involvement, which is a part
of the structure of Dasein's world. ‘ '

-~

Heidegger repeatedly stresses that Dasein's world is essentially a ,
public one. "Any work with which one concerns oneself 1s ready-to-
hand not only in the_doméstic world of the wd kshop but also in the
public world." (Ibid., p. 71) The environment on which we-focus .
our concern is already (in.all cases) a public oné. . (Ibid., p. 126)
"Distantiality, averagerness and leveling ‘down, as ways of Being for

das Man, constitute what we know as 'publicness' ['die Offentlich-

‘keit']. Publicness proximally controls [regelt] every way in which

the world and Dasein get interpreted, and it is always right [und_gg—
hdlt irpallem recht].” (Ibid., p. 127) ~ -

Ibid., p. 129. . R S

.
" "Das Man, which supplies the answer to the question of the 'who' of}

everyday Dasein, is the 'nobody' to whom every Dasein has already
surrendered itself in Being-among-one-ancther." (Ibid., p. 128.
The emphasis on "every" is mine.) o '

Ibid.

Ibid.,.p; 129.

We canpapfleaSt say that, accofding_to Heidegger, rules constitute
one aspect of das Man ‘or oné way in which the. existentiale takes con-

. crete form, Heldegger suggest that behavioral conformity to. rules
and norms in involved in das Man (Ibid., p. 288), and that Dasein's

lostness in das Man means that "the tasks, rules, and standards, the

“ urgency and extent, of concernful and solicitous Being-in-the-world"

have already been decided upon. (Ibid., pP. 268) :We might construe
‘these brief and few statements by Heidegger about rules to imply a
position on'his part from where he would reply to Winch that Dasein''s
inauthenticity is not merely a matter of its following or failing\gd

~
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onstituent of Being-in-the-world.”" (Ibid., p. 125)



26.
.L27'

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

. 34.

*Wiﬁch, op. cit., p. 26.

s .:" Q:
ol

follow rules. That is to say, not all instances of Dasein can be
said to involve following rules although in all instances$Dasein can
be said to have already surrendered to the dictatorship of das Man
and .to have a dimension of inautheng&gity.

M‘Heideggeszfates that by "the Others 6f Dasein's public world" he

means those among whom one (or Dasein) is too and that by "too" is

© meéant a sameness of Being as tircumspectively concernful Being-in-
_the-world. (Ibid., p. 118). ' o £

S

Ibid;, pPpP. 27-28. vWinéh herg is ﬁpllowing Wittgenstein, op. cit.,
section 215. .. ' ) . . '

‘Winch tries to distinguish a precept from a fule where the former is

an‘explicitly'formhlated rule or set of directions such as one Finds
in a recipe. (Ibid., pp. 51 ff.) Of course it is only\in some be-

‘havior that we set about following precépts. - However, Winch argues,

"in-the sense in which I am speaking of rules" the notion of a rule

- is presuppoSed wherever behavior has a point to it and can be seen. -
-in . terms of a way of. life. (Ibid., p. 52) He then argues against

Oakeshott's distinction-betWeenlrule-governed activity and customary

~or habitual activity where the former, Oakeshott claims, involves |

the conscious dpplication of»én,already formulated rulemﬁa(Ibid.,:
pPp.. 57 ££.) ' ' ’ T
. | ’ .

‘Ipid., p. 32 and p. 58.

Yy : . o ] : :
Winch tries as much as possible to get .away from the notion of rule .
forﬂ@}ation'being involved in following or applying a rule. He says.
that in the case of rule~governed behavior, the rule being followed
must be discoverable by others but that this does not necessarily
involve the formulation of the rile; rather it involves the ability
to carry on in the same way the sort of ,behavior for which the rule
was discovered. (Ibid., pp. 30-31 and p. 59). He aglso speaks of

"the appliCQtion,,however.unselfconscious, of a rute.n (Ibid., p. 62)
And he further says, "The test of whether a man's actions are the
application of a rule is not whether he can formulate it."  (Ibid., -
p. 58). : L o B
Ibid., pp. 58-59 and pp. 32-33. ' . AN

See Heidéggerqsgg. cit., pp. 73-76. Here he suggests that we dis- -
cover the unusability or obstinacy of Zeug that is.'out of order' in
some mishap through circumspective concern in the dealings in which
we uge it, nogamerely by observing or lbbking at the Zeug 1n question -
and ascertaining certain of its propertieés-- a modé of behavior that
he elsewhere tharacterizes as "theoretical behavior.” ' ’

s

_Heidegger himself does not point-out that evaluation of the situation

in the case of a mishap involves evaluation of the agent's behavior
in terms of a possible mistake, However, mishaps and mistakes go to-
gether because mishaps are to be seen in terms of pdssible corrective .-
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37.
38,

39.

40

41,

.volvements became conspicuous, and the cobhler circumvented the dif-

cit.,_sections 237 238

v : B o (132

‘or preventative control. over the- situation—— what ‘is_to be done in®
similar- future situations, what should have been done in the last one
to get the job done. Thus, when the cobbler's hammer broke, its in-

ficulty by finding a substitute. But part of the involvement struc— T

_ture that becomes cons Ricuous with the hammer broken is how one uses

a hammer, since the cdrpenter himself may have been responsible for

.~ “the hammer breaking by using it incorrectly—— by using it careless— -

ly or by pounding too hard with it. The cobbler's evaluation on" this

.point may be reflected in how he sets to work with the suybstitute
.hammer. . Does he alter his technique or become more careful and re-

stralned in his hammering and so forth? The question that must be
asked in the evaluation of the situation where something is 'out 'of
order' 1is how much’ of a mere miﬁhap it is and how much error on the
part of Dasein is involved.

Vv -

o

‘Winch, ‘op. cilt., p. 31. Here "ch is following Wittger}ﬁein op.

Winch, op. cit p- 32. Here Winqh is followingPWittgenstein op.

cit., section 265 S A : ‘ '

Winch, 22. cit., p 33. : :‘ v o -

.Heidegger, op cit., pp. 128- 129

See pp. ff above.

This indeed seems to be Winch's own point (Winch, op. cit., p. 32)
in emphasizing the possibility of an external [check by actual defi-
nite others in cases of rule—governed ‘behavior.

. ;
Ibid., p. 52. See footnote 29 above. -
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a - CHAPTER II
SECTION 3

Heldegger, however, does not leave his claim concerning what is

eseentialvto meaningful human behavior merely with tég\being>involyed with

the ”dictetotship of 'géE.ﬁéB'"vés Winch leaves his claim about meaningful
human behevior et~the'notion ofiits bcing 'rulefgovernedfcv dinchkclaims
that the notion of a 'rule' ‘is central to en analysis'ot such behavior.
Presumably.this means‘that‘a.necessary‘cdnditidn of a phenqmenon's being
an“inetance of meaningful human behavior is that the notion of its heing
'rule—governenf is%éeglicable‘in talking'dbcut‘it. Winch does not specify
what_other notions are centfel‘to‘such anbanalyeis or even if there are
any other such. central notiqns; Heiceggegmdoes.trylto specify other no-

{

tions or "structures" or "existentiales" as being central to an analysis

of Dasein.

or‘the'"meaningf‘of meaningful'h,

that, it structures may beﬂseen as‘

To begin with he'has,alreadyilaid down the concept of 'possibility'
as central A possibllity of Dasein's Being as thqt for the sake of which
entities within—the world are encountered as alreaéy involved defines the

structure of,Dasein s world of involvem@nt. Heidegger's»analysis of such

.

a poss1birity—— an. existentiell possiblllty-- and the world of. involvement

-,

Q a?aly51s of the "point", the. 'sense’

'n.Qghavlor that Winch occassionally
o Ot . =Y
o ), f

refers to. ‘Heidegger hae filled%cut this central ccncept'of 'possibility’

by considering the social dimeﬁgion of the'involvements of entities en~-
: A .

countered within—the—world--

d

;e.;-their being invdlved for Dasein in the

A o g P v
world and among whom it Amcdudes itself . ?hus, linked to the existentiale

2
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of 'possibility' we found the existentiale of 'das Man' The possibility
of Dasein s Being for the sake of which entities w1thin—the—world are ul;
timately involved is also a possibility of the Being of indefinite Others.
Dasein's possibilities are public; it fexists' for‘the“sake of Others _
among . whom 1t includes itself Heidegger calls this feature of Dasein's '

existence its "inauthenticity 'and‘with ”inauthenticity” we'are:given a

. second concept central to the analysis of meaningful human !.ehavior. All

of Dasein's existentiell'possibilities'(with'the_exception of ome that
we shall soon consider) are essentially inauthentic As Winch might say,
they are: essentially 'rule- governed' or more appropriately rule- defined'
Yet ‘this second central concept leads on, according to Heidegger, to yet
a third and for our purposes final central concept in the analysis of
Daseini Insofar,as Dasein is essentially inauthentic'(i.e.; insofar as

&

an instance of meaningful human behavio: can be characterized in terms of

. what one“does), it is also sald to be essentially authentic and the exist-

"entiell possibility defining that instance of Dasein or particular Dasein .

ig accordingly said to be authentic

. . A4

Authenticity” is perhaps the most problematic of Heidegger s con-—

cepts to explicate The first part of Sein und Zeit "The Fundamental

Preparatory Analysis of Dasein''=- the part that we have so ‘far been con— -

"

cerned with-- centers its attention on . Dasein s inauthentic mode of exis—

tence.~1 This part accordingly deals Wlth Dasein's absorption among the

entities it enc0unters within—the—world Heidegger s examples and the ex-
amples we’ have put forward by way‘of explication have been ones of people:
absorbed in what they are doing in an ever&day manner. ”It is only in the
second part of the.york, 'DaSein and Tempbrality", that he undertak a

characterization5of.Dasein's authentic mode of existence. . Yet we,:n :vnot'u
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. think that new examples of human behavior of a diiferent sort are now 1in

. ) [ :
order to make clear Heidegger's concept of Dasein's authenticity. To speak
of "Dasein's aUthentic mode of existence is not to speak of certain ways

‘of behav1ng as opposed to certain others in which Dasein is inauthentically

ex1sting.2‘ Oof the particular existentiell possibilitieswin terms of,which

>

we explain some Dasein's behavior,at'various times_it is notﬂthe case that
lsome possibilities‘will be able»to be labeled "authentic! as opposed to
others which are "inauthentic." "Inauthentic" and “authentic" are not
. Ctlasses into one and only"onevof which we must be ahle to sort a particular
Dasein's existentiell possibility. JAny particular existentiell p0531bility
is to be seen in terms of both 1its inauthenticity and authenticity. Con-
ccptually it can only be considered authentic,insofar_as.it is inauthentic
‘and vice versa. |
[Aluthentic existence is not Something which floats above
~falling everydayness; existentially, it is only a modified
- way 'in which such everydayness 1s seized upon.

. We may assume at the start then that Dasedin's authentic and inauth— ’
.entic modes of existence are for Heidegger inextricably interwoven _ Qe
should be ahle eventually to return to the sorts of e;amples we have al-
ready used 1n order to explicate this nerconcept. ‘And we may aSsume
that the structure of Daseinls world as we have outlined it'in.terms‘of
‘a structure of involvements defined’by an ultimate involvement for the sake
of'some-existentiell'possibility‘is the same forfits authentic as_it.is
for.its4inauthentic mode of_existence.é ‘Indeed, the first part;of Sein
EEQ:ZEEE centered on Dasein's inauthentic (or rule governed ) ‘mode of

existence contains many hints about what it means for Dasein to authentlcally

be in ‘the world and about the way the two modes of existence are interwoven

.
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We might'best begin 6ur explication of the‘co’cept of Dasein's
"authenticity'" by examining the connection between it and "inauthenticity
as laid out by Heidegger at a- superficial and quite misunderstandable
level.\ Theptwo_of,them and-the;connectiOn between them are said to be

grounded “in ﬁiemeinigkeit", a’characteristic of Dasein mentioned at the

: outset ofpour explication‘of Heidegger. heidegger suggests that in each
caseyﬁasein:is 'mine';: ln each case basein‘s being, its ekistence, is |
_said.to’be a matter of concérn‘or:of,indifference to it, and such an entity
is:to be‘contrasted with such things:as a table, for example, for which
;its manner of existence of Being is neither a matter of concern,nor of
'indifferenCe; Talk of tables’ in these terms is entirely inappropriate
Thefquestion\of:their concern?or indifference with what they are does not
arise whereas it.is entirely appropriate t0ispeak of a man being concerned
with\pr indifferent to what he is-- what he 1is doing >

| ~The point being made with respect "0 this alleged characteristic

of 'mineness' turis out to be & rather complicated one but one on which

‘we can begin to get a grasp by recalling the poimks made’ earlier about
Dasein s understanding of the world and consequent understanding of 1tself

A

Concern [das Besorgen] is yet another of Dasein s existentiales, and

as such it 1s one of the terms in which Dasein s’ possible ways of Being—
in—the—world musc be seen.6 The suggestion that Dasein is essentially a

concernful Being must rest primarily upon the claim that entities encoun—

f

ftered within—the—world of everyday doings are encountered as being ready—'

’Mto hand—— as being involved (or ot involved) in one way or another.7
-r

' This worldly character of involvement implies that Dasein is concerned

v

nwith its world the concept of Dasein s understanding of the world is

-

T thereby interwoven with that of its concern with the world This is simply

-~
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to say that an instance of Dasein 1s to be seen in terms of its concern

/
with (or 1ndifference to) entities within-the-world whlch it uses or with

~ 12

which it does things (or which it ignores, or cannot make do with etc.).

-~

And just as Dasein has already understood itself in understanding the
¢ 'y

'world and the possiblliﬁy of its Being that defines the world it is also ...
concerned with itself in being concerned with the world and therefore also
‘with its existentiell p0831bility ‘So far all is clear—— at least within

our Heideggerian scheme anyway. Dasein is an entity which is to be dis-

“tinguished from other entities in that it concernfully encounters other

[
v . . .8

entities and is concernful "about itself - But why should Heidegger coin

the wordv"Jemeinigkeit' or "mineneSS”ito denote this characteristic? To
say that Dasein'is in each: case "mine' 1is to suggest'connotations of per-
sonal»possession‘andYOWnership—— of me owning or possessing.myself.
This‘suggestion however, is exactlyvthe mowe Heidegger seems to
‘want to make.' In effect he wants to claim that yet a third concept is
interwoven with those of Dasein's understanding the world and concern with
the world That third one is that of personal possession. Dasein is.the
sort of entity that‘can possess or own other entities or the sort of entity
. which other entities may belong It‘usually makes sense to say that d
other sorts of entities belong with each other---e. g., the table belongs
‘w1th the chairs-— but not to each other (the table does not belong to the
chairs) while the table and the chairs may certainly belong to a Dasein.8
\'The point Heidegger is attempting to make here should ‘not be misconstrued
by a narrow interpretation of possession or "belonging to" as implying :
~our instltution of private property The‘sense of "personal possession"‘
_‘or "belonging ‘to" that Heidegger seems.to be working with here is similan

-to that operative in a host requesting the dinner gpest at the table
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‘ "Pass your plate for another helping.'" The plate legally belongs to the
host :of course. It is the host's property; yet the host refers to it as

[

theiéuest's plate because the guest happens to 'be eating off of it at’ the

) time.' Ic is the plate that the guest is using at the time and is therefore”
most involved for the sake~of.theoguest. Heidegger is, I think, suggesting
that the;concept Qf'lpersonal possession' is interwoven with the concept

of '"use'. Dasein possesses in a personal sense whatever it lets be in-

volved in what it is'doing and possesses it to the extent that 1t lets it

",r
)

;be#involved 9. lt is in this sense that Heidegger suggests that‘Dasein

is thewsort of entity that has the possibility of owning or possessing

. things,:not in the sensetwhere‘the possibility of possession rests merely

on the Western institution.of private property. » s ,39"" l
The concept ofbDasein as a possessing,entity becones extremely im-

portant for understanding how Heidegger sees Dasein's modes of authentic

and inauthentic ekistence grounded- in "Jemeinigkeit". Dasein's ability

tobpossess things and its-possession of itself set up furthervpossililitiesﬁ
In particular, only iinsofar~asvit‘is‘essentially something which can be

authentic——ithat is, something of its own~- can it have lost itself and

not yet won itself. 10 Only because Dasein.is essentially concerned with .

itself (i.e., involyedifor itself), can it be‘lost or missin;'to itself
' jUst as the.hanmer can be_lost or missing for him uho has let it‘be‘iné
‘volved in something_he is doing. And because Dasein can be lost to itself,
o -1t canhtind or reclaim itself itself as its own. The connection between
authenticity and inauthenticity is to.be'seen in termsloflpossession and
loss and recovery.:Q#

The above claim'that authenticity and "inauthenticity" are inter-

woven w1th the concept of Dasein as a possessive entity should prompt us -



to reassess the translation of Heidegger's terms "Eigentlichkeit'" and

"Uneigentlichkeit" as "authenticity'" and ”inauthenticity”.respectivelyl

Although 'correct'.this translation may blur the point Heidegger is trying-
to make in distinguishing between these two modes of Dasein's existence.

His further talk of 'eigenstes Sein-konnen' -and "die eigenste Moglichkeit—

des Daseins which have to do with Dasein s "eigentliche ‘Existenz" (auth-

. J o : .
entic existence), must reenforce the suggestion I am about to make that

Heidegger sees his own term "Eigentlichkeit" primarily in terms of its

root component "eigen'". . "Eigen" is to be taken primarily in the sense

139

of "own" so that Dasein's "eigentliche Existenz'" 1is Dasein's "own existence"

"

peculiar to it and possessed.hy it. In translating "eigentlich”’as au-
-thenticﬁ we night keep in mind the latter's Greek roots12 rather than.'its-
,English‘synonyms'"real".and “genuine"

" In any case, the authentic inauthentic distinction must be seen in
terns of possession ; Just how we are to see it need not be fixed yet
but we might mention some possibillties here to be kept in mind until
later.. Dasein s inauthentic existence can "be thOught .of as Dasein 5 "dis—
’owned" existence, for that which is disowned must one have been owned
‘and could conceiyably be reclaimed.. Presumably the possibility of: re-
claiming its'disowned self ig~involved with Dasein's authentic existence
on this-account. 'Anotherﬁalternativevis that Dasein's existence 1is some-
thing over which it exercises an option of taking up ownersh p. Inin-
authenticity it does not go about exercising this option in a proper, way

and so does not actually come to exercise proper possession or OWnerShlp

of its existence (i e., o
' _creates the possibility that it could do so.13 Yet another alternatiVe.'

is thinking of Dasein s inauthentic existence as that existence of which

*‘#self) even though the option that it exercises»
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it has been dispossessed. But'iffwe think af it in these ‘terms we must

interpret Heidegger as Claiming that,Dasein 1s dispossed of its own exis-
tence by none other than it'self.‘f14 Or we might think of Daseinfg inauthentic
existence as its 'unowned"exisﬁence in the sense that its ownership has
been undone because it has lost that which it once owned‘(i.e;; itself).
To.have lost something is not, however, to have'renounced the claim'to
Aownership of it or to possession of it as one' s own even though one does
not now in fact possess it by having it on hand or at hand. The lost‘item
could be found and reclaimed. If we.think of this situation of ownership
undone. through loss of'the ownediitem.in terms of Heidegger's sense of
personal possession outlined above,‘We note that loss of the item.implies_
‘that it is missed because it has an involvement in some doings or some

concern. It is a significant item. The possibility of its bei/g reclaimed
or‘repossessed if found rests on its fitting in where it is missing——iof
fulfilling the assignments or involvements in the concern which misses it.
It‘could be reintroduced at that'point in the concern where'it left off
-beforenbeing lost.' We shall return to the problem of Just how we are. to
interpret the authenticity—inauthenticity distinction in terms of possession.
But we might point out here and;emphasize the fact that Heidegger claims

that Dasein is in every case.inauthentic.15

It has in every case already
1ost itself or dlspossessed itself or disowned itself, and this'implies

that Dasein in all cases has already had possession of itself that it

can find itself repossess itself or reclaim itself;,and that such reposses-
sion is a significant possibility )
What we have begun to lay out so far is a somewhat confusing con-

nection between authentic and inauthentic" existence Cases of,losing or

disowning and then finding or'reclaiming'things——icases that might be used
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. 'Dasein as the sort of entity which, insofar as it exists, possesses itself

i

&
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in establishing analogies to éxplain what is‘ihvolved‘in the distinction
and Connectionbbetween the inauthentic and éuthgntig modes ofbDasein's
existence-- are themselves easy enough to understand. What we havé to

ask 1s what Dasein's exi#tence could poséibly be such that it would have
anything to do with poégession—— such that it can be disowned and reclaimed
or lost and regained. Furthefmore,‘there is the question of what Dagein's
inauthentic modg of existence as its (ih some'setée) ;unowned' existeﬁce
has.to do Qith inauthenticity as‘tbat feature of Dasein's eiistence_that
allows us to characterizeian iﬁstance of Daseiﬁ (i;e., a particular caée

of humah'doings) in terms of what one does or with inauthenticity as the

(as Winch would haye it) 'rule—goverhed' aspect of meaningful human -behavior

fdiscussed in the Pr @vious chapter

-0

We can begin an examination of what is involved in the notion of

~ by examining what it means for Dasein's existentiell possibility to be its

‘own. For we have already seen how, on Heidegger's account, Dasein's under- -
, e already W B8e $ ,

sstanding of (or competence or ability with) itself is interwoven invan
apparently circuiar fashion with its understanding of the world and of

some possibility of ity Being-in-the-world for the sake of which entities -
. o o v

within-the-world are ﬁltimately involved in a way that defines the structure .

of the totality of other involvements among these entities. Daséin'é

bbsSession or ownership of itself, the world and the-poséibility of its

[ Being that defines the worla's‘structure odgﬁt to be similarly interwoven.

. So our 1mmediate attention ‘now shifts to the question of what it means to

say that Dasein s existentiell possibility ‘is its own, and what . it would

KN
5.

be for Dasein kp_lpse‘posse851on of that poSsibillty such that it were

no longer its own.’,Heideggét,‘it seems, intends his analYSis’of what he

X



calls Dasein's "ownmost" [eigenste] possibility, death, to answer the first

part of the question and to go some way'touards‘suggesting the answer for

the second part. Death as Dasein's ownmost pogsibility makes_poésible the
- ‘authentic aspect of_any‘other:of Dasein's xistentiell possibilities.
Deaéh Heideggerlclaims; is in ery case Dasein s ultimate possi—'
bility.16 It is a possibility Dasein has to take over in every instance
.of;Dasein "Its death is the p0851bility of no- longer being—able to-be-
there. If Dasein stands before itself as this possibility, it has been
fully assigned to its ownmost being—able—tojbe.”17 The point being made
herexis an odd one, especially'when we'place it in the Heideggerianischena
that we.haye so far worked out. According.to Heidegger, any particular .
Dasein 1s to be understood in terms of a definite existentiell possibility
(a possibility of that Dasein s Being) which defines the structure Of the
vworld of that Dasein and the way it, as a Being—in—the—world is in the

" world-- i e., the terms in which it understands (in the sense of "under-
'stand" that Heldegger has worked out as an existentiale) itself and its
world.. Ochourse, for a given instancevof human behavior'we may'on one
occasion‘,citeione definite existentiell possibility; on another occasion
we' night cite an apparently differeut (although not contrastin;"with.the
first) one as the possibility defining this Dasein's world all-depending

on the degree of explanation and depth of comprehension of this instance

of behavior required on thé particular occasion on which explanation or
N . . '

i

description is called for: Thus cobbler's doings may be understood in
terms of the possibility of his being well off financiallyg yetﬂthis possi-
bility might be seen as merely a towards-which' involved with the-. further
possibility of his being a good provider for his family and this in turn

in terms of the further possibility of his being a good child raiser and

P
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father.ls‘ For the purposes of a particuylar e§planation or description one
0f these (or others) mighﬁ serve to elucidate what the cobbler is doing

in\the particular instancévor instances in which we are Iinterested, the

RS

others Serving as“'fbwards—whiéh's in.@hdywebwof invoivements or‘perhaps'
gding uémentioned at all. Now what‘Heidegger seems to be claiming is that
in any casé of Dasein, no matter what the pgiticular instance and noxmatter
which other defiﬁite possibilities‘can and cannoﬁ be cited by way of

. ; . Q .
elucidating this instance of Dasein, the possibility of its being dead
o 5 - o : ' ‘ ) '
~can be cited as a definite existentiell possibility defining its worldlg.

and as the possibility which cannot be fur;ﬁer involved as a 'towards-

.

which' for the sake of further definite_esttentiell possibilities ©f Da-

sein's. Being dead is in eVery case Dasein's ultimate possibility; in -

_every case Dasein understands itself and its world in terms of the possi-’
. bility of its being dead. , " '

e

a

Let us aféw out some.of the implicétio{% qf Heidegger;s claim.
%irst, beihg‘dead becomes a uniqpe;sortvof exisﬁentiell possibility, if
we éééept,Heidegéer's account Of i£; in that its définition of a partiqular
Dasein's world becomes én g_griéribmatter; . No matter whét a patficular : o
péréoﬁ is doing, no.matter th elseAﬁe characterizgﬁa_pértitqlar'instance

“of meaningfdl human behavior, we are to characterize it ultimately in

——

terms of the possibility of the particular Dasein's beiﬁg dead. This ‘of s

"course is in contrast to the other definite existentiell pqééjﬁ litie§ in’
. R . / . o ’L"x

B . . i . . / 7,
terms of which we may elucidate a particular instanég of Daseksn
. . X . E . . Ty [ ’

: . - S8, o o
" acterizing an instance of Dasein in terms of one of these would be an'em?
pirical matter—- that is, our characterizdtion must be in'priﬁciple fals?—

fiable. There must-be further ‘conceivable evidence about that instance

;.of human behavior in the face 6f which we would give up outr initial
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characterization or explanation as incorrect or at least in the face of
which we would suspect it and seriously entertain the possibility of giving
it up. .For example I might characterize and explain what our cobbler is
doing at his workbench in terms of the possibility of his Being finanCially
’well off, making money, earning a llving, etc.. Of ﬁburse, I would begin

to suspect that description of what the cobbler was doing if 1 found out
later that he did not charge for his shoe repair services or-that he sub-
sequently gave away the money he received for his work. - I couldveven’sus—
pect my characterization of.his aCtivity in terms of his being a shoe re-~
pairman if when 1 returned for my sLoes that were to be mended 1 found g
that many long nails had been systematically driven through the soles,
p01nts_up, rendering the shoes impossible for wear. The anthropologist
(among many others) faces ‘these sorts of problems in attempting to describe

and, explain the (to him) strange behavior in unfamiliar socileties. The

‘lproblem of when (1.e., in the face:of what conceiVable further experiences)

an initial characterization of what 1is being done is falsified or'at‘least
becomes strongly suspect, always arises When #s the poSsibility defining
someone's behavior to be described as winning a game rather than as parti—‘
'c1pating in a religious ritual? Can the ‘two possibilities be regarded as
incompatible in this society? To characterize and explain an instance of
an 1ndividual s behavior in terms of a definlte existentiell poss1bility
'involves an understanding of the social dimension of that p son s behavior,
and such. an understanding is an understanding of the behavior of the others
who are involved in the role of the Others‘aith whom the individual shares

< the world The problem of discomfirming conditions for a. tentative descrip-

6

tion for an instance of human behavior may be extremely complex, but the’

issue is at bottom an empirical one, Sooner’or later.we havevto look to
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what X is doing in order to answer and evaluate answers to the question,

"What is X doing?" For one answer, however, it seems we need mot look to

what X 1s doing in order to legitimately be able to give it. = 7, ‘ i

.

ar’
~Tve=

This point about.the a priori nature of characterizing Dasein's
; <

ultimate passibility in every case as one of death leads us to a further‘

3

Point: namely, to descrlbe a particular instance of Dasein.in ms.ot'the,
possibility of its being dead does not reallyvsay anything lnformative
about that instance of Dasein, whereas.citing other exlstentiell:oossibil—
ities by way of deafription and explanation is potentially informative 20
If we express puzzlement at the seemingly out of place lack of real effort
and the systematlc bungling on the part of some football player dur1ng a
'football:game by asking, "What's he up to?", and are answered, '"He's out
to throw the game”,,the answer is highlyAinformative. For'that-sort of
vbehavior:is in'markedrcontrast with an endeavor guided>by the possibility
of wlnning the game or even by the posSibility of merely‘getting through'
the ordeal. The answer tells us the ways in which 'the other’ partic1pants,
:the football, the field and the plays are likely to be involved for this
player who,is out}to‘throw the game, andvit'giveslus a frame of reference
for evaluating‘his_behaVior as successful or unsuccessful,'etc. ‘On.the
other hand, 1f the answer, "He is dyiné," can be éiven as an answer to the
question in_any case no matter what the football?player is doing, no mat—
ter what he mlght do; then.in‘no‘particular-case épuld the answer prove V,‘ <
informative about what he is doing in that case.

However, in any case, we might ask how we are to take the claim,

- 2

"He 1s dying There are, I suppose, a number of ways to take the claim,

but if 1t is taken as a statement about a ‘person's physical medical con—-

‘dition, as 1 think it usually is,21 then it is not a direct_answer to the



question of what that person 1s doing, although in context it might suggest
such an answer like, "He is lying in bed waiting to' die because his physical
condition is chh that he is unable to do anything else." The claim might
even suggest ‘an answer in the football contest outlined above - It - might
suggest that the football player 1s playing to win but that his physical
condition 1is such that many more things take on an‘involvement as obstacles
for him thanffor other players; The answer gives us:some idea of the in-
volvement structure‘of this: player s world and why his apparent bunglings '
are to be considered in terms of being mishaps for him ‘in the course of

what he is out to do rather than mistakes on his part." But the claim that“

someone 1s dying when taken as refering to someone's medical condition

©can only be torrectly put forward in a limited number of instances of Da—{

. bilaty and his claim about Dasein—s being dead as Dasein 3 ultimate possi—

sein. e 1is an informative answer.

But  our outline of Heidegger 5 concept of an existentiell possi—

T

""bilé%y in every case suggests that he would claim that the answer "He is

AN PRt
BRI :
could sensibly be given in any case where the g&estion, "What is

: » ) :
‘;ng7', arises.2 Certainly the answer 1s" not meant to describe a’

merely medical or b;:logical condition | But what is it meant to suggest?
There 1is the old saw that one begins to die as soon as one is born, but o
‘1f we take this to refer: to something everyone does, it is a rather odd

activity Can one a mistake in dying, .or can one fail to die’ in the

same way that one car. fail :o win- a race}//Can we say of a person that he

is trying hard to die buL we are afraid he is. going to slip up . and not

»
LY

die afterall7 What is one doing when dying? = What results° How: do we

@nd the oné who is out to die evaluate the results of his endeavor? These

.questions are ‘odd and.yet not_odd. Looking at them on their odd side,b
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they may make us'suspicious that Heidegger is dabbling in;nonsenSe mith
»his claims about being dead as an existentiell possibility. We might be
willing to'grant;that anyvparticular Dasein's death is.an empirical and
logical possibility or evenbg;certainty. . But nowlthat he has set up " his
schema of existentiell possibilities ordering a world of involvement—— a
somewhat téleological schema in appearance—r we~might urge him to'give up
this talk of Dasein s death as a ‘definite:- existentiell possibility of Da-
sein's. We might urge that death or dying is something that;happens to
Dasein rathenjthan something it does. - .: ‘%‘

Heidegger would be the first to admit that Dasein's being dead is %
‘rather odd éxistentiell possibility, and he would acknowledge the a priori
“nature of the claim that every Dasein has 1its death as an existentiell‘
possibility. In fact he would claim that‘Dasein‘sihavingfits death as' an
existentiell possibility islconstitutive of its Being as Dasein—— i;e.,.if
U.Dasein did not"ﬁave its death as an existentiell possibility, it would not
* be Dasein. 'lt would not be a‘Being—in—the—world because this'allegedly
ultimate possibility is allegedly constitutive of Dasein's world g___world.
Thus, it sounds odd to mention this possibility by way of elucidating a e

particular case of Daseipn bécause in asking the questions——‘"What is P up
to? What is P doing?"4— such that one is'already presupposing.thatvP is
the'sort of entity ‘that. has t e'ontd‘ogicalistructure of’Dasein, one has‘

already presupposed'that its béing dead is its ultimate existentiell possi—”'

bility. . S R ' [
So at:this stage ot the.game we might temporarily allow Heidegger y
his-claim that%Daseinfsideath is i every case an_existentiell possibility e
n:of'Dasein's An order_to see where the clzim takes us. we\can easily dis-

,pose.of.g%mehgrobable'objections based on misunderstandings of ‘the claim

W

-
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at this point by pointing out that the claim‘nigg;not entall that éverybody

plans on his death or entertains other morbid thoughts.23 It has alreadyf

been shown that Dasein's competence with or understanding of its existentidll

N . .

possibilities iSwnot necessarily or usually‘a theoretic or thematic omne

where Dasein plans out its activities in terms of realizing some explicitly

’

formulated goal. On the contrary, an instance of Dasein formulating a
. , v , ‘ i ]

goal or planning~out some activity is itself an instance‘of Dasein's doings
U 5%,

gulded or orienteg or defined by some existentiell possibility But if

we are to try to understand Heidegger s claim to see how far it takes us,
. . |
the questions do remain: "In what way 1is Dasein’s ‘world of 1nvolvement

structured in,every case’. such that its structure is ultimately defined by

the possibility of Dasein S death7 In what ‘way is every entity encountered
L A : -;'Q,
within—the—world involved such that it is involved ultimately for" the sake

of the possibility of Daseinbs being dead?" These questions may be briefly
answered. The'pOSSibility of‘Dasein‘sabeing.dead as 1its existentiellﬁ
possibility ultimately defines and structures.the world of involvement

as being its own. Entities within—the—world are encountered fn terms of

belonging to Dasein, and other definite possibilities for which the entities

are encountered as involved are ultimately understodd as being Dasein s

.- own possibilities. Now to explicate this brief answer.

Suppo&ing that Dasein s being dead is, as Heidegger claims, an
. ex1stentiell\possibility, it is easy to see why he callsxit Dasein s ulti—

’mate existentiell possibility Whatever other existentiell p0551bilities

i,,)

\ ) '
a)particular Dasein might have can, always concedﬁ j%y be realized, and 1n

that case further possibilities would define subsequent behavior, that is,

most of Dasein' s definite existentiell p0551bilities could conceivably e

o - .
.. o
H

o vl

> Q o‘."“

serve as towards-whiches to further possibilities A Death as an existen—,-f.,i

“Dgo
,,.a B

22
o

‘vtiell p0531bility is said to:be the exception‘to the foregoing remarks
N . ./“ . @

: a ’ VY (7’ R

‘ . . 2o g
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Therefore it can be said to be Daséin's ultimate possibility in two re-

»

spects.

¢ N .

First, it is the only existentiell possibility which must remain
a. possibility for Dasein Should death as the possibility of Dasein S no-
longer—being -able-to-be- there ever be realized for Dasein, it would mean
_Dasein s nonexistence.: Being dead as a possibility means the possibility
':Of the impossibilily of Dasein.?” But that which;Dasein accomplishes or
, irealizes or ‘brings: to fruition and that which happens to Dasein always
l:happens or is accomplished oniﬂeidegger s account, within a world of in-

s

-volvement ‘such . that it is to be understood in terms of involvement with 4

e
‘n

__furtherjd01ngs on Dasein s part. o And Dasein s death as the imp0351billty
Aof its Being in—the-world means the impossibility of that world. of 1involve-
rment ‘(as an item of Being—in—the—world) within which or in terms of which
it (Dasein s being- dead) would have to be encountered in order to be en—"'

countered‘as a happening or an accomplishment (as a realized possibility)
The actu&iization of the possibility of Dasein's being dead can have no

' ‘51gnif1cance for it because it cannot be involyed for Dasein in any of

'f its doings.25 Its death must remain a possibility for it, and this cla1m

"leads to the secon_ sense in which death is to be seen as Dasein s ultimate,

‘;\,: N

uttermost ex1stentiell possibility

lf"

The poesibility of Dasein s being dead may be said to serve as the

o

upper or Qdigr or ultimate bound of the structure of Dasein s world o£~—~—

involvement in any and every case. It serves as the possibility of_no
. : /,5' .

further 1nvolvement There are no further existentiell possibilitles of
nd its being. dead in which its dying could be involved
;person's death may be involved for the sake of the existentiell possibilities

of others,‘and it may even be involved for the sake ‘of possibilities that

oj the deceased shared with others before his death—— for example,Atheiﬂ

- . . . ; *
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instanceséof supreme self- sacrifide for a shared political or religious

" cause an% the cases of martyrs whose déaths others .acclaim as significant

Coa

'and meaningful with respect to the ideal the martyr himself held. f-But
‘ Heidegger maintains he is not interested in these aspects of a person s

death add that these aspects are irrelevent to the point he wants_ to make
We are not asking about the way in which the deceased has
Dasein- with 9r 1s still-a-Dasein with those who are leff _
behind. Ifﬂdeath as experienced in Others is what we ‘are’ s
enjoined to take as the theme for our analysis of" Daseit‘bI o
end and totality, this cannot give us, either ontically

" or ontologically, ‘what it presemes to give 26

! Of‘course”a person may consciously ‘plan on taking ordlosing:his
| "life .and on the)part his death is to’ play in the subsequent course of events

which he hopes“to bring‘about. The existentiell possibilimy of being

s

dthe savior of the situation through losing his 1ife or of becoming the
martyr may define the behavior on his part which results in his death

-and that possibility may have)reference to events, conditions, etc . ob=".
taining chronologically‘after the event of his death. ButuHeidegger wants

to maintain that the existentiell possibility of being dead remains the

AN . i v

martyr s .ultimate. existentiell possibility—— that is, that the possibillty

of the martyr s being dead is not further involved for the martyr towards o
any further possibility ofvthe martyr s Being.‘-For example,_the pOSSl—V
bility of his -being dead would not be further mvo-lve'd'as a 4"towards—;whicih'
towards the definite possibility of his being the savior of the situation
obtaining after,his_death. "On the’ contrary, any definite possibility in‘i

terms of which we understand the martyr s or the self—sacrificing hero s

behavior (e g., rescuing friends or furthering the cause of the proletar—

iat) must be said (within Heidegger s account) to be ultimately involved
o
with the existentiell possibility of: his death._
.How can Heidegg@r,maintainfthis? By focusing on the definition of
: e T ¥ . o 5 ¢

& _‘ | : s



‘tions of meaningful behavior concerning the remains of the deceased no
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death<+as Dasein's end-- as the impossibility of existence or as Dasein's

Being-unable-to-be. As the end of Dasein Dasein's being dead would mean

its”ngglongetﬁﬁgiggjégjthe?world and therefore its no longer being compe-

tent with, or its no longer understanding, 1ts world including the public

o

dimension'of the Other. Therefore, questions of its learning or teaching.

E behavior, of its conforming or not cdnforming to tradition in its being

dead,_ahd of its doing anything further, and of its accordingly evaluating

its present and past doings no longer arise. Heideggerlmust_bése these

claims, it seems to me, on our ordinary ﬁnderstanding of the dead. Ques-

=

‘longer arisé. Questions cbncerﬁing’present doings on the part of the ' «

deceased also do not arise.27l One does not take the event gf.thgvperson's
death as'inQOlved iﬁ a purposeful, me#ﬁingful wa§'withwthe-corpse'; pfe—
seht doingzs, simply:becausevghe corpSeiié gbt'doing anythiﬁg. Its behaviér
cannoﬁ.be evaluated as correct or incorfect. ‘it is aftef‘all_merely a ‘
corpse. - The dead are no ionger there-- i.é., no longér'Dasgin.Q -
Da;éin’s»no'longer being coméétent with a world (its waid)'and,no
longer having a world in tﬁrn.ﬁgaﬁs it‘cannot understaﬁd.itseif and_its
doings aﬁdﬁthé hapﬁenings to.it'within-the4world. These problems simply
né iongér arise. Dasein's being'dead gives it‘noﬁhing actﬁal; ﬁo_accom—‘
plishment, to evéluaté_and‘léaves-it no world in te;ms-bf whiéﬁ tovevaIUé;e

it or within which Dasein's deathiitseif can be involved aS an event.

Whatever the martyr or hero do that lead to their deaths they can evaluate

(while still alivé) and understand Qith fefefence td/definite posSibilitieé
of their Being-in-the-world, but the péssibility of their being-dead bounds
even these possibilities, no matter what they are, as the possibility of

their (the martyr's and the selfsacfificiﬁg.hero's) not-Being-in-the~-world

&
P
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aﬂﬁ therefore as the possibility of the 1mp0351b111ty of these definite
;§ossibilities—~ as. the possibility of the impossibility of achievemenéggnd
of the evazﬁgtlon of 'achievement.

bot how does the claim that death is Dasein's ultimate existentiell

possibility‘help us to understand the claim that it is also Dasein's 'own-

most' possibility? Briefly, the answer is that because death'is ultimate,

A v

"'non-relational'", which, as Macquarrie and

it is what‘Heidegger calls
Robinson point out, seems to mean thathasein's‘death is one possibility

‘to which others do not.have access. 28 The possibility of Dasein s being—
dead is “cut off from the Others of the public wqrld.. It ‘has no involve-

mént with these Others. Its being—dead is a possibility, as‘heideéger

has earlier pointediout% which'Dasein canhot share with others, specifically
with the public Others;éwhereas its other existentiell possibilities | |
mdst be seen in terms of being shared with Others;.29 They are shared to

_»the extent that they define behavior which can be evaluated as correct or

incotﬁg;?—— as the way to do whatever is being done or not quite the way
iy ) '?}At

to ‘do it-- and therefore to the extent that these possibilities represent

what can conceivably be actualized, realized or aécomplished by Dasein.

For insofar as suchvpossibilitie can concelvably be actualized by Dasein,

- 4 ‘.
ers with whom Dasein shares the world.

- they can be actnalized b
The Others haye access to'them in the notion of the way a posSibility is'
~realized, of howrthat‘whiCh'is to be done gets-done,‘of7how one does'what—
ever is to be done, of what one does Dasein thereby-shares its possi-
bilities‘in terms ofxtheir realization with those Others among whom it
tounts itself-- among those who do what 1s to be’ done in the way it (ordin—

' arily) gets done. - Dasein's chores, tasks, doings, and performances are

to be seen in terms of thelr being able to be done by others. As Heidegger
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puts it, Daseiln couldi%onceivably be represented by.others in these en--
A 30
deavors who woyldsdo the job just the way Dasein would—— the way one would
The possibilities defining 5uch behavior on Dasein s part could be said
’to be accessible to others defining their behavior insofar as they behave
the same way Dasein does. Insofar as the behavior defined by Dasein's
existentiell possibilities is essentially social, the possibilities can

o

be shared o o

But death is alleged to be Dasein s one existentiell possibility

_that is bas it wére, antisoc1al and cannot be shared. » To be sure, the claim
is 1ronic since death as an empirical certainty is a fate that all men

' share 31 All men afe mortal Neverthelessé'Dasein s death is an anti-
social possibility insofar as it distinguishes Dasein from the Others of

-~ idts public world among,whom Dasein is said to lose itself in its inauthen—
tic mode of existence It isolates Dasein from the Others because Dasein‘s‘
being—dead is the. one possibility the realization of which defiles Dasein 5
evaluation and understanding (in terms of ~worldly. involvements) and which

therefore loses its public dimension of involvement with the Others of -

Dasein s world. For Dasein s being —~dead is by definition its no—longer—

being in—the—world it is the abser.ce of avnecesSary;eondition’forL[.

encountering anything actual, for its achievfﬁg*anytﬁing, or for a:?thing

‘\\
befalling it. It .is the absence of the world of involvement which is

]

a constituent item of Being—in—the—world and withln which entities are

1 ,involved and results are achieved as involved ultimately for the sake,
of some possibility of Dasein's Being Dasein s being-dead means the - ‘
impossibility of such an, existentiell possibility. Thus Dasein's being- ' fj
dead can be for it only a possibility the realization of which can havev‘p |

. no significance for Dasein. It does_not make sense to speak of its death:‘



L
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“in terms of its accomplishments or incidents that befall it. And conse-
quently‘it‘does net make sense to speak of Dasein's evaluating those in-
stances of itg behavior which afe'ultimately involved for the sake of the

v : v . s

™ : . : . : ' ;
'possibility of its being-dead in terms of. how the Others of its public

world behave. How one- gets the4job dqQne of:does Wat 1s to”be'ﬁé;e is

.9 , :
irreievant 'insofar as the jobf you are talkihg about is Dasein's being-
v ‘ R
dead because Dasern cannot 'get this job done'. 1Insofar as Dasein is
" dead, npthing'is‘accomplished, nothing 'gets done'.  Thus insofar as a

.\

péfticuiar instance of Desein's beheviqr is defined‘by or:can be charecferr
ezed by‘ef_is in&olved ultimately for the‘sake of the poseibiiity of Da-
sein's beieé—dead,‘i; is-beyohgﬁgaeluation ie terms~of.§hét the Others do.
It is 'antisocial'. o N

'We have then. the foliowing argument. Death is said'eq.be Dasein's
'ownmost"' poSsibiiity'becaﬁse Dasein cannot share it with the thers of
its public‘world.- The possibility of being dead 'belongs' to Dasein alone;
that is, this p0351bility must be seen as its possibility and as such in-
‘eombarable w1th.any of the possibilities thet define the behavior of
others wiﬁh whom it shares the world.  Those woildiyvinvolvements of
entitiee'Within—the—world‘that.are.ultimately'involvement for the sake of
Dasein{s being dead cannot Be_shared wifh others,b Such involvements are
not puBlie and not sherable insofarias they arebinVOIVementsitowards what.
isvnot‘a_matter of accemplishment or non—aceomplishyee;, of eappéning,er
’mishap;Hof being?done or failure to be done. The behavior oriented witﬁingﬁ
.the strdetureboftthese invoi;emehts'cénﬁ?t‘be'eVeluated.' The'categorieé
of"correct"and 'incorrect’ and of 'same' andridifferent' do not apply

to such behavior insofar as such behaVior derives its point and mEaningful—

ness from and within the framework,of'these involvements, which'are

.

w g o }15_4
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ultimately defi& by a possibility of Dasein’ Being the actualization

of which is withougg@ignifica§9p~ »Daseiggg%ln support of the general

Ty

; &

accomplishing things) that it makes sense to evaluate Dasein s behavior -
and to compare it as being thsﬂsame as. or different from-the behavior of

others, as being in the tradition or’ not, as being what one normally

~
-

does, and as conforming to the'patternvof hoﬁ one (normally) does what is

being done Since the actualization of the possibility of Dasein's being ‘

dead is without significance for Dasein, ' it is concluded that the evaluation*»-iv
of behavior defined by this,existentiell possibility_and its comparison

with the behavior of others 1s ultimately without 'significance also.

. In outlining the preceding argument we get some idea of what Hei-

" degger means by his claim ‘that Dasein's death 1s its 'ownmost' existentiell'

‘possibility It can 'belong as a possibility only to Dasein; it is 1n—4

accessible to the public das Man, it is not a feature of the public world;
the existentiale of das Man does not really apply to it. But we must take
careful note of the crux of the argument in/ order to further develop the

1

notion of Dasein's owning or possessing a possibility. 'This key point

may be put as folldws The possibility of being dead is Dasein s 'ownmost'

possibility because it must remain a possibility for Dasein, its- actual—

1

‘ization lacks significance for Dasein. What is of significance is only

its being possible and this alone. Being dead qua possibility is: signif—

‘icant.--Or--to-puts it yet another Heideggerian way, it is the 'possible

character only of this possibility that is significant 32 I think we can
infer from this crucial point in the argument for death as Dasein s 'own-

most ' poSsibility that its (death's) being possessed or owned and its
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character qua possible are alleged to bexﬁnextricably interwoven.
It is time to pull some loose threads together to further develop

thi4 inferente. We recall that in our brief discussion of Heidegger's ' B

concept of 'Jemeinigweit' we suggested that the céncept of 'personal posses—

t

2y

sion' is interwoven with that of 'involvement'. Entities Dasein encounters
within-the-world are to be understood in terms‘ofvbelonging to Dasein in-
sofar as, and to the exteﬁt that, they are involved for the sake of.some
péssibility of Désein's Being. Thus we may speak of the cobbler's secﬁion

of town even though that section of town does not belong to him as a legal

possession or even to all the people collectively who -live there. That

o)

section (his section of - town) "1s simply involved for him as tﬁe'place'whege

‘he sets up shop and lives and whqse inhabitants hé knows and does buSinesé
‘with. We can spegk'of his route to wdrk ﬁot because he_oqu (in'a legal
.sense) the sﬁ%eets and sidewalkshélbng which he walks‘or even because hé
has an ekclusive right of way aiong'this'rqute but because that is the
route he takes to work'everyday. We speak of his customers aﬁd his com-
.peuitoré.although'he does not own theée people liké'he owns his thls;
And'so‘the list might ¢ontinue§iﬁis favorité éport or -his favorite‘place
of’eﬁteftainment, his home towg, his diffic@l:ies,>hi§ taxes,'his worric
ﬁis problems, his 0ld school, his némesig,,his séftbéii‘te;mﬁ etc., an.

to each of these we might contrast customers, routes'plécestof entertz -

ment, problems, or. teams and so forth that are not hig-- that he is' ir “f-

i

“ferent to or ignorant of-- that he igﬁores—?'that have no 'ﬁlace' in wha:
he doe533—— that are not involved 1n a positive fashion in what the cobbler

as an instance of Dasein does. To the extent that items-withfpfthe—WOrld

are encountered by Dasein as involved4(ip what it 1is doing) and their in-

o

volvement 1is centered in what Dasein is]ﬂoing we speak of thése itemé in
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terms of thelir belonging t- Dascin. » | o |
| ‘We also dealt with Lhe furthcr tlaim of Htidegger s that the in-
volvement of any entity Dasein encounters within—the-world ultimately leads
to an involvement for the sake of some pgssibility-of Dasein's'Being. Qe
suggested an interpretatlion of Heidegger to the effect that this ultimate
involvement defines or orders the totality of other involvements; It is
. : ¢ , . : '
this ultimate involvement with an?existentiell possibility that makes the
rest of the involvement structure possible asrbeing structored“the way it

" it, and therefore that makes it possible for items within-the-world to be

. what they:are (e.g., for a hammer to be what it is~- an instrument for

pounding nails into various materials and so'forth).34 An item's involve-

) r
ment for the sake of some possibility of Dasein's Being (1. e.,'an exis-

tentiell possibility) is extremely important (1. e.,“essential) for its |
being involved with other entities within—the—worlg in Dasein's doings.
And because Dasein s personal possession of entities within-the—world'is
inextricably'interwoven’with their being involved for Dasein, Dasein's
being a personal Being capable of possessing entities is dependent uponv
bits having an existentiell possibilityv—‘i.e., upon the'entities it en-
counters within—the—ébrldl(the candidates for personal possession)‘beingia
:involved for - the sake of some possibility of its Being |

. Thus Heidegger appears to be making the following sort of claim

with'respect to its possession of itself and the world. Just as Dasein's

competence and incompetence with‘(orvunderstanding‘and misunderstanding

&

of) entities within—the—worldaseemed‘to presupposelits competence or abil-

¢ . r:.

ity with (or understanding of) a world of involvement witHin which the’
entities with which it is competent or incompetent are. encountered the

possibility of questions arising concerning what belongs and does not
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'belong to it-- what are its items and what are another 5 presupposes

)
that Dasein possesses its Swn world of involvement For if 1tems within—

~

the-world are to belong to Dasein; they must be inpolved for Dasein.(or

for the sake of Dasein). Daséin must be 'concerned' with them—- competent

-~

or incompetent, familiar or unfamiliéa, with them. But in this caSe it

-

must already be competent-or flamiliar with, or understanding'of, the world

*of involvements that allows for such competence or incompetence with en-

‘

‘tities. And to the extent Dasein must be said to already be familiar or

hcompetent or concerned with, or understanding of,.the world'of'involve—

ments, that world-itself may be said to be already involved -with and for

Dasein (in Dasein's being itself), and Dasein may be"sa;d to_alreadx pos-—

sess the world (its world) as its own. . Its competence with (ot understan-

Ldingeof)dthe'world and its posseSsion offthe world are'inextricably inter-

t

_woven@ . Dasein i1s simply the sort of entity.for which we can.see other

'qentities within—the—world as ‘already involved' or rather, we can see

¢

these oﬁﬁe? éntities in terms of the1r already being 1nvolved for (possessed

by) Dasein.

PR I
oD" wod ‘

" A brief considenatfon of Sartre s colorful portrayal of a person :
‘\,

centered world might be instructive here because of its metaphorical ex—

aggeratiqn;bf the'point’I think Heidégger wants 'to make. In Being and and
i ' - - :

Nothingness . Sartre is examining the socalled "problem" of the exigtence

of others (other people or other consciousnesses) arid his (Sartre's) or-

iginal relation to the Other (another person insqfar as it is another con-

_sciousness(?)) that he finds to be a matter of everyday reality.' He con-

slders an instance of'his'watching another manﬁpassvby some benches in a

public park He asks himself;"What do I mean when I assert that thisv

obJect is a man7",'and he answers:
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Perceiving him as a man... 1s to register an organization
without distance of the things in [the] universe around
. that p#jivileged object. To be sure, the lawn remains two
'yards and twenty inches away from him, but it {8§ialso as
a lawn bound to him in a relation which at once both tran-
scends distance and contains it. Instead of the two terms
of thg distance being indifferent, interchangeable, and
in a reciprocal relation, the distance is unfolded start-
ing from the man whom I see and extending up to the lawn
as the synthetic upsurge of a univocal relation....[l]f
there exists between the lawn and the Other a relation
which is without. distance and which crea%es distance, then
, » there exists necessarily a relation between the Other and
- the statue which stands on . a pedestal in the middle of the
lawn, and a relation between the Other and the big chest-
nut trees. which border the walk; there is.a total space
which grouped around the Other... [T]here is... a regroup—ﬁ
- ing of all the objects which people [the] universe. This
regrouping does stop there. The grass 1s something quali-
fied; it is this green grass whdich exists for the Other.
[I]t appears to the Other.... Thus suddenly an object [the
man walking through the park] has appeared which has stolen
the world.... Everything is in place; everything. still
exists...; but everything 1s-traversed by an invisible
- flight and fixed in the direction of the new. object 35

Sartre 5 description brings out thrdugh hyperbolic metaphor the as—~
%ﬁgect of Dasein that Heidegger is emphasizing in claiming that Dasein po-

Zo
\gseSSes 1ts world and itself—— i.e., Dasein .as a possessive Being which can

let entities be involved for it in various ways. The man in Sartre s de-

"_scription on his wsy through the park, Perhaps taking a walk has let the
various features in the psrk be involved as his surroundings to be seen

g ‘and walked through for his pleasure, and it is in terms of their involve—
"ment for him that we must consider these items in the park when we consider

.the man. Because he, posseshes the structure of involvements Heidegger

~ m

calls the world” as an” item of Being—the—world the man out for a stroll

can take possession of “can. steal-, the world', where "world" here (as .

3

Sartre seems to use-tHe word)'simply;means the'collection of entities the

man encounters in the course. of his walk—— i.e., all the items in the park.

.

Because he is the 'center" of the involvement structure of the ways;in
" S x

3



which these items are involved (for him)g they seem,to Tgravitatef towards
him. He monopolizes them. They must be seen in terms of their involve-
ment - for him, according to Sartre

Thus the claim about Dasein' s possession of the" world just like

the claim about its competence with the world, is a- claim about Dasein it—
— -

"_self and its relatdion with itself, not about ‘the relation between Dasein

and some other entity within—the—world distinct from Dasein. ‘Unlike its

_ possession of entities'within—the—world; its .possession, or rabher its

wclaim to ownership, of the world cannot ultimately be forfeited or,lost,

160

“just as it cannot lose its competence with the world Dasein's existentiell

G

possibility of being dead guavantees, this ownership or claim to ownership

.,w

even though Dasein has in every case for the short term already forfeited

its sole possession of its world insofar as it is always doing. (or not

doing) something—— insofar as the ,towards—whiches‘ that may be understood

as definitive for its involvement world ‘for particular instances ‘of Dasein"

(for particular instances of behav1or) are actualizablewand are there-

'fore public possibilities The a priori claim about death being an exis—

tentiell possibility of Dasein in all cases 1is not meant to be informative

£

about a particular case of Dasein. Rather, it is alleged to be ontologic-

e

ally (donceptually) interwoven with the structure of - Dasein as Being—in— _‘

_the—world with ‘world' ‘and with existentiell possibility (i% other
words with our concept of meaningful behavior . Presupposerthe_One; and

you presuppose the lot according to - Heidegger.

We can now, I think, satisfactorily outline the ontological signif-'

4

icance of Heidegger 8 claim ‘that Dasein s being—dead is its ownmost possi-

fbiiity. To quickly review that has so far been asserted and argued for

1. Death is said to be Dasein s 'ownmost' existentiell possibility :

-

/j .
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in effect because it cannot"lose its 'possible charagter' for Dasein. Its

N

A

actualization lacks significance for Dasein It cannot be shared with-
the Others of Dasein s world as if it were a public. possibility.: Where
being dead is Dasein’s)existentiell possibility, it is its ultimate such
“possibility—; that is,;all‘other existentiell possibility candidates mustc

be seen as ultimately.involved towards thislpossibility for "the sake of
. R .-y . .
this possibility. Insofat as they Are so involved these other exlsten-

tiEll possibility candidates must be seen also in terms of being Daseiﬁ s’

(
)

own, private (as opposed uo public) possibilities even though insofar as
’ they are actualizable they must be considered sharable publrm possibilities
2. Dasein 5 being dead is in all instances an existentiell possi-
bility" of Dasein's. 'From these claims we can conclude that-in all cases
vDasein has at least one possibility exclusively its own (1. e.,-unsharable)
”as its ulti;ate existentiell possibility in which, (for the sake of which
all other towards—whiches are.further involved. Thatfis to say, - any
’instancguof;Dasein has.at.least.one'possibility;(its being dead)_which must:
be‘understood by Dasein solely in terns of its being possible‘and which

guarantees that other existentiell possibility tandidates must be under—,‘

L.

stood (though not solely) in terms of their being possible It also guar-

antees: a non—public, non—evaluable aspect of any other possibility ¢an—

[

didate of Dasein s because any such empirical’; contingent p0551bility;
1nsofar as it is an existentiell possibility of Dasein' s, ig, accord[//

,to Heidegger involved towards the necessarily ultimate possibility——

1
.

. Dasein's being-dead. . - o S NN,
The further ontological significance of these claims'EOncerning
Dasein's 'ownmostl/possibility is to revive the guestion of how.we are to B

undenstand Heidegger s concept of existentiell possibility—— how we are _.
. } . N

E3

! ) : -t oo



to understand Heidegger s concept of existentﬂ%ll possibility—— how we are .

to understand an existentiell possibility qua pbﬁﬁib{iity~— or how we Qﬁﬁ TR
.) R : ,‘ N ‘
to understand the possible character of an existentiell possibility

l«(

' ’-1. B
-~ 0

T We claimed earlier that the possibiliby of Dasein s Being for mhe sake of
wdich entities encountered within—the—world are ultimately involved is..
Dasein s existentiell possibility. We might ask why we call this stafe

f%ﬁ rof aﬁfairs (the cobbler® srbeing a good provider for his family was one of
the examples we used) a possibility of Dasein's Being or an "existen-

. tiell possibility" rather than merely "a not yet realized condition or
state of Dase\n s Being which will fall into one’ of two classes—- those
states of affairs or those cond%tions thd%,will be realized and those th
will not." Heidegger suggests by way of. answer that to consider a possi—
bility in the latter terms—— in terms of ‘the future actualization of a

state of affairs——.is to annihilate the possibility of the possible" by

'understanding it in terms of its availability .36 And presumably 'avail—l;>

-,

NS

ability" here. refers to how we would set about making the not yet actual
actual or how*we could expect that which has- not yet happened to happen.

% What makes. an existentiell possibility a possibility, according

‘to Heidegger, is its defining and limiting a complex of involvements in'»

i /,:_'(,. 'u'

terms ofhwhi$h~D§sein encounters entities within—the—world and’which in -

P

“turn sustains.tbe'possibility. The availability of a happening or a C%F—

~

dition or a result on the other hand is always availability within an *

involvement world’in(terms of its involvements._ The'actualization, Yeal-- o

ization,.creation, achievement,*odcurrence,.etc“ of a‘state of affairs,,
condition, result,'etc. are said to be (as we have alread, argued) always
within—the—world of involvement But the possibility of Dasein 5. Being

for the sake of which entities within—the-world are involved has been ,f :

e
i »
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!
_argued itself not to be an item with%ﬁ?the—world but rather a feature of
A

E? _ the world -The notion of an possibility and therefore its

" character as a possibility are alleged to be® interwoven with that of world'
The existentiell possibility defines and makes poSsible the world within
f\\\\wh}ch (or in terms of which) whatever is actual is so (is used ignored,

measured,’destroyed, created, reworked, or reshaped), and therefore an

existentiell possibility qua possibility is not to be understood in terms
of its being actualized or in terms of the actual. Rather, it 1s to be
understoodﬂin térms_of its defining and sustaining the worldlg involvement

complex within which whatever is actualized (whatever is to be done or

Ar - . . fa—ny

. is-done or 1is to{happen)_is done or happens-- within which whatever is
actual is what it is. . -

ﬁfd I Thus the claim that Dasein always has ‘at least one existentiell

-~
possibility whose possible character cannot be lost and- which must be un-
. derstood by Dasein in terms of the possible rather than merely in terms
L 4

of the not—yet actual means that in alI’cases Dasein operates in an al-

& . :
ready understood world of involvement, and this in turn means that Dasein

,.-‘

is in ‘all cases to be understood as a personally possessing -entity. _ltsl,
‘ possessions, as we have argued must’ include its world " And the far

) reaching implications of  the claim about death as Dasein s 'ownmost' pbssi—

v
o

bility extend yet farther by raising and answering the qdéstion of the

way in which Dasein possesses or owns’ the world._*

4
t

That question arises out of our earlier consideration of the re- .
lationship between Dasein s authenticity and its inauthenticity in terms

of possession i If-Dasein is to be understood‘as possessing the world of
P o ’

‘&; involvement in terms of which 1t opedates, can it give its world away or

lose it as it can its money and other items within—the—world? Can it share

1

its world with others in the way that it carr make- its goods available
Y ’
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for.pse by others—ﬁ%ﬁyithe way that 1t can donate goods or property to a

Social organiagtion for the common'use of the members of the‘organization?
-Can it be robbed of its world? Can it let itsﬁworld be involved‘for |
others in the same way as it is for it, just as it can make its tools .
‘available to neighborswfor roughly the same sort of jobs its’ uses‘these

items within-the-world? geidegger}s‘answers to these questions would be,

"Yes and No." We have already examined the claim that Dasein:is essentially

'

social and' that zts world 1is essentially public. Insofar as Dasein's

existentiell possibilities'can be and are'understood‘in terms of the way

4,

‘they can be realized-- insofar as- these possibilities are public-- Dasein
Q'can be saild to have already losf exclusive possession of its world to- the

Others with whom it shares the world Of course, it has not lost all po-
. , : 5o 9]
session. It retains some stake in the world beCause it includes itself '
. ‘ﬂ S T w,, ; ! \».v‘,
among the oublic who possess the worldh- who do what bne doea the way one .

i B
dOeSA it N Yoo ; . . « W -v." L . A
. : ! [ \ :A 5 ,,

. ,

But this forfeit&re of its claim o exclusive possession‘of the

~"-

o world is valid only within cextﬂin 1imits Dasein s ownmost' ultimate‘

existentiell possbbility of: beingwdehd marks those‘limits, since Dasein

v /

- A
Jcannot share this possiﬁility'with tha public Others/37: And consequently

'it*must answer for, or own‘up‘ to, the world defined by that possibility

~.ras being exclusively its own> Thus the“possibility of Dasein s being dead
ensures ‘an unsharable, non-public aspect to any ‘of Dasein .S sub31diary
‘other possibilities insofar as they are further involved with that ultimate

possibility. Dasein‘must claim the possible.character of any of these
particular possibilities as its own. That is,‘insofar as anvexistentiell'

-

possibility of Dasein 5 defines a world of involvement 4n terms of which

A

Dasein encounters entities»within—the—world'and achieves results, Dasein

I A.: \ - o ’ ) . | [/
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must claim (or own up to) possession.of the possibility and answer for it

as exclusively its own. Dasein's world cannot be Share‘\or,lqst to others

insofar as it has this possible character guaranteed to it by the possibility

of its being-dead.

Thus, to answer the original qhestions‘ Dasein may share its possi-

.fingterms of their realization) and its world (as defined by

/:thgse, ublf& possibilities), but it cannot disown. them. It must, ultimately

3 answer for them as its own. Insofar as Dasein .S possession of its world

and of itself is a condition of its making entities within-the—world its

own, it cannot forfeit its claim to exclusive own%gghip of the world.

hY

And the force of this assertion is simply to emphasize the distinction

between the world as an item’of Being-in-the-world and the entities en- .

countered withithhe—world; Dasein's competence with (or understandingg

i
C A

of) and its possession of the world is not a matter of empirical fact “ur

such that;wefcoﬁld conceive of a state of affairs where Dasein has lost

. ‘
e .

possessgbn;o ”;ts;erld—:'a state of affairs that would falsify the claim

that Daseianossésses the world as exclusively its_own and is competent

'

with 1its world;L’The,world 1s not something that it,can forfeit its posse-

ssion of, can lose, or:can give away as it can some item within—the—world

7Rather Heidegger s claims concerning Daseinys posSession of its world--

the worldis being involved for Dasein-- and Dasein's:consequent possession

i

of itself and- involvement for itself are meant to emphasize the distinction

_between Dasein and!other sorts of entities. An instance of Dasein is the

sort of entity to which other ‘entities can belong and for which ‘they can
be involved. And this being able to possess other entities and to let

them be involved for it is tied up with its being the sort of entity tHat

’can die as opposed‘to merely’ being~destroyed or perishing. And the

-
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‘possibility of its being’dead is claimed in' turn to assure it z '<ind of
individuality or dimcnsion of uniqueness distinct from the: individuality

or individualness of other sorts of entities encountered within—the—world 38

t
N

lhis is to say that. insofar agfgﬁsein has a claim to exclusive ownership
of its world-- insofar as it can possess entities within—the—world and let
them be involved for:it;— insofar as it is a personal Beihg with the char-
acter of 'gemeinigkeit';— the categories of comparisoni(’same' and 'differ-
-ent') do not apply to Dasein and'its‘world. It isAits own Being—in—the—
world, its own world and its own possibility It is individual or unique
but not in the sense of being different from all other things or all other
cases of Dasein with respect to some one or all of 1its properties The
pOint is that its similarities to, or differences from, others are irrele—
vanta It is simply beyond comparison insofar as it is a self-possessed
or self-owning authentic Being.39 |
We have outlined in what Heidegger would call a 'formal' fashion40
the significance of his claim that Dasein in all cases exists authentically
as well as inauthentically—; that in any instance of Dasein its existentiell
possibility must be seen in terms of its authentitity aS‘well as its:in—‘
authenticity.i'ln other words we have tackled ‘the problem of elucidating

. “#
or making sense of Dasein's’ authenticity or individuallty in terms of the

Heideggerian notions of world of involvementb existentiell possibility s
'concern- l etc. aﬁ% of which we had discussed earlier on. Yet -at the out-
?.;set of this chapter we suggested that we ought to be able ‘to use examples
of ordinary everyday behavior like the ones we used earlier in considering
.Dasein s world and das Man in order to hEIp clarify Heidegger s ‘notion of
authenticity .~ It is to this problem we now turn with the intiial ques—-
tion .of the sorts of everyday behavior on which we should focus at . the

. . : N
i . . ’ N



outset in order to approach the problem with best advantage

Heidegger himself recognizes the problem posed here at the end of'

¢

Chapter I and beginning of Chapter II in Division II 4% 'He outlines the_f

N R N e S . }
problem we face and the necessity of facing it as follows He claims at;. o
this point to have outlined ‘the significance‘for Dabein of the posdibility’

[N

of its being- dead and then to, have outlinedJDasein 8 authenb&% (.ownmost )
. --_“1 wl

way of understanding or being competent with this possibility prvfather~

the world defined by this-p0551bility.42 But this way of understanding

the significance of . the possibility of Dasein s being—dead and of under~

standing Dasein s authentic way of being competen? with this possibility

é@‘so far O1X, been shown to: be ontologically possible, he sayS, that 19»
‘M . §

if and only if we. construe or define Dasein»s being dead in a certain
fashion (in terms of ‘the impossibllity of any further possibility for Da—1
sein) as we already have, does 1t have the significance that we have out—'
lined. It individualizes Dasein in a way distinct from the way in.which

other sorts of entities can be said to be individual It is tied to Da—

‘sein’'s being a personal Being which is self—possessed and able to. possess

otherventities. .But must"we‘construe Dasein’ s}being—dead in the fashion

.

that we have?" Must we'accordingly understand.Dasein as an authentic self- ¢
possessed indiyidualized Being able to possess otherﬁentities‘within—ther:
~world? In order to answer'these questions

[W]e must investigate whether’ to any extent and in any
 way Dasein gives testimony, from its ownmost Being-able-
to- be, as to a possible authenticity of its existence,
50 that it not only makes known that in an existentiell
‘manner, such authenticity is- possible, ‘but demands this .
T o of itself.... What we are: seeking is an ‘authentic Being— _
o able-to-be of Dasein, which will be attested in its.ex- = -
5 istentiell possibility by Dasein itself 4 ¢
What Heidegger is in effect seeki/g,is_an ordinaryseveryday‘phenom—

enon which must besunderstood o;\Is‘Brdinarily-understOOdaaginiterms of -
: ‘ ’ . - . C." ‘/" . ' N - - . .

n
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Dasein's'authenticity. The phenomena upon which he focuses are those of

conscience (or the '"'voice of: conSCience'” as he puts it) 45 and gullt.

i

He argues that conscience 1s a kind of discourse on Dasein § part with
itself. 46.- Specifically, it has the character of a call——iof Dasein calling
itself to lay claim to the world of involvement as its own. 47 Insofar as
an instance of Dasein can be said to have a conscience: it must be under-
stood as calling itself from its place among the Others with whom it shares
the world and among whom it counts itself to answer for the world as an
item of 1ts own Being in~the-world and t ore in effect to answef for
itself The call of conscience is an unusual ‘sort of.discourse; how-
.ever Nothing actually gets said in the call It is diScourse'in'the «
mode of keeping silent—— of being reticent There is no message.that can
bbe rephrased and passed on to or shared with others.49 Yet the call of
.conscience has 4 certain force to it and an effect or a significance which
x-f_tests on’ basein s being indiVidualized in such a way that "it is for itself
f,something that simply cannot ‘be mistaken for anything [or anyone ] else."50
‘?%The cafl of conscience, which in effect says nothing, can be effectivev

<5just because Dasein is the sort of entity which can isolate and single

‘fcltSelf out from the- Others ~with whom it is to be classed and with .whom

',Cﬁylt classes itself Otherwise a. call which says nothing could mean any- .

;g,thing, could be . about anyone,'and could be directed to any one or a]l‘of
W‘the many Other;\among wh&h Dasein counts itself The possible :ange of
h‘ambiguity of/%uch a call would be unlimited 'But because Daseir v ovr-
3:stands itself as authentic individual or unique in‘the sense of being

beyond or. outside comparison with. Others,_it can address itself withouth
';ambiguity or confusion in the mode of keeping silent. The’questions of

A?”who is addressed and what about do not arise. There is.only one to whom



the call could be addressed—; to Dasein itself as an individualized per-
sqbal‘Being There is only one thing the call could be’ about—— about it—

12

~self as its own Being—in—the—world The call summons Dasein to ‘its ' own~—

most' possibility qua its own possibility defining its ownmost world

2

~and thereby addresses Dasein as. Being—guilty 51

‘What Heidegger s arguments amount to is a claim that where it makes
sense to speak of something (or someone) having a consc1ence with the
possibility.of understanding~himself as being guilty (in conscience Dasein

addresses 1tself as guilty") of some deed (or misdeed), we must under—‘
J

stand that something (or someone) in terms of the category of authenticity
- as laid out above.52 Only an authentic, self possessed individualized
personal Being able to possess,other entities ig capable of the phenomena

jof conscience and guilt -
[C]onscience,qin its basis ‘and its essence, is in each

- case mine-- not: only in the sense that in each case e thd

- appeal 1 is to one s ownmost Being—able—to—be, but because
the call Somes from that entity which in each case I my-
self am. :

Following Heidegger '8 arguments from the everyday phenomena of guilt
and conscience, we can figure out the sort df examples of everyday.behavior
',With which to best illustrate the concept of Dasein s authenticity——‘: ‘
namely those which involve mistakes and misdeeds Where incorxect doings
' areiinvolved ‘the phenomena of conscience and guilt as well as related

. phenomena like blame and responsibility seem most at home, and ic is in

‘the§e cases of Dasein that we ought to be able to begin to see the sense

of Heidegger s claim that’ Dasein understands itself as individualized and
'isolated from the Others of its public world.

We have already touched upon the notion. of mistaken behavior. We

noted that Winch argued that the notion of meaningful behavior which in’
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correct of.;necessful behavior of that,éort—- of the way one does whatever
.is to be done or of the way the job. to be done gefs done. . When I retnrn
to the cobbler's shop for my resoled shoes only to find to my discomfort
that two or thfee nail points now protrude through the inner sole of each
shoe, I call his attention to the shoddy workmanshin and-enaluate is as
a mlstake on his peft. In doing so I take for granted-a host of general-
1zatione about how one repairs shoes, how shoes are involved for those
who own and use them (namely for walking easily without pain), and how one
behaves.toward custoiﬁrs one-isﬁdoing buslnese with.v I_eseumelhe sheres
my public.World_of involvement 1in ﬁhichishoes are involved in’onelsbdoings‘
in cerfain nayswalthough IAmay nave'to remind nim of some of theee general—:
izetions if he becomes defensive ovef ﬁ&ycriticism of his'work. But the'.
point 1s that this insﬁance of behavior and the results of that'behevior——
ﬁhls.instance ofushoe repair or attempted shoe repair-- is understood as
a mistake.by both me and the cobbler.(supposing him to;aegnowledge tne mis-
take) in terms of.the way one does or aecomplishes what was to,be done.
His efforts at shoe repair could lead to or involve a mistake only 1f the
behavior in question had a. point to it, only if it was defined by a 'pub-
lic' exlstentiell possibility—— namely,'resoling and repaﬁfing the shoe
Yet what makes the cobbler s mistake a‘mistake is the fact that he
did not do what was to beodone. He did not ;esole_the shoee the way one
resoles shoesvusing:the nails one uses for thatfparticular sort of shoe.
His»behevior did not conform in an important respect»to the generalization

in te;ms'of which we understand his behavior (as a mistake). What he has



~

- bility orders'the-involvement str

171

done is not in accordance with what the Others of " is world, among whom
he includes himself, do. In having made a mistake Jasein understands 1it-

self as isolated from the Others ofhits world. Wh it has done is its

own doing. VItfcould’have done otherwise. It coulc .ave done what one does
in realizing the possibility that ordered its involvement world, but it

did not, and because it did not, the possibility remains unrealized. The o
R . . . . 'f;-e\\

BN

shofs are not soled so as to be usable and consequently returned in exchange

for payment for services rendered.
But the mistake 1s not merely the nonactualization of some state.
of affairs-- in this case the secure attachment of new soles to the shoes

without protruding nails. Insofar as the mistake issues in an unrealized

' existentlell possibility, a whole complex of involjeyent becomes problem-

" atic; assignmente among entities within—the;world go unfulfilled. The

. ’ . : ! .
shoes cannot be worn comfortably. They cannot be used for walking. There-

fore they cannot be returned to the customer in exchange for payment.
Some of the items of'repairfare themselves out of place Some of the

nails are too long. They do not belong where thay are. As injthe case

“of a mishap discussed earlier, the world of involvement 'announces' itself,

and the_'possible character' of the existentiell poSsibility that defines

thevcobblér's attempt at sfoe repei;r is mistaken. behavior—— becomes

problematfc and evident; that 1s, the y in which the existentiell possi—
. ture of the cobbler‘s world becomes
&gﬁparent, Ae a shared involvement structure ordered by a piiblic poesi—~
bility, it is within and according to this involvement frameworh.that the‘
cobbler will (or will fail. to) correct his mistake-~ that he will remove

the-nails that do not belong there and substitute mhose that do or that

he will modify those presently out of place there s@)that they 'fit in

16"

&

A



with.theArest of the shoe. o ' | ] .

| What is most intsrcsting about rhé cage of the‘cobbler;S'mistake
wirm‘reference to Heidegger's ontclogical scheme, however, 1 that the
csbblér”s mistake opensvhim'to_such phsmomena ss blame and guilt‘énd con-
science; that 1s¢_§o evaluate the results of the cobbler's efforts in terms
of‘hﬁ¥ having made a mistake is to single out the cobbler for blame—- ts
'hsld him responSible.for not dqing what one does or for doing wﬂat_one
>does not do in repairing sﬁoes In blamfng the cobbiér for the;ﬁiecevbf
shoddy workmanship we are assuming that the 'point' of his behaﬁior.in

-the shoe repair shop is to be understood in terms of public possibilities—-

in‘terms of what one does to repailr shoes~- in terms of what the Others

of his world among whom he’imcludes himself do. We emphasize his inclusion
of himsclf among the Others of his world in that we assume he will correct

his mistake with reference to the way one gets the job done or at least

—

'that he sees the results as something to“be corrected in accordance with
. -

public standards. Yet the very idea of his ha ng made a mistake singles
. him out from the Others among whom he includds himself. = It individualizes

him, and his behaﬁior, in the course of which a mistake has been made,

must be seen as his own behavior in contrast to the way other cobblers

&

including himself would have repaired the. shoe.

| Of course, in the face of biame‘from anothsr or even in thelface
of his own bad conscilence the cobbler may resorr to excuses for his shoddy
'workmanship.' In doing so he still admits a- mistake has been made-- or at
B} least,tha{ the results of his endeavor are somehow bout of order»._sl+ Thers
is at least a tacit admisSionithat the workmanship is shoddy. But his
effort inﬁtmisrcase is aireCted toward mitigating the blame or guilt per-

haps'by partially relocating it elsewhere. To this end he may‘cite .

172
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extenuating circumstances or additional ‘factors that complicate or compli—

Cated his involvement world. For example, he may plead that marital dif-
'fICUlties have made it difficult for him-.to concentrate on his work He
'therefore failed to notice the several longer nalls which had become mixed
‘in w1th the: batch of shorter nails of correct length for the job.' He
attempts to-avoid 'full responsibility for the incident by covering.what
he has done, at least implicitly, with a generalization concerning what
~ one does. When one is having marital difficulties, one thinks about them
a lot; one concerns eneself with them above all else. He attempts to re-
treat from being singled out. from the Others with whom he shares the
world. The bald mistake becomes complicated by the extenuating circum-
: . >

stances and additional‘factors which offer opportunities for ‘covering or -
Subsuming hisg situation_or aspects thereof under generalizationﬂdconcerning'
' what one does. 1Indeed, one might say that the success of any attempt at
- excuse depends upon the acceptability of tacit or explicit generalizations
in terms of das Man covering the problematic situation,

The‘extenuating circumstances and complicating'factors offered.by
way of excuse may, however, only serve’ to relocate or mitigate the blame
Our evaluation of these proferred excuses will be in terms of what one
does In.the case of the cobbler, for example, we may admit3that7when“one
has" marital difficulties, one thinks about them or dwells on them or con—

f,cerns oneself with them or lets them preoccupy one s mind, but we may aliso
:hold that .when one cannot pay attention to one's work because onebs mind
is ppe cupied with other things, one puts off one_s work'until one“can'
_ 8ilve_ 1t/ proper attention, We might maintain that.that was>the cobbler's
real‘mistake—— attempting to repair the shoe in the first place mhile in

hiS'distracted state. The cobbler is still to blame. "He can still be
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singled out as standing apartufrom the Others of his publi¢ world-+- as not :—
having\édfb what one does; only now, we have modified the blame by modify-""
ing our original judgement about the’ way in which the cobbler stands apart
from the Others among whom we include him. We have modified our original
judgement about, or\our evaluation of, the mistake. We have accepted an’
- elaboration of the cobbler s world of involvement within which the mistakei
was made;:‘We may even take a more sympathetic'attitude towards the CObbler‘i

M -

in'relocatin; thes ce of- the mistake and partial responsibility 'for itf

ing circumstances cited. But the ‘cobbler 15 still

. . . [ ) _ S
Wally) for the 'out of order' results; he is still

according to
vtolblame (at i

-

‘guilty; he is "singled out from the Others. - . l

At the extreme end of the spectrumﬁof possible success in'excusej
attempts lies the sort of situation where the seeming, suspected or
alleged mistake turns out to have been merely a mishap—— where the exten—

- uating circumstances.and additional factors discovered and/qr cited enable
i \ 1y B

¥ \

‘all aspects of what the cobbler has done to be covered by whak one does. v

The results are 'out of order’ , but the results are .due to mishap, not
4 §

- mistake. Something went wrong with the materials ;OF the environment etc. o &)
that could not be foreseen or avoided by the: cobbler.; In the. particular

example -we have been working with.a lear ca‘e»of a mishap is difficult

to imagine or to contrive. But if we must do so by way of example, suppose

that the cobbler received a shipment of nails 1 which a few special ones -

“

had accidently become mixed at the place of manufa ture. These speci;?

nails were manufactured so as to extend"in length upon eing hammered

M .
\\into whatever substance or material they are hammered into. The. cobbler

\ “ » ©

had no-way .of knowing about these odd nails mixed "in with therothers and
3

#

no reasons to suspect anything unusual,about the nails he was using. He

. 1] Kd
. . N -
. AN
\ - : .
R, . . 3
e
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“Went abqut the busiress of repairing my shoes the aay one goes about re—‘
T : , ) ?
! . L
pairing shogs. He is not to be held 'at fault'; he cannot be blamed for
" the 'outjof}order' result of his éndeavors, although he might be expected

' to correct’ the results ‘or set them right.55

, ¢ : ' t . P - :
We have already,;ouched upon. the connection betwéen mishaps and -

v

m;stakes to say that the possibility of. the one 1is interwoven with~that E
5 \

- ,
1s 'out of order ‘and’determining whether a mistake has been made and‘if

~ ﬁ‘
/ 3 o

50 where or whether the incident is merely a wmishap-- the problem of. eval-

uating ‘excuses and of placing blame--"is handled in terms of what one
\ . - : . AN »

does. “This was understood as part of the force of'Heidegger's_claims

-

.°about das Man as an existentiale~of Daseinr: The actdal intricacies of -

blame and acceptable excuse 1in any particular situation where a mistake

t
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of the other. The problem of evaluating a particular ci%e'where_something :

5

has allegedly bafn made will of course depend on the situation and the ways

c gk - e &

~

""one does thingsafn the particular community of Others‘that includes the »

participants in the situation./

But . the notion-of 35 mistake %&H accompanying blamefand gullt and;

_ . i _ R _ E e .
, conscience‘where invo@gi'or appr@pﬂlatefdepend on the point of the mistaken
S . o . < .'“ . . ) s C, [ -

Is

S S ) L C Lot e '
:behavior.being understoodﬂin terms of avgeneraliZation about'the waﬁ one *

‘e ' ’ - ' '

nealizes the point of the mistaken behavior where the instance of behavior

-.‘l

;concravenes the generalization in terms of which it is understood lhe‘

m°r

@ ,
instance of mistaken behavior has implicitly been COmpared with the way
A @

one does what was to be done in that case and fodnd to be différent One
- N Q l./ 3

-
4

i

need not go and cannot go to. further compariSon*or generalization in order ol

a
L

to understand the case of mistaken behavior and subsequent efforts ito

correct the mistake insofar as-the case is to be uhderstood as a. case of

N B

nmiStaken behavior. ‘Furfher_qpmparison becomes irrelevantfat this.potnt.

L4 -

N . . ] ‘ 5 . . )v ’ N .

) ' ° _
T/ . N : - N
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In thisg sort of case Dasein can be said to be individual oF unique in <
i 7
standing out from«the»Othersvwith which it is understood and underStaﬁds

t itself to'stand-- in standing apart . from the other instances of Dasein witb)
which it is to be classed in hnderstanding it. The inatance of ‘mistaken’ . s

)

behavior has implicitly been recognized as 'its omn'f~ as‘exclusively'its
i

ig Just this sort:of ontologfial possibility involved in making

mistakes that is crucial for understanding an instance of Dasein,‘accbrding
"to Heidegger. This seems to be the force of his claim that Dasein 1s "
’essentially\authenticrand of our derivative claim thidt authenticity is a

necessary.category for an inquiry into any instance of Dasein. This is
S : . -

. R . [
not to say that Dasein is authentiC'only in cases where mistakes are ac-

— : o
tually made or. that Dasein is always making mistakes in order to be authen-

tic. Indeed Heidegger himself does not discuss mistakes as such in arguing 4

for Dasein s existentiell attestation of its agthenti?ify in the phenomena

|

‘ of ‘conscience %nd guilt Eurthermore, he seems to purposefully avoid' doing

so, because in con51dering mistakes we are led to consgdering corrections <.
for the mistakes—; to making good on what- ‘was not done or what we let go
wrong~— to setting things right Such considerations lead to. questions

. rT : AN o ) . -
) Aof how one acts 1n the face' of mistakes And this le;ds\ps back to a con--"" |
. .|. i /.- 5 N 'Jv,) 4 . .
A h } .
sideration of doing things and therefore back sto the realm f“das Man and -
T : X L TN t ""&:;
N 1nauthent1city : Attémpts tg(@g?%ect the mistakel— to’ reakdze the point e

A

) or p0531bility that:defines .the original9instance of behavior—— proceed

2 PRIV A ’ ..
according to the- way one goes about realizing that possibility We get
< 3

on. with doing what we failed to do before, and what we failed to do “was

what oﬁe'does. Or to take another concrete possibility, in leaving the:A
c_) : o]
mistake undofrected we also act in accordance with public possibilities




Qa

in ways in which one avoids settin% things right in the circumstan:es in’

”- A

which one does not correct 'or need ot correct or atone for one s nistakes

Even in the very way one admits or, acknowledges (or refuses to acknowledge)'

)

" one' s mistéke das Man is involved.
The common sense of das Man knows only the satisfying of
manipulable rules and p public norms and the failure to ' .
satisfy them. It-reckons up infractions of them and tries -. *

_ to balance them off. It has slunk away from its ownmost
.Being- guilty 80 as to be able to talk mbre loudly about
making ''mistakes'.56 . ’

- On thi/pzﬁe; hand Heidegger 5 claims about Dasein s authent1c1ty

. can be taken as implying that. Dasein Is the kind of Being capable. of making

e
\

mistakes .and, more importantly, that this is so because Dasein is the sort '
of Being .that stands apart from the Others among whom - it includes itself
in understanding itselt and consequently which stands apart from tﬁe

2

others with which -we classify it in understanding it. It 13 a personai

Being able to own up to-or answer for itself——-able to recognize\"thek é‘

deed' (or misdeed) as exclusively its own and theyexistentieriaﬁossibility
X defining “the world within which the deed is done as its own. And from a

‘”formal' point of view, this means t%at we must understand an, instance of

’

.- 5
. Dasein in terms of ‘the pPssibility of modffication of its. behaviortsuch

that it makes that behavior its own and distinct from the bther 1nstances~qa;

/ ‘.\).
; of behavior with whicﬂ it 1s to be ciassed in being undegstood and such

s ¥

Athat this p0381bility is most evident or. ‘obvigus in. cases of mlstaken.

behavior; but I think that it is also evident in cases-:of innovatives'7
_behavior and that such cases must alsp7;e cledrly understood in terms of
the categpryvof authenticfty.-~. ! . , | | e o
L . . . .
Thus,'Dasein’s'unijueness or'individualityyoruauthenticity is not

that insofar ss izjhas this peraona%gdémension to its behavior, t'e cat?,«;;.:

C

o ;.
* egories of comparispn ¢ same and different ) becgme irrelevant &t seems

o .
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' to be understood as implying that any instance of Dasein defies subsumption .

«

under any generalization or classificatien atfall. -Rather this uniqueness

‘or‘individuality is @ result of, or interwoven with, the'yery sort-of

—

generalizations in terms ‘of which we must understand instances of Daseln

9 .

Dasein s authenticity and inauthenticity are intimately interwoven ~ The
/

generalizations in terms of which we understand instances of Dasein are

. <
7

ike %ules. .The exceptions make them, and we are led to sce any instance

;

of Dasein as“a possible 'exception' to the ‘rules' that govern that in-

stance of behavior.- This doctrine is the force of Heidegger 8 claim that

’

"[a]uthentic Being—one s— Self takes the“definite form of an, existentiell

¢ ]
';-dification of das'Man ”58% , ‘ . s,

. ,lL * . .
h‘k suim up then, Heidegger s claims concerning Dasein's authenticity

§>igﬁ%¥$e outlined as follows. An instance of Dasein is the sort of phe— ’M

nomenon which must be understood in terms of an/existentiell possibility a

0 . S
‘defining the world—in which it is Roughly‘speaking, we may say, 'in'terms

Lo e

'of the @oint “to its,behavior. That existentiell possibility as real—
- . Ve R . <ot » e

IS . .
sizable is public and'sharable. As such it defines or dictates what one . -

v we
h

does. However, in any case of Dasein that world defining existentiell

~. P I4 E

i_possibdlity may. or may not be (might or might not have been) realized.

Theré is in ~§very Case of’ Dasein 4 possibility O'f lnot ‘doing what one does~-

f

ha possibility of the existentiell quiﬁiqption of daéfmaﬁ. That‘possi—

@ ~ fi\‘ ' >~ ,w

billty of standing apatt or in isolation from the Others with whom Dasein

v . . s

w

»shares the world is interwoven with Dasein s being an essentially personal

'\

._Being eapable of answering for or owning up to itself And finally inter-

-

- woven with its being a personal Being capable of standing apart from the

<O

Others among ‘whom it includes itself is 1its having its own death as an

ultimate world defining existentiell péﬁ?ibility in all cases .This
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ultlmate existentiell possibility guaréntées Dasein's. authenticity by‘

guafantqging that Dasein's world in all cases retains.its 'possible char-

"acter'-- that Dasein in all cases must be understood in terms of the

possibility or 'pb'sible character' of its existentiell possibility. If -
‘the argument or .sch¥me or system asfjﬁsﬁ sketched}seems.circular,:thqt_is'. '

because in a way it is so. Heidegger.fas claimed that Dasein as Being- =~
in-the-world is a thoroughly unified or unitary phenomencn and that gli
. -

N - . Y ‘ . [y h L . o
aspects of it including .the three main existentiales or categories on

e —_—

.which we have been concentrating are thoroughiy ig}erwoven_or intertwined

with each other.
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FOOTNOTE\\IO CHAPTER II, SECTION.3 y.

Heidegger, op. cit., p. 232. ' N e

""As such, holding death for true does not demand just one definite

- kind of behavior in Dasein, but demands Dasein itself im the full au-
_.thenticity of its existence." (Ibid., p. 265) Elsewhere in a discus-
sion ®»f the mature of conscience as” a ‘call summoning Dasein to itg’
.authenticity—— its 'ownmost' Being—able—to ~be-- that to which con*
$cience 1s .said to summon Dasein is "not/ a concrete single possibili-"
" %y of existence."- Rather, it"is 'what belongs to the existential.
condi#tion for the possibdlity of its factical—existentiell Being-
able-to-be." (Ibid., p# 280) .And as an existing Being in all in-
stances,. the, ntologicﬁaﬂétructure of /! Being-able-to-be' 1is appro-
priate for ta ing abéhﬁ$ einstance of Dasein-- that is,-Dasein may
be sﬁgd to possess .théy gty to be in every instance of Dasein.
(Ibid., PP- 305 ff.‘anﬂ' _; 169~ 170)

[

Ibid., p. 4179  See’ the full context of this quate for the other side
of the coin—f namely;, that Dasein 1s essentially inauthentic only in-
sofar as it is .alsg authentic Its authenticity always remains an
2ssentlal ontological possibility for it.

Ibid., pp. 42—43 't “

Ibid., P 57 and p. 121, Concern is sald to be. existentially con-
stitutive of. Being in—the worild, It is implied to be. equivalent with
our circumspective deg}&ngs thh ‘the ready—to hand within—the world

. -Ibid > P 69 For example, in performing tasks "our concern subor—.'

dinates itself to the 'in-order-to' which is constitutive for’ the e~
quipment [ g] we are employing at the time.F .
These claims are not meant to represent “a . rigorous piece of. ordinary )
language analysis although I think they could be made 'to do’ so. Ob~

'Lvibus possible exceptions like "The .chalr belongs ta .the. dining room

“set! could be. handled by.an analysis of enéities like collections and »
hsets in terms .of being derigative forms of Zeug totalitiés and there—
fore of having the same character as the: world rather than as entities
hwithin—the—world Such totalitids are said to allow entities ready- .
to-hand to belong somewhere-— 1.e.;.to have their ' place with re-- f+<
-spect to the other items- in the’ totality. Thus we might say that such
an item belongs to the Zeu ug ‘totality that allows it to belong with
other items within the totality in-a certain way. See the section
-0f ' Sein und Zeit entitled "The Spatiality of the Ready-to-hand With-
in-the-world” for an analysis of- the way in. which the world allows
"entities within—the—world to belong somewhs%e (Ibid., pp 102 ff )

~

. This claim is implied in Heidegger s description of - the way the Others
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11.

to das Man, and must first find itself."

{
y
are encountered in an everyday manner in the world of work as the

producers, suppliers and users of ‘items within—the—world. (Ibid. ,»
PP- ll7 118) : : v S

Ibid., pp. 42-43. Elsewhere he says, "As t Man-self [the self .

given over to das Man], the particular Dasegi\hgg\geen dispersed in-
(Ibdid 129) And later

he speaks of Dasein's 'factical lostness in the everydayness of the

Man-self" (Ibid,. p. 263), and says that- ''this entity, in its every-
daynéss, has lost itself " (Ibid., p.“179)

s

. For example, ''Dasein KANN SICH als verstehendes aus der 'Welt' und

den Anderen her verstenen oder aus seinem elgensten Seinkonnen.
Die letztgenannte Moglichkelt besagt: das Daseiln erschliesst sich
ihm selbst im eigensten und als eigenstes Seinkonnen.. Diese EIGENT-

LICHE Erschlossenheit zeigt das Phédnomen der urspriinglichsten Wahr-

_heit im Modus der Eigentlichkeit." (Ibid., p. .221)

"

Etymological dictionaries of Engliah tr8ce the ancestry-of "'authen-

tic" back to the Greek "authentes' meaning '"one who does things by

his own hand" (Skeats, An Etymological Dictionary of the English Lan-
guage), "one who does things for himself" (Weekly, én.Etymological
Dictionary of Modern English), 'one who acts on.his own authority"
(Pa:ﬁridge Origins),,and "one who acted for himself, hence did. the

'joh\@ell" (Shipley, Dictionary of Word Origins). The‘word authentgs

181

in turn is said to derive from "auto" ("self") and "ent@&s" ("guilty' .

Such Greek roots with their suggestions .of one who 1s responsible
for what he does and must 'own' up to his deeds as his own convey

a some'of what Heidegger isvafter with hia concept%of "EigentlichKeit':

13.

14.

15+

‘This alternative is suggested Schmitt s rendering of "die Uneggent-.
‘lichkeit des Daseins" asigasein s '"not being genuinely self-pos—
»sessed” ‘See Schmitt, op.. citl, pp 185 186 and pp. 204~ 205 )

“«

Dasein“itself seems alomne- to be responsible for its existence in the !
mode of inauthenticity It diverts itself into the mode. of inauthen-’

ticity (Heidegger op. ¢it., p. 259). and loses itself: in:das Man

AIbid., p. 177) and flees from itself into inauthenticity (Ibid ,

p. 185 and P 1891A

'.ko,,

This point has already been touched upon_ (see footnote 72 Sectl 'n 2
_fgabove), but it needs to stressedqbecagge Heldegger should not: be un—}

derstood as laying oudt 'a kind of ethi which operates in terms »°
a good to be striven for (i.e. authenticity) and an .evil to be a-

. rendered itself to the dictatorship of das Man insofar as itg public

world hag alWays dlready been disclosed | to Dasein and it is compe—

. voided ({ine-. inauthenticity) In .every case Dasein. has. alr ady sur- -

tent with it. - As lqng as it 1s what,it is, Daseiu remains essentially

inauthentic (Ibid » Py 179), and this point will'constitute & highly

'significant methodological point’ for understanding any particular

tase of Dasein "This everyday way in which things.have been inter- -

preted is one into which Dasein has grown in.the first instance, with

never a possibility of.extrication In it,_outyof it, and against

= ) -
A A
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o o f
Lity all genuine understandl g, interpreting, and communicating, all
‘rediscovering and appropriating anew, are performed -In no case 1s
. a.Dasein,. untouched ahd unseduced by this way in which things have
i1 'been interpresed, sét before the open country of a 'world- in—itself'
. so-that it just behplds what 1t encounters. The dominance of the
public way in which things have been interpreted has already been i
* decisive even for the possibility of having a mood—— that is, "for the
. -~ basic way in which Dasein lets the world 'matter' to it. Das. Man s
prescribes one's state-of- mind and determines what and how one Y
'sees'." (Ibid., pp 169 170) o ; L Lo

16 Dasein has always already been ”thrown" into this possibility, as
”vh Heidegger puts it. (Ibid., p. 251) i \
. ‘ \ ,
"{17. Ibid., p. 250.
”fflS, This interpre&ation of Heidegger grows out of his claims -about the
RS ~relativity of the actualization of the ready-to-hand. ''But the con-
cernful actualization of Ze ug which 1s ready-to-hand (as in produc—r
ing it, getting it ready, readjusting it, and so on) is. always mere-
'ly relative, sincevevgh that which has been actualized is still char-
acterized 1in terms . of some involvements—— indeed this is precisely
what characterizes its Being (Ibid., p._261) BT -

- 19. Heidegger says thqﬁ de@&h is a."certain" possibility (Ibid., pp 255k

: "f£.), one that is got to be "outstripped". (Ibid., pp. . 250 ff.)
There is in his view, no question as to whether death is an existenti- .
ell possibility in any given case of Dasein. . _ ; .

20. . Heidegger claims that an ontological characterization of . death is for-.,
" .. mal and empty seen from an ontical point of view and that it entails
‘no existentiell committments. (Ibid., p. 248) This means ‘that the |
x existentiell possibility of Dasein's being dead will serve as the de-.
" finiag. possibility for any of -its doimgs—— for any sort of meaningful
- or purposeful behavior or behavior with a sense to. it.
.21, At one point Heidegger mentions a. distinction between DaSein s dying
"; as. the ‘end to, or impossibility of, its existence and perishingas
merely the biologicalvend of . Iife (Ibid s ,PP* 240 241) \

~ S

o ..‘ : ’ P : . - - & N ‘\ '™ ' - < PR

22. Ibid s P 259',7' . ;.p.»; : : EZEE ,f el L e EL
s .23, Brooding over death and calculating chances of. sur&ival 1s said- to
cover up the *possible character' of the possibility of being dead
(Ibid., p. 261) ' : .

24, Ibdd., p. 250.-

25. . Death is said tosgive Dasein nothing to' be actualized. v(Ibid.;‘p;
’ 262) . : ' Lo ) 0 R o

26, Ibid., po239. AT .
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28.

29.

30

&
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Of,course this claim only holds ©od unless the doings and happenings
are those of the departed individual in another world beyond this’

;one. In that case the individual does not really dig but:triumphs

over death. As the Christian would have it, the grawe is ro bed of
its victory. -and death of its sting. Death 1s denied as being a fact.
The claim 1is: that in fact one does not die but rather is immortal.

But to deny' something in fact obtains as being the case one has to
know what it 1s that one is denying Heidegger claims that his anal-
ysis of death 1s an ont ogical one of what it means for Dasein to

‘be dead and for Dasein Eﬁ have its being dead as a possibility. "He

therefore claims that hi”fexistential analysis of death has a certain

fims about death (sinceé we have to under-

priority to theological,

.+ stand what such’ claims a#ﬁ&about before we can decide wil ether they

Ibid., pp- 239-240.

31.
_ but Dagein's Beling-certain with regard to its death is said to pre-

o320

‘32,

35,

% 36.

" which one may have in Being towards deat»

‘Ibid., p. 250 (Macquarrie and Robinsdnf

are true or false) and that it maintains a certain neutrality among
such claims ‘concerning. the issue of whether man 1is in fact mortal
or not. (Ibid , Pp. 247-248) :

- Being and Time, p. 294, foot--~
note 4). ; .

Ibid., p. 239. v

-

Death 1is said to be a certain possibility (see footnote 19 above),

sent us with a distinctive sort of certainty different than our’ cer-
tainty’ concerning particular events and conditions within-the-world,.
even‘th@mgh in _everyday existing-death is often regarded as 1if it
were just -an event-occurring within-the-world and therefore an empir—
ically certain one. (Ibid., pp. 256 ££.) ' -

"But Being towards this possibility, as Being-towards death is‘so"
to comport ourselves towdrds death thatlin this Being, and for 1it,
death Teveals itself as a Eossibilitz . The closest closeness

as a Eossibilitz 1is as

far as possible from m mnything actual.... Being—towards —death, as

anticipation of possibility, is what makes’ this possibility Eossible,.

;~and sets it free as possiblity (Ibid » P. '262; see also p. 253)‘

a3,

Thls sense of 'place" is the one With which Heidegger 15 concerned '
when dealing with Dasein s spatiality ‘and the spatiality of the

ready—to -hand wlthin—the—worldm» (Ibid s PP 102—109) :

ASee the section of Sein und Zeit entitled ”Understanding and Inter—'

pretation” (Ibid., pp. 148.ff.) and the one entitled "Reality as a

- Problem of Heing and Whether. ‘the 'External WOrld' can be Proved'.
| (@buge, ppe 202 £50) o “,

AN . . N \v

Sartre Being and Nothingness, PR- 254 253 ‘ l .

Heid‘gger,‘gé;'cit,,'p._Zél.- , 5 o e



37.

38.

39.

40.

“41.
42,
N

* ."authentic Being-towards-death' 'and links it in.turh to Dasein's Bé- '

43.

EO

. ing-a-whole. (Ibid., pp. -237) It must be remembered that habié

184

R
1

In Being towards this possibility Dasein cannot include itself amongAE‘
the Others with whom it shares the world as it cah_in,'”” Being to-
wards other possibilitgésgﬁhen its Being towards thesééggbsibilities
is a matter of getting something done or waiting for something to
happen or letting it happen. <" Jeath ‘lays cl4im to it [pasein] as

LA

an individual Dasein.™ (Ibid% ; p. 263) .

"Death individq@lizes Dasein down to itself." (Ibid.)
. ER: 4 . ~ .
Such a usage of the word "unique" as implying that something is be-
yond comparison or defies comparison, or is such that comparison of

- things to it is out of order 1s consistént with at least one sense

of the word listed, for example, in Roget's. International Theszirus.

By "formal account" Heidegger seems,.to mean an "abstract account' and
contrasts it with a concrete one. . What all this is supposed to mean
1s not entigely clear, but we may.say at the outset that the formal

' abstract account conveys a minimum of empirical information. . We are

told that any ontological account is formal if measured against .onti-
cal standards-- i.e., if evaluated with expectations of an informa-

tive account of definite ways of doing things or of a description of

particular forms of humgn'behgvior.-.(lbid., p. 248) At one point =~ .
he describes his ontological account of death as Dasein's ultimate
possibility as a "formal" gccouﬂ% and then points out the need for'

a concrete analysis of everyday Being-towards-death. This "concrete":
analysis turns out to bq“é description of what is often said-- i.e.,

. éveryday -ordinary cliches, etc.-- concerning the subject of death.

(Ibid., p. 255) “At yet: another point he argues that '"the i1dea of

. 'Guilty!' must be sufficiently formalized so that those ordinary

phenomena of 'guilt' which are related to our concernful Being with

‘Others will drop out;“\“(Ibid., p. 283) In other words, his account

is not to be concerned with procedures for_decidingfwhether someone
is guilty of some misdeed or not,«or with particular -views about - . g?

%

what constitute misdeeds as opposed to accidents or gven,merely"neu—%g B
tral' doings which seem to call for neither praise or blame or guilt < % .V
being attached to ‘the agent. . ' . B SRR

'

[y o

(RS

We have not dealf explic¢itly witH this latter projecfyof_Heideggé?ﬁ%;[f"'
. L

He calls such authéntic understanding, competence or ability Dasein

I3 (R
such an;jsuthentic' unders anding, ‘competence or ability is not a cop-HEE VA
tingent matter. . Competence with ‘the world is not like competence’ -I-"» SN
with_things/&ithinéthefworld. Dagein cannot set out ot become authen= J{

“tically dnderépanding of its world or competent with its world. One ©
.cannot establish that some instances of Dasein-are authentically’able

wikth the world and that others are not. Such an understanding is ‘an

‘integral part of éxisting»which_is what any instance of Dasein Dasein
. 'does!. - - s ° P : .

1

' 'ibid..\, pP. :26;7 '.  R

1 .o, . . T, Al
/o . . <!
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45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51,
o2,
53.

54.

. 56.

&

_the results are 'in order' according to further public existentiell

,55.”

WY,

' . ",
\\\ | . 18

J e,
"’ Ry

Heidegger terms such understanding ''preontological’. (Ibid., pp. 12
ff.) + His claim 1s that Dasein 1is an ‘ontological entity in that its
Being 1is always an issue for 1it; it is always concerned with its Be-
ing insofar as it .ds always already in a world which is always al-
ready understood and whose ultimate involvement is for the sake of
‘'some poasibility of Dasein's Being. Dasein is sald to always under-
stand its Being in this fashion even where it has not gotten into
the theoretical business of formulating an explicit-entology. For
commentary on this point, see Schmitt, op. cit., p. 204.

Heidegger, op- Ei;%’ p. 268. ‘

Ibid. pp 272-273.

Heideggerrsays that in conscience DeEein cells itself. (Ibid., p. 273)
ida, p: 277 and p. 280. |

Ibid., p. 273.

Ibid., p..277.

Ibid., pp. 281 ff.

Ibid., p. 278.

b

. The cobbler does have distinct alternatives to making excuses, one

important one being justification or attempted justification of the
results of his labors. ‘He could justdify ‘his actions by showing that

possibilities and/or generalizations about what one does in view of
relevant circumstances that the cobbler can cite.' For a brief dis-
cussion of the importance of considering excuses and justifications
distinct alternatives, see Austin, "A Plea For Excuses", esp. pp..

175- 177 ' : L "

”[B]ecause das Man. presents every judgement and decision as its own,
it deprives “the particular Dasein of&%fs answerability " (Heidegger,
op. cit., p.. 127) P o .

g . ’ °
Ibid - p.. 288. Elsewhere he’ argues, ""The idea of guilt must not on-
ly be raised above the domain of that concern in which we reckon
things up, but it must also be detached from relgtionship to any ’
law or 'ought' such that by failing to comply wiSF it one loads him-

self with guilt," (Ibid., p. 283) where he is discussing how the

,phenomeno%_of guilt is to be shown as interwoven with ‘Dasein's au-

thenticity It is intereqting to note that in discussinguhis concept -

_of rule governed'behavior' Winchj by. ‘o,;owing Wittgenstein, concen-- -

trates on just that—aspéct of behaviorp bat Heldegger wants to avoid
as being irrelevant to a discussiod qI Dasein's authenticiCy—— name-

- 1ly, rhe possibility of mistakes insofar bs'?hey represent .a deviation
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" from a standard or 'rule' and could be corrected according to the

57.

58.

'rule'. Winch's focus then remains primarily on the inauthentic
rather than on the authentic side of. human behavior. Exceptions

would be his touching on the notion of reflectiveness (Winch op-

cit., pp. 64-65) and upon the notion of 'voluntary behavior
(Ibid > pp. 91 ff.) -

Innovations might be contrasted to mistakes in that ifisofar as they
set new standards they are to be copied rather than corrected. They
must be understood as existentiell modifications of an old generali-
zation or 'rule' concerning what one does, but. théy must also be un-
derstood as émbodying a generalization about what one does. Like all
human . behavior they are to be understood in terms of both Dasein's

authenticity and inauthenticity. The relationship between mistakes

and innovations, however, 1s an interesting one because in actual f%

. cgses there is often no clear dividing line between the two sorts o
‘case. In the history?

of art one finds that sometimes what one genera-
tion condemns as a 'mistake'-- as a vioclation.of the canon or rules -
of” good artistic technique-- :another hails as innovation and a: lay-
ing of che foundations of a ne tradition

Heidegger, op. Cit-:_?sz%]- » L ' S LR e



CHAPTER III

5

- We initiated thils thesis with an assessment of Dray's claim to the

effect that genexal laws do not play an essential (if any) role, either -

implicitly or explicitly, in the historian's explanations and‘acc0untings

P
s .

for historical events Lecause a necessary presupposition of historiograph-
ical inquiry is an interest in the uniqueness of the event-being explained

or accounted for-- specifically an interest in the relative uniqueness of

L

the event studied "in the sense of'[its] being different from other; Wi h

Pl

N "o
which it would be natural to group [1t] under a classification ter- %y;

L

o found that the claim is misleading and inadequate if its force is"as a
claim about mere interest on the part of ‘the historian—— as a sort of

psychological claim~- and completely unsupported‘anﬁﬁungdstified (by Dray)

C1f 1its force is as a claim about how the nature of the historian's subject

-

' mattervgoverns'the approach to the subject matter he must take and the
conceptual framework within which he must operat&J/JHaving shown that the

real force of Dray's claim, d@§pite the initial camouflage, concerning the

historian‘s interests, is.of‘the latter sort: (this became obvi%us when
LN -~ 1y ‘
Dray struggled with anticipated counterarguments by the methodological

—

monist to the/ﬁbssible significance of the historian s alleged interest

o

in’ relative uniqﬁeness), we'went on to consider a system of categories_,
allegedly in conformity with~the naturelof the\historian's‘subject matterﬁ—
human doings. The system of categories we considered was Heidegger s com-

plex of three ontological structures-- pbssibility s inauthenticity
and 'authenticity'.' We explicated the. system with reference to Heidegger s

3

claims about Dasein and Winch's claims concerning meaningful human behav-
¢, ' . S
for. If we accept their analyses of the ndture of human doings, tHen we

> R 187
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chn'claim/that it i in terms at least of these categories, as elucidated,
- <o \

that the historian must conduct his inquiries, understand his material,

and render his explanatihns: It‘Iemains‘to.be\shown that such a system

of categories does indeed,support the"sort of claim Dray wants'to make -

.

[), concerning the logic of historiographical explanation.

To aee how our Heideggerian system of - categories does render support
&

for. some of Dray's claims?ﬁlet us return to that point in Dray's argument

on behalf of his claim where his assumptions about.the nature of the his-
’ . = _ . :

] w

.

torian's subject matter become obvious. ‘He is concerned with arguing

that covering laws are not necessarily tacitly assumed at any point in an

explanation of an historical event-- even in the case-of a gross event

‘“, which is analyzed into component events and conditions and :those in turn ~
B! ’ . 7 o

< into subcomponent events and conditions in the course of the historian's
O . ) - ’ ~

?héccount of the gross event. He then claims that no°mattethow far the

B \l 'L —

e analysis propeeds not every such component event can in turn be assumed
k4

g;- to fall under .some general covering law because‘ 'the problem of uniquenes$

may recur for'every,attempt~to‘subsumeva component event of the gross:

-

event-under law." Now 1if we understand Heidegger correctly and accept
: § _

the conceptual complex of possibility . - 'inauthenticity and authenticity
as at least part of the system of catlgoriES in terms. of which historians

" must approach their subject matter, fhen we must conclude thatnthe 8o

called‘"prohlem” of uniqueness not®only may but must recur for each of @

&

the component events and conditions as well as for the gross-event urder
study. -For any instance of Dasein-- of human behavior-- is, on this
account, to be understood'in terms of its authenticity, or rather the

4

authenticity of the existentiell possibility defining that behavior, as

well as its’ inauthenticity
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But before going further Jet us make clear what is being assuﬁ% F\
8

‘V here on our part \ Wefare presupposing that when Dray speaks of analyzing

historical gross ‘events into component events of varioﬂs levels, he is
‘;in all cases’ speaking of human’ behavior—— ofghuman doings—— ‘and that these.

'doings constitute the historical events Dray is talking about.1 Further—

' more, we, are assuming that in analyzing an historical event’ intb component

'_ events andrconditions,and these in tur. into subcomponents and so on in

rendering~an account of the event of or : nal interest, eventually we can

3

. gat to speaking explicitly abOut the doings of the individuals/ényolved
oin-the‘event At this level at least‘we want to make out a case for Dray's t
claim concerning the 'problem’ of'recurring uhiqueness with a view to ex~

tending the case to the-social entities ghat the historian also talks_

—

» about,
| ‘lh.aCcordance with Heidegger's aCcount we might,say:that baseinf

Ais‘an ontological structure z "Dasein" i not to ba\construedfasasynonz
omous with "human' ’ as‘we have already argued,'and an instance of Dasein

.
cannot I think be taken for granted as equivalent to a sinék& person or -

an instance of behavior on the part of ‘an individual person. HoWever,
we_still stick to our interpreSation of Heidegger 5 explicationrof Dasein | -

. N v “ T . - . . ’. . . L /
as an answer to the question: "What does it mean to'be human?"—— allowing :
. N Fl 0

for the poasibility that the concept or ontological structure of Dasein

P

'ia operative,in underatanding the behav%or (presemably meaningful behavior)

. of creatures other than humans (e.g., certain animals and gods) "But it

\ 4

'.is with reference to egamples of”the_behavior of indi¢idual people and;f
VJ_ftheir situations that{we‘have in this,thesis sought to make senSebof'Hei—J' s

:degger's analysis of Dasein. We‘noteihere that‘thisvleaves openqthe'ques—

' tion of the applicability'ofathe ontological structure of"Dasein‘Tand’the
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Heideggerian system of categories we have heen dealing with to treating IR
S e ] | o | \

- larger social entitiés where we speak of the behavior of such entities=-

” R o - - ' o :

é.g,, France's andjéritain'e declaration of war on Germany in 1939 where

the entities spoken of.are nations. We shall .turn very briefly‘tb this

question at the very, end.
~ g E S R , s . ‘ .
What we'want to argue first is that where Dray's analysis or account
) ; . . . ‘ R ! . q : . R
of gross ”historical events in terms of component events leads us to citing

and perhaps further.aQCOunting'EOr instances of behavior on the part of

the" individuals involved in the gross event,_ th’eﬁ'p.roble’m,' of uniqueness

must recur according to the Heldeggarian account. . However, it recurs,
TR - . A e s . -
according’to this account, not because it is'some»"mysterious" quality'of

)
the phenomena in question—— a quality awaiting our discovery in every case

through empirical procedures.3. Nor is the event,(the'instance of behavior* K
- N ! (

,on the part of an individual) unique in the sgense that no generalizations

lare tacitl assumedband involved in understanding,

at
»

explaining and/or adcounting for th event in question (althougthray may -
’ A
: l
be correct in claiming that it is not in terms of a general law covering

_the event that the event in question is understood) Rather, we must say

/

51 general regularities

1

' that the uniqueness or iﬁdividualitywa an instance Qf human behavior iS'u\\;

.

‘an aspect of<the conceptual framework demanded by the natuyre of the sub—v

ject matter (i e., of its ontological structure in Heideggerian termin— .

~

' ~ology). Ihe subject‘matter is subsumed under}the category of ' aubhenticity'ﬂ »
» ’ ’ / T 4 . . 4 SRR T ‘ ~v . L ’ : :
7it is treated as being self~possessed. And furthermore, we must note - fl_—
Vthat‘uniqueness or individuality is an'aspect of the'system'of categories

demanded by Dasein because of the sort of genéralizations and,reéularities .
: involved in understanding, explaining, etc. instances of'Dasein;“~T07parrot
Heidegger again, Daseinfs authenticity‘involves merely an existentiell. , i |



3
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R modification of its‘inauthenticity.

-

~ To quickly review what was said earlier with regard to Heidegger 8
» ndtion of inauthenticity o ve interprzted Heidegger as arguing that this
| existentiale has to be understood in terms of das Man and that an.elucid—'
ation offthis latter existentiale isvolvesia‘consideration of tdr claim
- that any instance of human behavior has toébe understood invtermsgoﬁ what

one does or how'one‘does what is to be done. That is, the c¢laimj was to
the effect that any human behavior ‘has to be understood in terms of regu-
larity and’ consistency in that sort of behavior among the Others, among

toaT
;

. whom Dasein includes itself. This is the public dimension of Dasein £}

‘

. existentiell possibility and of its world of involvement Even in case
f\"
-7

R

'of behavior where there do not seem to be~actual other people who behave
N i .

in that way under the cirCumstances—— ‘where no other actual people fill

the role of the Others who act in the same way-- the behavior is still t

v [
to be understood in terms, of ‘what one- does because it could coﬁ%@ivably

be copied by others and become the basis for future regularity and con-

i

sistency in some community Dasein is always in a tradition even if in

a particular case it turns out to be a short lived tradition with one
A

‘member only.' Dasein is essentially social even if the community ‘to which

a particular instance of Dasein belongs is comprised ‘of that individual ’

Dasein alone In all cases Dasein 5 community or tradition is potentially
L

' enlargeable From our characteriration of Heidegger 8 notion of 'inauthen—
: ticity we ought to be able to sab a few things about the nature of the

general regularities in: terms of hich the historian must understand the

behavior of historical individuals in which he is interested or with which

he is concerned , - <

The first thing we can say is that'these regularities:or consistencies

A
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R : . . ’ J
yill involve generalization about the behavior within a specific group v

or 'community" or tradition_of people. In accordance with our Heideggerian

: schems the'historian will'have.to understand anlinstanceiof Dasein in teqms
’ e e
of what ‘the Others ‘with whom that case of’Dasein shares the world (and

L

therefore shares%that existentiell possisi-ity de ’uing its world) and - "

“ - .
" ’
;;among whom it includes itself do or in terms of how they do what' is being’

“, .

(or has been) done. - Of course for the purpoaes of tréating -a giyen in-

© dividual's behavior we may have»to widen and then.narrow the community‘ot

reference in which we incldde him insofar as we account for different R

g aspects of his behavior.g We may do so either implicitly or explicitly

- dIn giving an explanation for ‘that individual 8 behavior. ‘Thus, in the“
‘example Dray considers of Louis XIV's non—invasion of England "from Holland
in 16884 some‘of the‘;ariousv communi’ies or ‘groups of reference-- i e.,v

;.of Others among whom "Louis XIV might have included himself—— of possible‘
’relevance to understanding Louis behavior would be prior French kings,

"European monarchs contemporary to Louisy the French ariStocracy, the .-

French kings since the Hundred Years War and the\emergence of-France as

ba .

alnation state, French statesmen;since the-Hundred Years War, and“so on.

'Various'aspects of Louis' aims and'calcUl;;aons with respett to interyention ‘

'\ in English affairs, his concerg“with Germany, and his political and mil—

"itary methods for dealing with these concerns must be understood with |

- reference to traditional concerns of French statesmen with England and
Germany especially since the close of the Middle Ages and the consolidation
of the French nation state and with reference to political and military |
methods and tadtics current in Europe at the time.’ Such generalizations

. Or Te ularities hich the historian would either be tacitly assuming or.
g

'.explicitly interested in are on the order of customs, norms, traditions,

(b

Y



: . ‘Winch would have us think of them as 'rules! or rule-—like regularities‘ -

A
)
{

S

\
}iJ* standard practises, common ways of doing things, etc.:within certain groups.
|

implicit in & group's way of life or life—form. We can speak of them sim-

ply as generalizations about what one does in Specific social groups and
therefore probably involving some sort of. temporal and geographical re-

striction.. ‘-

4
I

- From the above point it might be further argued that such general—
izations avoid the ideal of universality which if we are to believe a
multitude of philosoﬁﬁvrs of science, is the ideal form for a generalization

in the natural sciences.s And it seems that in arguing against a. covering

o
N

“law model for explanation in hisg%riography and against the necessity of

o

subsuming the explained event oOrT any agpect thereof under general covering

laws or even the necessity of defending the validity of such an explanation

N

by reference'to”general laws, Dray has universal general laws in mind as'

G

being incompatible with the aims of historiographical explanatiOn~' For
hd - gl*

example, ‘he takes Popper on as an opponent and Popper 5 analysis of any

causal explanﬁ;ion into a universal law (or universal hypothesis) of the

- form, "Events of kind A are always and everywhere followed by events of

kind B" along with speci

c sentences about the initial conditions (i e., -

_on).6' He“also places Hempel in the enemy 's

’

the event of kind A in ques

camp and Hempel 8 claim that for proper scientific explanation,'as opposed

-

to pseudo explanation,_a set of universal hypotheses are requiredfhf the *
. form, "Whenever an event of kind A occurs,‘then one of kind B occurs.

‘We have the following as significant examples of the. sort ‘of genegalization
‘Dray is arguing against as having an essential place ‘in the logic of his—

_toriographical inquiry

€

1. "If of two- armies which are about equally well armed and 1ed



'unsatisfactory could - be rendered SUbstantial support by pointing ?ut that

_universal hypotheses do not conform to the categoriles in‘}erms of which

IR | ' o 194

. ~ ’ C N o : » .
one has a tremendous superiority in mén, then the other mnever wins.'" . (from
: 5 . N A
8 . o
Popper) /

:

‘ 2. "Populations will, tend to migrate to regions which offer better
: J . %ﬁ T, , ! -

- |

living conditions. (Hempel's example)9 ST . e

[N

3. "Rulers are unpOpular whenever their policies prove detrimental

to. the fortunes of their countries— (from Gardiner)

Now in opposing the applicability of these sorts of laws tl analysis

“of the logic of the explanation of the actions of historical individuals,

Dray\y,lld seem to be in the right according to the Heideggerian categories
By -

required‘for the understanding of meaningful‘human behaviorc Dray himself
- . J . - L -

contends that the sort of examples given abovejas allegedly tacitlylassumed '

by historians in giv1ng explanations are so t al,and devoid of content

-

LY
l

as to be methodologically uninteresting Thewlogician who argues ttgét~

general laws or regularitdes must at least be assumed in. all genuine ex-
Y [

"~ planation, had to become so trivial‘in order to find a somewhat plausible

3 - . ©

‘universal hypothesis in terms of which'to analyZe'the historian's example'-

of»explanation.11 Dray further argues’againstgthe‘”less than universal' = .

-

laws (i.e. vhypotheses'inﬂuniversal~terms but qualified by a probabilityl

claim) suggested by Hempel 12 The qualifying verb "tend" in the second

-

example above may be taken as indicative of such a "less than universal"
{ o

claim. Dray contends that these.do not explain an}fhingi But leaving.

'"Dray 8 specific arguments against these aside, his general argument against

all such laws of universal terms. as being intuitively unsatisfying and

<2

- we must understand meaningful human action-- at least of individuals~¥ffor

the point of such universal hypotheses seems to be to transcend mention -

s

¥
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@s Langham has convincingly argued against Gallie, histor— ;:.W

5.«’ AR " b

“iographital explanations are logically dependent on generalizations con—

*

'ly'included in a particular'historiographical account. Some,_of course,,

: - ’ -~ & . . co o
may. be presupposed aﬁibackground knowledge on the part of the historian

and his reader, but in skii®

ior of;individualsvin this case) others are'Suggested by skilled scene

setting" and filling in of background details even where the narrator is @ W.

not explicitly interested in detailing the customs and ways of life and
B

other generalizations about how and what things are done in the éociety A
or societievahich serve as the setting of the action.15~ Such general
backgrdund ihformation;mﬁgt\at’least ‘be.assumed or presupposed in order

to understand the point of many of the things going on in the historio—-

*

graphical accounﬁ 16 . ' ; PR 5," : '\
The second thing we should consider in characterizing the soFt of
_generalizatiqps hat theJhistorian must- at least implicitly apply in his

work, according to our H

[N

ideggerian system of categories, ‘is how they are

NS

Yf§l5histgriographical narrative (of the behav-
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applied In what fashion (to get back to the issues Dray raises) are these
\'jﬁ'\ generalizq’ions involved in historiographical explanation?’ What is the

1

logical relationship between thelgeneralizations involved in an explanation ‘
and the hehavior or event explained?. This second issue is crucial, as
(PRI Dray has implicitly recognized to characterizing the sort of generaliza-

ﬂ:tions necessary for proper historiographical explanation Draydnotes that

Gardiner, for example, on dne’ page alone waffles between characterizing

" the: logicaT role of historiographical generalizations in two. ways "[Aln

explanation holds by virtue of a law, at another [place] he says that in

hfstory a covering law only has 'a bearing upon what falls under it.”17

Lo : " —— e

= o Such waffling on their role will likely be correlative with a waffling on

the charadterization of these generalizations. Dray goes on to po nt.out

;o

the'diverSe characterizations of these generalizations employed by Popper

=% and by Gardiier. = T S
Popper speaks of '¢causal laws', -'laws of nature' and 'tri-
//vial empirical generalizations as if the differences be-
tween them did not much matter for covering law theory.
' Gardiner refers- indescriminately to the covering law as §
a generalization , a 'rule', and a 'general hypothetical"
‘My argument... will endeavor to show that it i1s only if ﬁ
we take the differentes between guch logical character-
. izatlons seriously that wes can sierghetherjthe model 1s ﬂ%-v‘
sound.l : L T . . N

; The - model" Dray is referring to above is, of course,‘the Covering

£y

Law Model of explanation Dray wants to argue, among other- points, that

the logical role of generalizations in explanation as outlined by that

~

model .are normally quite out of place logically in historiographical ex—_;
Ay&ﬁnation. ~In. attempting to so argue he interprets certain philosophers

‘'of science and history to hold the position on thfs issue that he is ar—‘
2

guing against. Among theae covering law theorists" he includes Popper,

, Hempel and Gardiner. But we must ‘be careful in assessing the support our

~

';'("‘
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Heideggerian system. of catego ies will lend Dray's arguments against the

. positions of these individuals because his. version of the Covering Law
. : - > A
, Model does not really represent a fair Interpretation of at ledst. some of

those theqrists who do hold that‘general laws of the_same logical order
‘as those for;ulated and applied or consumed in the natural sciences have .,
an . essential (not merely a peripheral) theoretical function in historio—". ~
graphy analogous to that which*they‘have in the natural sciendes.‘ We want.
to focus onl;_onﬂwhat in Dray.s position is'of relevance to answering
their claims. concerning the roles of general laws in historiography.

Dray takes the Covering Law Model ﬁo hold "that explanatfgﬁQg ‘

' achieved, and.only achieved, bz.subsuming what is to be explained under a

general law, 19 whene subsumption under a general law seems “to- involve ‘the

deducibility of a statement of thgﬁggcurrence of ‘the event being eXplained

,_____’———-4_’_—,',

-

(the explanandum in: Hempel s terminology) from a statement of antecedent

conditions determinative of the event in conjunction with a statement of
~ 0 -

-the general law.‘ As Gardinﬁ% puts it, the explained event gets understood

" as "an instance of a general rule stating that, given the presence of O

certain initial conditions, events similar to the one to be explained will

occur.' n20 Dray also seems to understand the covering law theorisﬁs he is

-

attacking as being committed to the following claims

- -

l In rendering ‘an explanation of the occurrence of some event,
. besides citing the causal the antecedent, the determinative and/or the
initial conditions for- it we also ondinarily cite a generalization about

4
that sort of event and ?ts iqecial, etc. eonditions which justifies our*

. I | i
citing the initial causal, etc. conditions we did.

2. If a'question exists}yrxo the connection between the initial

"causal conditions cited by way of explanation for some event in a proferred

’ ‘ Vel . . o ‘\
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’ -

-

Lo

) i :Q“

initial conditions have to do with the evept being explained), the ques—

4]

tioner can be‘satisfied or brought to undé\stand'the connection by f“min—
. ® \

ding him or infdrming him or showing him,that a general~law‘or regularity

holds-between events or conditions of similar so6rt to the initial eVents;

’ ! o : : : N ‘ L
or conditiohs and events of a similar'sort ‘to the event originally to be
e}gpla-ined.z'l o T | I o . -

3. There must be single established geperal law under which to sub-

. sume ‘the event to be explained and the {nitial determinative conditionms

which explain it 22 ,
. .
Dray seems to take statements (2) and (3) as integral parts of the

iad

.covering law theorist s position, expecially with respect to characterizing

" the logical role of general laws in their model of explanation He-spends

v Al

a good deal f_time‘examining (2), for example, in'arguing against ‘the

: i : -
sufficiency of an established gener ' law covering the event explained
and »Some conditions- antecedent 'to ¢ .or guaranteeing a preper explanation

of the eventfhy citing.those anteceden conditions.23 “He maintains that

24

.there ishat-least one-further logical requirement for proper‘explanation.- —

i

But we need not go into this because it will lead us far from our purpose

since statements (1 3) do not represent a fair interpretation of either

' :Hempel (at least in ”The Function. of General Laws in History",‘the article

T

Dray most often cites) or of Gardiner both of whom do otherwise argue that‘

: general laws play an=essential logical»role in all.proper.explanationz

The former claims that an'explanation,of an‘event E "consists, -as

usually expressed in indicating the causes or determining factors of *"

- .

'He then goes on to assert ‘that such an explanatory statement of causes,

h I
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etc. for E "amounts to the statement that according to certain laws,‘a'
set of events of the’ kinds mentioned 1s regularly accompanied by 3n ‘event ’

R

of kind E."25 Hempél clearly recognizes that we normall?/do not mention

general laws in renderi‘ng”explanations.26 In these cases the laws accor—

ding to which one sort of event“is accompanied hy & e.same sort of event - .
B B 4 . . ~ ‘,‘ i)

- as the event to be explained are tacitly assumed'ojl gupposed or taken

Lfor,granted on the part of the explainer‘and 'explainee' f'Hempeldsuggests

that such explanationsxcan often be made ' comﬁletem‘by mentioning what is
® ' assumed or taken for granted—j i.e., the general laws implicitly applied"

as well&as any detexmining or boundary initial conditions presupposed N {

- He claims that historians tacitly assume geheral laws in giving the explan— ‘
ations th_ey_do.27 Ehus, it seems that for Hempel the general laws ° applied" *éé
in scientific explanation are a logically integral part of such explafi\' “
~ation. One's committment to such laws is a matter of making sense of the
;buSineSS of g;ving_tne”explanation. If we have trouffle seeing how an»

ordinary proferred‘eéplanatidnpofbsome event/eould'possibly“beban»ekplan-

ation for that event~— that is,. 1f we have troublemunderstanding the alleged

connection between the cited initial conditions and the event to be ex— ;

plained-; then that means we are going to trouble understanding (at least

d%%%%g%e general laws tacitly assumed in the explanation, for, on Hempel 5

t, they seem to be interwoven with the senge. of the explanation.28

St
=R .

/F Mentioning the tacitly assumed laws will not clear up puzzlement (unless

J the listener merely needs to be reminded of some general/regularity he

already understands but has forgotten for the moment) aléhough it may help

? K]

to put one's finger on the source of puzzlement.‘ '?

~ To- take Dray s example,’ 'Does the fact that the sky was red this//

~morning explain the fact that rain ;ellwbefere lunch?”zg' Well, keeping

~



in mind Dray 5 own advice for caution on the issue,3o'we might answerpsbat
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L4

it might to someone but tha'dspeaking for ourselves and Dray, "Surely not"

And why not7 Because we do not really understand the generalization, "Red

]
sky in the morning is followed by rain. The statement may be true, butv
we do not_ understand why it should be s0. Difficulty with’understanding

how a’ possible explanation could indeed be an explanation is g2§yg to be

: 'involved with difficulty in understanding the general law that according

"~ to Hempel constitutes an integral part of the explanation. Mentioning

-~

the general law or laws tacitly assumed will not serve as a° logical guara

_antee for the solution of problems of understanding an explanation s force,b

e
since that force is, according to Hempel "to be seen in terms of the tacit—

1y assumed general laws. The force of the explanation is interwoven with

these laws This claim about the role of the general law as a sufficient

logical'guarantee of effectiyenegs in explanation—— a claim_ to which Dray

. ’ & ‘
interprets covering law theorists as being committed—— can have no place.

_in Hempel s position . By the very, nature of his position Hempel would

»

have had to stand with Dray, had he specifically considered the issue.‘ o
. Gardiner~might more readily be saddled with - statement (2) as an -

interpretation of his position, though certainly not with statement (1)

‘He seeﬂ% to fqil to distinguish between raising the question of whether

: aJproferred explanation is indeed correct orvnot and questionipg/the

: force of a proferred explanation—— i. e., the possibility of its removing
vpuzzlement about the event to be exﬁlained‘dn any case. At the outset in

'-discuSSing Hume he' baldly claims: "[Aln event is explained when it is ;ffl‘

+

N e

o

'brought under a generalization or law._31~— a claim suggestivikof the po—“vw

'»,-sition in statement (2). In going on to discuss tue exaﬁple o Hume s

billiard balls he qualifies his claim, however




S

N A 201

- ‘

It-1is this general rule, established Qy observation of the . _
.behavior of billiard-balls on past occasions that warrants o o
’ e T our giving the’explanation that we dd give when, on-a par-
B o ticular occasion,ia billiard ‘ball i{s observed to move' after
. ’ it has been struck by another 32 e 8 ‘ &

w » ‘ ¢l w8 e

A .
What this warrant” amounts to is inst 1ced in the’following claim in whi%h

it

ot T

he says that although we noq@ally do not explicitly cite stich general laws, £
f L ¥
. : whenever a €£:sal exglanation isSdoubted or queried (as ' .’
, - opposed to doubting or querying the truth-value of one of _
Lo : its limbs [i.e., whether an alleged initial conditlon oc—
R ’ _curred as stated or not] .) it is, the generalization that
warrants its utterance that comes under fire 34 :
;‘ : : ‘17\' ’
. a2 -~ - "3
. ' : o Here as, elsewhere Gardiner seems to be concerped with the general‘g;

- . 4 R

. law as a warrant for the correctness of the explanation, not as.a warrant kS

—_— - 1 _""L‘

for its 'sense'. He se%?s to take for granted that we already understand K
the force of the proferred explanation or that the issue is one of demon—?’//f.'

""strafiné//he falsity of the explanation. However,_had he taken'up this

. -

specifi issue of the sense or -force of an explanation, it seems to me

t

that he might»haIe maintained that, given the truth of the cited initial’~

conditions; prob‘ens‘of ungerstanding the sense.or force of an explanation

b \would\tend to focus on thé general laws explicitly.mentioned‘or tacitlg

i lasshned that,{accordigg‘toTGardiner, serwe’as a warrant for the explanation,
: S , . : R 3 A

‘X ' Gardiner at one point does touchsobliquely on the,issue'whén,hé:concludes.

an'argumentbfor the necess{ty of understanding historiographipal'explanf'

. ) N - R . ki ‘. . . )
ation in terms of general laws with the quéstion: "For how.[else] then is
. the force of the_'becauae',to be adcounted for, unless we fall back once
8 . K ‘e, ) ) . ) - . - . n

more upon the.notion\of'individual and 'int'uitable"'connexions..}'?"35 In .

spite of some ambiguity the relationsh&p of " general laws to explanation

“seems 1in hig view to be one of being interwoven with the sense or force " S
A o ‘ S . . X )
. . 3 T e . -
of the explanation. He also can in the end‘be exonerated from a committ~vvg’
ment - to statemént (2). e g o ot . - ' )
~ N - : : o <
Ty S - : R -~ - K :
- . S . . S, o,
V » . 7 ' . ’ ‘. ~‘ ” C : . "& N
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'alyzing historiographical explanation %P terms of at least the tacit as-

. 202

Cey

Regarding statement (3), neither Gardiner nor Hempel should be taken

-
&

a§~c0mmitted to the position that an explanation, historiographical or

s

' : 35
otherwise, necessarily or even usually involves’ the application of a Single

established law ghvering the phenomenon to be explained. Hempel constant—

. {
/‘ '\

ly speaks of laws and hypotheses. Although his single example of histor—

ioghqphical explanation in the ar%icle on which Dray concentrates. is’ alleged
&
by Hempel to rest on a single universal (or near universal ) hypothesis

-
s

_ concerning population migration to regions with better living conditions,

"he cites several laws as implicitly or explicitly involvedgin other.exam—'

ples of explanation that he considers, including one from ‘the discipline
of econogics.36 Furthermore, his .notion of the - explanation sketch' em-
ployed by the historian seéms to‘suggest ﬂuaﬁikelihood of many general
laws'being involved, on his view, in an historiographical explanationa?T
_Gardiner,fon the other_hand,;is;another'casei ‘His claim that ex;
plained events are'brought under a.generaliz ton or,law38 and his many
examples of historiographical explanation wt.-r: the historian turns‘out
according to Gardiner s account to be committed to a single general law

~.

suggest that Dray might be able to inte pret Gardiner as holding state-,
J

‘ment'(3)u However, at the last possible moment Gardiner waffles out of

. f g :
that position. 'v o ) i }
Further, it is usually the ‘case that not' one, but many )
. generalizations of the type we have been considering must
“be used to guide the histdrian in his quest;.it 'is rarely
true that he reachés his conclusion by presupposing one»'
simple law.... Historians offer several cggses for an event
of~ény degree of magnitude or complexity.

————a

.More importantly, however, Gardiner s position about the necessity of an-

-—

sumption of general 1aws would seem to allow plenty of room for such waf-

; fling.' There seemg ‘to be ho good Feason why’those who drgue that the4

'r\.

.’f‘,
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- histor¥an must deal with his subject matter in terms of general laws' are

committed to the position that the historian must assume one general law

covering each event or phenomenon he wants to explain.

, So we want to divorce ourselves from Dray s specific position ar—'
guing against the applicability of the Covering-Law Model to analyzing
j . [

_'historiographical explanation and ally oursglves with his more general

and'somewhatvvaguer position’of ergnment’against the necessity of general

' laws .or universal hypotheses playing any essential role’invhistoriograph—

‘ 'ical.explanation—7 that 1s against the necessity of understanding histor-

cial phenomena as instances of established general 'lawlike'vregularities
such that, given these general laws and .statements of'the initial condi— .

tions, we can deduce the occurrence of the event being explained in an

‘historiographical ex' aration. We ‘want to ignore all ‘of Dray's other talk

about the logical ro_és general‘laws are alleged to play in explanation

" by éwvering'law theorists\and‘fochs our attention on' the 'deducibility'

requirement}'_These laws are supposed to allow for the'deduction of the.

z 1

explanandﬁm z:om-astatementof the initial determining'conditions.

Dray mself does in effect eventually geg# around- to focusing on

this role or_ function of general laws in explanation if only obliquely.

Z

" He does so in discussing an account of certain sorts of explanations in

.historiography which he gives as an alternative account to that given byl

covering law theorists. He 1is specifically interested in the explanation

~of historical behavior on the part of anvindividualrwhere consciOUS"ﬂelib—

eration was to somé degree involved 40 Such explanations will, according

203

to Dray, seek to display the rationale for what was doanby the’historicalf' )

agent. .
" The goal of such explanation is to show that what was
“done was. the thing to have done for the.reasons given,

’
.
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rather than merely the thing that 18 done on such; occasions,-

perhaps in. accordance with certain laws (loose or other-
wise). .

‘What we are said ‘to want in demanding an explanation for such behavior is~

to underdgand the poift of what was done. To do "so we have to investigate
. . . : . = . ’ ' : . \‘]
the reasons of the agent for acting as he did, which will involve.taking

intolacconnt,'among other. things his beliefs, purposes and any peculiar

principles he had;az' This procedure will‘not,‘according to_Dray, invélve

. t

subsuming an instance of Gehavior under a general law or laws.
. L

. 'Why not?" the covering law theorist. might ask " In giving our ex-

v - ~

planation are we not assuming that .anyone with certain beliefs; principles,'

\

purposes,’etc;‘in the sort of circumatances.cited will act‘as the agent
in question has done? A&e we nb§ assuming-a-certain generality and regu—
larity in what s being explained such that we would expect people with
similar reasons ingsimilar'circumstancea‘to act in a similar faahion? Are
~ we not implicitly applying general laws?:

| Dray does prepare an,answer to these'anticipate% Queations. "Iu

is g ite true that . reasons for acting ‘o have a kind of generality or
43

RS

.univ rsality,' he admits, but‘zhe generality implicit in his rational'

’exp anation is said to be diétinct in kind from a general law.. It is

better called a, principle of action. Its form is of the»order,.“When
. NG . )

“in aituation'of type Cl,...Cn, the thing to do is x," rather than of
vaimply‘atating that people do in fact behave in a certain way under cer-

tain circumstances,éé and "[t]he connexion betneen a principle of action
.. :. b
and the .'cases' falling under it is thus intentionally and peculiarly

1ooée.‘"45 This 1oose connection turns out in effect to be due to a wai—

-

~

ving of the deducibility reguirement or ’means—of—deduction role accorded

a general_law in empiri:al explanation. ,Dray‘putsvhis)point thusly:

C e
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[1)f a negative instance 1s found for a general empirical
law, the law itself must be modified or rejected, since

it states that people do behave in a certaln way under \\
certain circumstances. But 1if a negative instance is found
for the sort of general statement which might be extracted
out "of a ratlonal explanation, the latter would not neces—
sarily be falsified.... It 1s true that finding a large.
number of negative instances—— finding that people often

do not act in accordance ‘with 1t-- would create a presum-

ption against the claim\ofsﬁ gilven- principle Lof action]

to universal velidity. But{it would‘not compel its with-
drawal; - -and 1f 1t was not ithdrawn; the explanatory value.
of the principle’ for those actions which were in accordance
with it would remain.
. : , ,
Dray seems. to be thinking of the problem of confirmation and discon*

-firmation of general laws in the natural sciences and implicitly comparing

it to a simila;~problem with his principles of action.b He seems to have

xd

'in mind the following case. We are interested~in som puazl}ng natural

phenomenon or event _We have carefully noted what happened and are sure

that z happened. We have also carefully noted the antecedént determinant

and boundary conditions (xl, ) and are sure that/‘@l the relevant

2,...

’initial conditions are on our list of them. and that all are correctly de—

?scribed S0 that certain establd
N 3
ought to ‘be applicable 4An this cas

ed laws\(or ‘a certain established law)
. Yet the initial conditions taken in
conjunction with the seemingly relevan laws would lead one to conclude
thatﬁsomething other than-z (perhaps y)

yught to have occurred, that is,

‘the outcome of the puzzling phenomenon» der study ought to have been dif-

ferent. It ought to have been v instead it wasruy, specifically it was
'z._'lf'we maintain confidenCe in our listing of relevant initial conditions
v(that is,. that they have been correctly described and exhaustively listed
. so that we are gure no further established or establishable general laws :
are applicable to'the case such that they would change the outcome to be

'expected to: coincide with the actual outcome) and in our description of

thetoutcome (z) under study,. then we are compelled' to a vote of no



206

confidence 1n the general law (or at le t one of the general laws) orig—

1nal§¥ deemed .pplicable to the case. -~ We have a 'disconfirming" instance
“for the law because the law has failed in its role as a means of formal
deduction in the. senge that the formal logician understands the word "de-?

duction". Its (oxr’ their) role was to guarantee the truth of the statement,

”(x » Koo x3,..}, X ):>y.' But- the phenomenon under study presents ‘us

¢ S
with the actual case of (xl, x2, x3,..., X ) and“*y, which is equivalent

[(xl, xz, %3 ce X ):>y]. So the general law (or at least one of the
general laws in the case of: many) must be untrue Itrhas-failed only once,
but to £111 the role allotted to it in any case it. must be able to fill
its logical role in every case where it 1is applicable ,Should its batting
average fall below 1.000, 1t is immediately cut from the team.. . Y

Dray seems to be arguing that the generalizations applied in the

explanation of human behavior marked by’ conscious deliberation to some

-
v

degree do not’ have,‘nor is it appropriate that they have, the same logical
'role as that which general laws have in the forms ‘of explanation in which
”they are at'home The principle of action does not act as a means of or
41icense for deduction in the formal logician s sense of- the explicandum.
Of course, it may'lead one to see an instance of behavior as what was to
H'be expected where t. behavior accords with the relevant principle(s) of
action.47‘ But where the instance of behavior was ot what was to be ex-
pected in accordance with all the relevant principles of.action, the'prin—‘
ciples are not put in’ the same jeopardy as general laws would be in the .KA%
analogous case. Just how far one would: have to go to disconfirm a prin- -

ciple of action and just what the possibilities are for disconfirmation

of such principles Dray, does not say. Nor does he say if and how such a

_principle is relevant for understanding negative instancesito it. But he
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, does\wantbto;claim that ”rational explanation falls short of, as well as

e

goes beyond,,subsuming a case under a: general empirical law. n48

-, . :
- Our. Heideggerian system of categories will support some of ray's

inadequately and hastily worked out intuitions about the role of general—
izations in historiographical explanation. However,’to appreciate exactly‘
how, we must sketch out the points imbedded in Dray's account of rational .

. . | - X .
explanation which are consonant and then those which are dissonant with our

system of categories.

. . -~
First we note that Dray's model of rational explanation is given

as an account of how we (or rather historians) treat human behavior.

The aﬁproach involved in giving the appropriate sort of explanation for

"~ such behavior is said to inbolve treatlng the phenomenon under study in

terms of the point or ratidnale of what wasg done and therefore to involve '
7Lses and principles of the“agent apd in general
easons for his behavior as really'being "reasons

f'view)."49

grasping the beliefs, pur

The historian must‘appreciate'and

convey the cogency of t e agent s reasons for acting, and this again in— -

volves the agent s poirnt of view. Such talk'might well be taken.as con-

sonant with Heidegger s claims about Dasein as a- Being that must be under~'

stood in terms of it understanding a'world of involvement structured by

an existentiell pos ibility—— a world within which it does what it does.
. - Lo e
Understanding an instance of Dasein involves treating it in terms of the

possibility ordering its world-- a possibility and a world which 1t neces--

sarily understands or with which it is necessarily competent Furthermore,

the generalizations apﬂﬁied in Dray s mbdel of‘Ekplanation, the principles_
- of action as the thing to do in- the circumstances cited bear an interesting

_resemblance to Heidegger s concept of das Man -- what. one does.’
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But .the similarities between what is involved in Dray's nodel or
i ’ T

‘rational explanation and Heideggerﬁs existentiales must, however, be care~-

fully qualified

First, Dray's model on first glance geems to be appropriate to a.
limited class of human: behavior ‘ He himself suggests that it is applicable
in analyzing the kind of explanation historians generally give of the

actions of individuals 0 But he alao claims that "there 1s a general

i

‘presumption that a given action will be explicable on the rational model.

n51

if'wevstudy it close enough. He thereby registers a conviction against

definite limits for his model within the sphere of individual action even

if we find ourselves obliged to look for queer beliefs ‘and peculiar prin-

ciples on the part of the agent in order to make sense of and account for

twhat he did\‘ That there are or may be limits to his model's range of ap-

plicability within. this sphere he does not want to "dogmatically deny, o

but:he does allege that those’ limits are impossible to theoretically define.
There will be particular cases in which we find it impos— S
sible to rationalize what was done, SO that if explanation
is.to be given at all, it will have to be of another Kind.
We give reasons 1f we can, and turn. to empirical.laws if
‘we must. :

' Besides acknowledging these limits he also suggests that some historio—

Co4
graphical explanations might be understood and analyzed either way——‘as-

applying general laws or in terms of reasons and the rationale for the

'behavior.5

Yet the terws in which Dray explicates what he means by rational oy
explanations suggest even more serious limitations to his model 8’ range'
of applicability than he admits to, for he claims that a rational explan—"
ation takes the form\of "reconstruction of the agent s calculation of meansh

to be adopted toward his chosen end in the 1ight of the circumstances in

s
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which he fo‘hg himself."sal In other words, all.individual kgman behavior
s

‘1s to be understood according to Dray's m?del in terms of ‘a specialized
] )
sort of human behavior— namely, that of conscious deliberation—— even
where the agent did not indulge in a 'high degree of"conscious deliber-’ﬁ
ﬁsion.'.ln these latter cases Dray claims that‘
there is a calculation which could be constructed for it'
the one the agent would have gone through if he had had
time, if he had not seen what to do in a flash, 1if he had

been called to account for what he did after the event,
etc.

v

But clearly this will not do, for in many cases where the‘agent could have
-brought himself to take the time necessary for the business of rational
deliberation concerning his aims, means, beliefs and circumstances, he -
would not have acted as he did had he‘deliberated Haste, habit, over-

confidence, nonchalance and impulse, to name a few are. often factors in

© 'such. behavior that obviously preclude such intellectual activities as [

rational.f;}iberation or even the formulation of goals or aims to delib—

-

erate about. Indeed rational deliberation itself is a human activity

P

“with a certain 'point ‘to it involving technique and circumstance and of—

ten unformulated beliefs on the part: of the deliberator concerning tech—

nique and value of the activity It would seem to be involved or associated

~

with other intellectual activities such as. planning out what one's mext

i

 moves will be in a game oOr adjudicating a legal dispute between two par—

ties. ‘Dray's model of- rational explanation seems to be geared to behavior
Y P

.of an intellectual sort. Despite his disclaimers-concerning limitations,

our initial impressions are reenforced by the way he treats his examples

and his general contention. "There 1s a sense of explain in which action

nS6

is® only explained‘when it 1is seeh in a context of rational deliberation.
Heidegger we know, was anxilous. to, avoid an attempt to give an
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account of Dasein—— of all meaningful human behav1or—4 in terms of some

q

,specialized sort—— expegfglly in terms of intellectual or theoreﬁsi:l be—
ric

havior This is probably the reason for his,>at first glance, es
vocabulary » His system of existentiales is supposed to enable us to talk
-about any instance of meaningful human behavior including those where cer;
tain'factors like haste and_habit p;eclude rational deliberation.' Such _
instanceS;ofvhuman behavior have a'sense or point to them..,They are,
according ‘to Heidegger's account; defined by a possibility of ‘the agent %’,% _
geing. The agent acts (or does not act) witpin a world of" involvement in
which things are involved in such a way as to preclude certain intellectual
"activity. But their sense or point does not necessarily have anything t;

"do with how the agent would ustify his action after the fact or plan it
h out prior to the fact. TheSe very possibilities {of justification and
.planning of action) define a distinct sort of involvement world of their

own where there are definite ways one goes about justification‘or‘planning-—
puhlic nays at’home in the. particular socialicontext of the instance of

Dasein in question. Our-Heideggerian system of categories has, I think
. a larger_scope'than:Dray s model of rational-explanation.

'A'seCOnd'point;of dissonance between Heidegger and Dray -is that al-

» -though the 1atter 8" principles,of rational action bear certainvresemblances

\

_to Heideggerks existentiale of das Man; there are marked differences in
the two insofar as Dray has failed to grasp the fact set forth by Winch
that man is essentially social vDray still thinks of the generalizations ¥
involved in his model of rational explanation in universal terms—— as'

"fundamental principles on which any man may be expected to order his ac-

mivities. w7 They " involve what ”any semsible petsoh @?ouldwhave done.58
: * AN
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validity. But as we have already argued the -logical form of a general-

ization which patterns itself ‘after Heidegger s existentiale of. das ‘Man
as . that in terms of which we understand human behavior demands a reference

to a specific soc1al context for the generalization. Dray seems to ignore-

 ‘this as being a central essential feature.of the logic of historiographical

explanation; although he does touah_on the issue_obliquely.‘ He does rote

that ic is often necesgsary for the‘historian to think in termshof what 1s

- T
B

. ' . . N
rational according.to the purposes and'principles prevalent in the society,w

of the historical individual under study rather than in terms of ‘the con~
cept of rationality operative in- the historian s own society;ﬁ Dray 8 calls

B :'

such alien and unfamiliar principles, purposes and beliefs ;hforeign data".

[}

60

o ¥hat his qualifications concerning the possibility oi foreign data

W

only touch on the issue obliquely showing no real grasp wf’the issue of

N2

man's 'social nature' is betrayed in his hang-up abo;§§§egularity and

AR
. 28

‘routine‘in human behavior. Dray seems’ to think;Qh_ g is model of rational

as a '

‘larity and routine in human behayior. In at. i@%snftwo‘places he- suggests
that in historical events '"some of the details analyzed out for,explanation
‘may.he recognized as routines;'andrthus»as falling under ‘a law§y61 ‘
regular or routine in human affairs seems for Dray to have an engirely
different and distinct nature from human behayior of a less routine or

more rational (?),‘purposeful(?) or pointed (?) sort. Routine'behavior'

seems for him to demand treatment in entirely different terms, specifically"

in terms of general laws. ' At least the routine seemSvto presuppose an

entirely different conceptual frame of reference %or unders§anding it

than the rational ddes;

N

\



.

When we subsume an action Under a law, our approach is
that of a spectator of the action; we look for a pattern
or regularity in.it. But when we glve an explanation in
terms of the purpose which guided the action, the problem
:which 1t was intended to solve, the principle which it
applied, etc., we adopt the standpoint of the agent. In
adopting this standpoint, the investigator apprec atea the
agant's problem aqﬂ appraises his response to it. ‘f}
- We are forced to the conclusion in interpreting Dray- that for him
 a concern with pattern and regularity in human behavior is divorced-- com—
pletely divorced-- from approaching'the problem or what someone did in

t

terms of rational principles. He consigns a concern. with the routine to
. ‘ 1%

‘social science as a "social 'physics' 63 The princi}les of action or
- ratiomal principles involved in understanding an instanceuof behavior
‘—Seem to be-Ehought of asvanalogous to some sort of abstract moral prin— »

ciples where the agent can sit downy and'lcalculate', consoiously and,delib—
erately, what,méiven thehcircumstances, he should do in accordance with
‘his own principles irrespective.of what others do. The result 1s his‘own
unique.plan of action. 'Dray'a model of rational explanation seens; ac~
cording to his own claims,'to be inappropriate for understanding any be-
haVior’that has habitualvor'customaryAaspects about it orvthat is to be
seen as standiné in a tradition; At best we can take Dray as claiming

that the historian ‘can apply the rational model of explanation to such’
cases,‘but in ‘doing so he must ignore the customary, habitual or tradition—
“al aspect of such gazavior. - : : .

According to our Heideggerian system of categories, on the’ other,

hand, the historian is obliged to think in terms of the customary; the :.
- traditional, the habitual and the ordinarily done in the social milieu of
the individual whose behavior'is under consideration. -That social milieu‘
is the pubAic among whom the individual understands himself to be in-

cluded,where understand" here refers not merely or even principally to

N A
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cognitive understanding of -or to belief about the fact or alleged fact

that 'he belongs to or 1s associated with some social group. Nor is it

necessarily a matter of Prganizéd'gfoups with which the individual delib-

erately and consciously attempts to associate himself or among which he

deliberately attempts to incl%iz\bimself or to whose Qays of doing things

‘213

he delibérately attempts to conform. TheseAmay be factors. Rather, "ﬁﬁT.-

gy

-

derstand" here refers to the sort of familiarity or competence or ability

that we discussed in dealing with understanding as an existentialg. Dag

, sein was:said to aldaysialready be familiar or compétent with itstor%d

-

~in encountering'entities within-the-world and therefore already familiar

or competent in any particular instance of Dasein with specific ways in,

S ot
which one deals with the world and eAtities within-the-world such that

Dasein .can make mistakes and run into\wishaps and evaluate these as such.

These ways in which one deals with things are definitivé of the social

groups or the public among which Dasein includes itself.
. _ N ' <
- Heidegger would claim that in th all, or indeed not even in most,

*<4

human behavior does the agent deliberately calculate what he should do

according)to formulated prihciples irrespective of what othersldb. This

 is not to say that the agent deliberately conforms: to what others do in

all cases, either. There is too much to,be'dpne including the'sometiue

¢

'ating'beforehand‘all_the time. Even the business of calculation.and daf

Ny

liberation has its methods and tééhniques,:its customary.and traditional

and habitual 1ts routine add regular aspects’ about 4t. The ruutine and .

'the regular in human affairs .are, not to be consigned to the\}ealm of a

"social - h sicsff treating its subject matter in terms of general laws.
p y B ing - ! :

Explicit attentionxcgﬂ%entratedfqn'the routine and regular in history

[}

business of deliberation and calculation to be deliberating and calcul- ' .
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g

s ,-,:7 . o v R o e
belongs to the sphere of the social and economic histerfan among possible

others. In the area of contemporary affairs theépolitical sclentist, [\\;/&;/,f
anthropologist and - sociologist may focus on these - The routine, the reg- '

v -

-ular and the patterned in these areas will be seen in terms of what one
does. The historian interested in explaining an individual's historical
act may not always, ‘0r even often, explicitly mention the routine and the

usual and’ the customary—— the "typical'—— of the age and place, but some

y

understanding of these ‘must be presupposed on the - part ofﬁhis reader

(Otherwise, the - historian will have to fill in this background. knowledge

.o

in some way or other. o o , coe ’
h i . . ‘o

The significant differences between our Heideggerian System”Of.

categories and Dray's model of fational explanation and the possible. in-

' N i

. adequaciea of the latter have been delineated In view of these formid—

ible»differences,

The answer is: In:

principles of action) involved in rational explapation do not function'

LY

:event to be explained from the initial and boundary c nditions-— that "the:

—
-
/

n'exion between a principle of action and the 'cases’ falling underx it

mgis t&hs intentional.jagmd peculiarly loosea‘ Dray's claim will‘be sup-

ported in that, given our Heideggerian system of !ﬁtegories, we shall

want. to make this sort of claim for any generalization in terms of which
we - understand a case of~meaningﬁul human behavior—— for ‘any generalization

framed according to the existentiale of das Man. - . V)
¢ N _.{J_».
The claim is. supported%in.the following fashion.‘ According-to our

.‘,)4

system of categories, any instance/of’ﬁasein must be .understood in terms

4

'fof its authenticity as Qgil as its inauthenticity where its authenticity

X . oo
\ s '
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m '4c0’ntravent ) 'of what is _done. The tiruth of all the' generalizations

al

//—

. ) . . B . -
< . . .

amounts to the possibility of existentiell modif cation of its inauthen—

-

v‘_'ticity This’in effect means tha 'any instance of Dasein is a case that
may: contravene the generaliza lon (about what one does) appropriate to

- understanding*the point—of the behavior. ?he case of a mistake, for ex—

2 ample, makes sense qua.mistake only as a negative instance of the general—

) :
,Hizations about what one does applicable to understanding the caseig It is.

\'L
R apprOpriate and relevant‘ﬁb undersStandirg an instan
v
tion with the truth of descriptions of all the rel vant initial conditions

of Daseinﬂin conjunc—

will not guarantee the conformity of what ought to have ocdurred or what®

oné would have expected to occur with,whatxactually oc urred.  And even

where. an instance ofbbehavior doesdconform in alllor mo ects to what
L one does'in the connunity'&involyed‘ the instanceiof behavior'as an in-
’ ‘stance of Dasein must be understood 1n termF of its authenticity—— in'
:.terms of the possibility of existentiell modification of what one does.”
Even in these cases the behavior of the individual with whom one-is con-
cerned is understogd as his own. /It is individual (ox uniquely his) in S
~ that he is answerable for in terms of the pos ibility of existentiell mod—ﬁ

“ 1f1cat10n of what he did as what one does Add this reflects the crucial
"/

'way in whlch the logical role of generalizations patterned according to

the ex1stentiale of das Man will differ frbom the logical role of general

laws_in the»natural sciencesu

The repercussions of -this characteristic Qf.generali;ations‘and'-'\Y

L

hgeneraifregularities’in the area of the human-social sciences and theii;//

4subject matter is’ far reaching In the last chapter we arguedvthat;a cori—-
A P < e : L

sideration of the possibility of making mistakes most‘obviously illustrated

Heidegger's claims about;Dasein g authenticity as .an existentiell

N . B . . . .

7
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modification of~its inauthenticity, but we also mentioned that the possi-
bility of innovative behavior ‘could provide another illustration. In
inn0vative behavior Dasein also modifies what one does—é what is ordin-.

arily donelinvthe community in which it_includes itself and understands

itself as included. Qua.innovatiOn'such behavior represents what has not

. beeh’done before and so is not in accordance7withvwhat is done-- at least

1

prior to the innovation. But  instead of being behavior tied to‘the‘possi— -

.bility of .correction in accordance with whaﬁyis done, as.is.the,case with

.

V'mistakéh behavior, it is, ‘rather, behavior tied to the possibrlity of

being copied by Others among whom Dasein counts itself It is tied to

the possibilities of teaching and learning through copying and %Eﬁstarting

¥
‘a new tradition or of modification of the old ‘oneé. It is tied to the

possibility of- learning what to do from now on rathér than what not to do
as is the cdse with mistakes. As another way in which the ontological

possibility of Dasein s authenticity can take concrete form, the possibility

o

of 1nnovation is another way in terms of which ‘we can think of an instance

of Dasein s behavior'as individualized, as uniquely its own, and‘as_that

.-

for which Dasein as a self possessed Being 1s answerable Perhaps it is

\

a preferrable way to that of thinking in terms of possibie mistakes
'Where the possibility of innovation is-realized, an:interesting d“
situation arise§. We have real historical change - The regularities in
rterms :} which. we-understand the behavior or the innovative individual
and the appropriate behavior of othen.individuals who incl e themselves
in his' community -angd his new ﬂtradition by copying and Jearning the
new pehavior change:l There is’ modification in the generalizations used

to understand the hehavior prior to innovation, and these modified gener—

alizctions are necessary to understanding the behavior in the community
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assimilating the innovation. ‘What one‘does_now is not what one used to
do. This formal‘possibilityrfor generali;ations applied in historiography

merely reflects the commonly observed and trivial fact that customs and

. norms change over the years in a given community and vary. from community’

to community.‘“But-itfalso emphaSi the theoretical ~and formal doctrine

: argued for earlier in the chapter that logical form of the-general—
izations. used in historiography to understand and explain its subject
f“matter (as well as those applied and of interest in the- other human—social -
'sciences) demands reference to specific communities and involves temporal
restrictions on the scope of the generalization. ' The demand for specific
reference t3 time and community recognizes the possibility of historical
'agents modifying the’regularities in terms of whivh,their behavior must

be-understood and the consequent,possibility of modification in the cusioms

and way of life of an entire community and perhaps divergent modification

W

in customs and,way of ife of -an originally unified community.64 The his-
torianfs job often involves detecting just what the restrictions‘appropriate
for a giventgeneralization are.f His dilemma involves drawing thé'line at;
'the.point where an innovation has been assimilated by an already defined.
community to the degree where it is no\longer;an "innovation' or-a ﬁmistakef
in the behavior of isolated individuals but has become the prevacl ling
" norm in the community with"congequent e#planatory power“for_dealing withﬁ-
the behavior of-other individualsﬁin the.community'and injthe tradition.'

| 'Our'explication of Heideggeffs concept of 'authenticity"and-its.
1mpact on the problem of the sort of generalizations that the historian
applies in historiographical explanation thereby lends new life to Dray s . -
) A3
argument for the historian s interest in the relative uniquiness of his- .
torical events under study. For if we: take the " historian s approach to

2
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his subject matter to be guided by. the.nature of the subject matter itself,

: as we have discussed earlier, then we may claim that the historian must

concern himself with _he authentic1ty of the historical individuals he

-

studies and of their_behavior. According"to Heidegger in any scientific -

“

, inquiry'the scientist already has an understanding of ‘the Beinggof the

entities he - investigatesjeven before he discovers.any facts about them. és'

For the historian this means at least a prior understanding of what it

. means to be human. The scientist's prior familiarity wigh the nature of

:y
1

his subject matter involvésia familiarity with the|standards or criteria
. whereby he distinguishes’between facts and bnly'iseeming‘facts’; false or

inaccurate characterizations of the facts or outrig Y misdescriptions;

and it includes a: familiarity with the form or terms in which the facts

will be stated It:includes'a‘familiarity with the»standards of objectivity

in thae science—— with what can posaibly count as an object of investiga—
tion. Heidegger himself argues that ”the Objectivity of a science is ;

regulated pr¥marily in terms of whether that science can confront us with

the entity that belongs to- it as its theme 66_ Withvrespect to historio—

5

.. graphy he states that in 'authentic historiography" "the Daaein which has-

-

been—there is understood in itSAQuthentic possibility which has been. "67

'Because the historian s subject matter—— Dasein which has—been—there—— is

essentially authentic or self—possessed so that ultimately its world and

» u;z

- its existentiell possibilities—— its behavior—— must be understood as ‘ex~

clusively its own, the historian s, approach must be guided by the possi—

bilit 6f authenticity in any instance of Dasein under study. The his~ -
torianfs approach .in terns of this ontological possibility'might'be char-
acterized as an 'interest' in the relative uniqueness'of theﬂinstance of

Dasein under study. o o N
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The complexity of historical phenomena 1s a truism cited by all.

The complexity of a single individual 8 behavior is also . an often cited
truism onvthe partfof psychologists."There are‘so‘many re;pects and as-
pects of'a normal individual's“doingsvthat description of a given instance’
could go on and on. ‘Such compleXitv'reflects the complexityiof the in-

. volvementeworlds of ‘most .individuals, &nd such complexity is reflected in
the myriad of generalizations abput what one does and howcone does it

that are'applicableito understanding a given case of Dasein. ‘In most
cases of human behavior there are many empirical possibilities for exis-
tentiell modification of what one does in that situation.'.There are.many
‘aspects of what is done that could conceivably be modified in some way

‘The chances are that in any given case at least some of these possibilities

are realized. And it is upon these, it seems, that Dray would have the
*'

3 A (Y

T historian focus his interest. These would be the respects in which an in-

' dividual' 5 behavior differed from the behavior of other individuals with
whom it would be most,natural to group himyl It is in terms of the respects
"in which an individual s ontological possibility of authenticity is real-
ized in concrete form that it is easiest to understand his behavior and
4 his ‘ituation as being exclusively or uniquely his own-- as singled out ff\>5\\
and standing ont from the Others among whom herineludes himself. :Dray's
claim about th& historian ] presupposition oﬁ interest in relative unique-
‘ness really depends for its force “and ,sense and significance in the debate
between methodological logicalfmonists and pluralists on an assumed cate—~
dgor\ of inquic/ into human behavior somewhat on the order "of Heidegger s
~concert of authenticity. and therefore also on the sort of generalizations

ao.lﬂcable to humzn affairs implicit in Heidegger»s concept of inauthen-

tinity'. I T 1 T
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But, of course, Dray started his argument about relative uniqueness

with a claim about the historian's interest in historical events on the
order of the.Frencthevolution which involve not merely the behavior: of
individuals acting on their own behalf but also, and perhaps principally,

the collective action by groupslof individuals acting as, a soctal unit.

'Such events seem to ‘involve social entities like the Estates General, thev

aris proletariat and the French Army. Can and must the‘historian use_

our Heideggerian system of categories when, investigating the 'behavior

.of these 1arger intities too?

Dray also briefly deals wgth‘the problem with respect to his model

of rational explanation. o

In highly condensed general historiles, classes and nations
and societies are often personified and written about in
a quasi-rational way. Thus Germany g attack on Russia in

© 1941 may be explained by citing the threat of encirclement--
as 1f a 'calculation' of this sort were pg%evant to the
actions of a superagent called 'Germany’

‘bray 1s worried -about the,sense of attributing calculations iin terms of
which hebwants to be able to treat any instance of human behavior)rto enf
'tities like nations. (One wohders what he would have said about mgbs.)
‘He solVes the problem by suggesting that when the historian talks in terms
of nations, etc., he 1is actually talking about the calculations made by
some specific individual or individuals empowered to act on behalf’ of a
nation (such as Hitler and his advisors deliberating about the problem.

of Russia in 1941) or. about the typical calculation made by a typical mem-—
- ber of the group or social entity of concern, as would be the case 1if the.
historian were - giving reasons for Slavic hostility towards the Hapsburg

./
: monarchy in the 1ate nineteenth and early twentieth century.69

' Unlike Dray, we need not worry about the sense of attributing cal-

culations to entities like nations because from the standpoint of our
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& v . _
- system of Heideggerian categories calculation is to be understood fs a

sometime human~actiyity:‘not as that in terms of which we are to understand
all,huéan activity. Withvthe concept of 'eaistentiell possibility' no
such contrary intuitions and inhibitions of sense ought to occur."lhereu-
seems onAthe face of it nolgoo reason why we’cannot apply the concept.
of existentiell possibility' n the concepts‘that are interwoven with
;it in Heidegger s account (like 'world of involvement' and eyen thevulti—
”mate existentiell possibility of being dead) to social entities With re-
spect to the latter concept is is true that nations do not perish in the
vway that biologically alive organisms do and that they are not destroyed
“&n the same fachion that physical objects are, but these possibilities are,
' according to Heidegger, to be distinguished from Dasein 8 ultimate exis-
tentiell possibility of being dead anyway. : ivilizations do 'die out:'
The Roman public erid'ofiinVolvement is no more. There is no possibility'
of further Roman>existentiell possibilities and Roman achievement through
the realization of such possibilities. Nations'can be seen as individual—
ized in terms of the possibility of authenticity-- of modification of
their tradition and so-forth. Heidegger 8 existentiales ‘can be used to‘
treat 1arge7and small scale:social phenomena. : | ) o
Furthermore, they must be s0 applied insofar as Dray 1s correct
-about the historian s talk concerning social entities being analyzable‘
into talk about individuals acting on behalf\bf a social group or “to talk.

n\

about the typical-individual within a group. In the_latter case what the

v hsitorian iS'talking about is the public ekistentiell possibilities defining

what one does within tgﬁﬁéroup with respect to some situation.» It reflects
an explicit concern on the:part of the historian with the generalizations

hthat can be used to understand the behavior of specific 1ndividuals within
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" the group. And the group or social entity as a whole can be understood
4in terms ofwthe possibility of authenticity—— and therefore as an individ—

T

ualized Being-- insofar as there is the possibility of modification of
-the typical through the.assimilation throughdut-the group of”innovation
by individuals ‘'within the group. In the former sort of case where the
large scale historical phenonenon ig analyzable in terms of the actlons

of specific individuals, Heideggerian categories are to be applied,'as

]

: has been argued throughout More than . this 'we cannot say without wading

into the issues. of. methodological holism versus methodological ihdividual—.
- ism except to. register the dntuitd n and the conviction that insofar as -

the historian s talk about and conéern with large scale historical events

involving larger social entities i;\talh about and concern with human

affairs, our Heideggerian system of categories derived from the answer
to the question "What does it mean to- be human?‘ must be applied and does
support Dray s contention about the historian s interest qua historian in

relative uniqueness in all not just in some or most areas of historio—

graphical inquiry anddexplanation.v' : R
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ties.

. Dray, op. cit., p; 5. Here he is citing Popper; op- cit}; p- 264.

FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER IIT

See footnote 1, Chapter'l above. . . !

: . : : A : ’ '
Heidegger himself does not say that Dasein is an ontological struc-
ture. It might actually be more in accordance with what Heidegger
does say to speak of the ontological ‘structure of Being-in-the-world.
"Dasein' is said to denote ap entity. Being—in—the—world is said to
be a state of Being or a structure fundamental: to Dasein's Being al-

though not the only one necessary for determining Dasein s Being

-(Heidegger, op. cit., ‘BP- 53 ff.) Being-with and Dasein-with, for

example,* are said ti to ber equiprimordial with Being-in-the-world." (Ibid

" p. 114) 1 shall, however, “contlnue to speak in. this chapter of Da-

sein as an ontological structure, and this structure I an referring
to the entire integrated complex of existentiales or states of Being

or ontological structures which Heldegger outlines as determinative

of Dasein's Being. This conceptual' complex of: course includes the
three categories or existentiales of possibility,. authenticity and
inauthenticity in which we are interested. . Any entit ‘denoted by

by the term ''Dasein' (and it is the very extension of This term which

we want to keep an open issue for the present although we can say

that people at least will faill within this extension) presumably
must be understood in terms of the complex of categories or existen—'

tiales or structures that we have been discussing..

Just as we do not employ: empirical procedures to discover whether some
geological phenomenog is a sort-of phenomenon which precludes it be--
ing understood and explained in terms of any natural laws. and regularl-

N
Dray, op. cit., p. 122.

T

"For ekamples see Popper,. The Open Society and Its Enemies,.Vol.in,

p: 343 and Hempel "The Function of General Laws in History", p 232.

. Dray, op. cit., p ' 3. Here he is citing Popper, op. cit., p. 343.

/‘\

_Dray, op. cit., pp. 3~4, Here he is citing Hempel, op. cit., p: 232.

]

Dray, op. cit., p. 28, citing Hempel \gp. cit., p. 236ﬂ

Dray, op. cit., Pp. 25 and PP- 32 ff.,‘referring to Gardiner,'_p cit.,
Pe 82 and pp. 87 £f.

v

kDray, op. cit., PP- 28 ff. Actually Dray here is ech01ng Popper s -

characterization of such general laws as trivial, and Dray acknows

_ledges it. See POpper, op. cit., p 264.

Dray,’op, cit:, pp, 30—31_
; ¢

[
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-1t _should be noted that we are notrtla&winélor implying that g;ﬁ' als ¥y
iéations with restrictions as to plaéﬁ&gnd &ime‘or generalizatﬂb 3 ,#. :
containing proper names (referring toj @‘ ;
dividuals) are peculiar to historiogts

_:to the Geisteawissen-

X siinct methodology: and- _
logic of historiographical inquiry in The St ure: .of Science, Na— S
gel naturally seeks” to minimize the significance of the point con- ‘
cerning restricted generalizati@ns He notes that the natural sciences
also make use of restricted generalizations and "singular statements"
with proper names with which histotiographical work apparently abounds.. >
As an.example he cites the law of acceleration of freely falling

bodies at sea level in certain latitudes being 980 centimetersfper -
second per second. -But as he himself notes, "laws of this kind.

are specializations 'of laws not similarly restricted." , (Nagel, op

cit., p. 548) With the logical ideal of universal hypotheses in.

the natural sciences such restricted. generalizations as these them- .
selves'. call for explanation (with regard to the restrictions) in

_ terms of unrestricted general laws and the particular conditions or

circumstances giving rise -to the restricted regularity. 1In histori-

" ography, where the ideal of generalization through a specific com-

munity is operative, we will not have the methodological and logical

. presupposition that restricted generalizations are to.be -understood.

in terms of unrestricted ones, although. cases may arise, of course,
where ways of doing things within a restricted social group (for ex-
ample, an organized club) can be understood and calls for explanation
in ¢t s of what one does within a ldrger less restrictive social
group Yfor example, the social-economic class or classes in which

the club members ?fe -included). But at no point in proper histori-
ography do we escape or attempt to escape reference to specific

"social groups. A similar point can be made with reference to’the

mention of particulars and the use of proper names in any general-
izations the historian tacitly presupposes or explicitly discusses.
These would seem to be essential features of historiographical gen- °
eralization, given the necessity for reference to specific social
groups. - A charitable interpretation of Dray, op. cit., pp. 36-37,
will understand him as developing this point, even if he does S0

in a rather bumbling fashion

Dray, op. cit., pp. 36-37. Although later on in his book Dray ad-
its that a sort of generalization or generality (i.e., a '"princi-

.ple of action") may be involved in an essential way in historiograph-

ical explanation conforming to his model of rational explanation;

~his remarks on pages 36-37 suggest an argument on his part-to the
" effect that wherever the historian mentions the names of particular

people, institutions, social groups and peoples, the possibility of
.generalizations being involved tacitly or ot rwise in an explanationp

i‘

Langham, Explanation -and Understanding in the Human Sciences, Pp- 52-

Ibid., p. 50.

Y
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., Ibid., pp. 236-237. o .
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20.

21.

23.
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Dray, op. cit., p. 23. Here he is referring to Gardiner, op. cit.,
p. 92. : < ‘ , _

Dray,'ggg.cit., p. 23. : o . . : o

Ibid., p. 1. oy

Gardiner, 22; cit., p. 1.

Dray, op. cit;, pp. 61 ff.

One encounters this interpretational assumption throughout Dray's
book: from théd very outset, and his summary statement of the covering
law model on page 1 as involving s ubsumption of 'what 1s ex-—
plained under a general law.' HetZi;?iiies this assumption, how-
ever, in two places, 1if only brlefly n the first place on<pages
52 and following he admits that Hempgpdns formulation of the model

is more sophisticated than the mod of the single covering law
theretofore considered. We examined his argument against Hempel's
account in‘Chapter I above and found it wanting. The second place

in which he briefly admits a more'sophisticated vergsion of the mo-

del is on page 70. . He brushes aside ‘the more sopisticated version
here as not affecting his central line of argument: against the suf—

- ficiency of covering laws as ‘a guaranteg of adequate €xplanation.

To do so, however, he must make blatant use of his unacknowledged
second assumption about the way: the coveri g law theorist is to be
understood -

Dray,_gg, cit.,.pp.'6l}ff. ‘ . f/jp - ‘

Ibid., pp. 66-71. It is here that he presents his model of oontinu—.
ous series in outlining a further logically necessary condition for

- adequate explanation It must bef{remembered that,the sense of "logic'

25.

28.

'Hempel, QE,,cit., p. 232.

fplanatory adequacy- of

.that he and we are using is broader and philosphically more interest-

ing than the sense of logic as a merely formal or mathematical enter-
prise. Dray claims that it is "the broad sense of 'logic' familiar
amgng analytic philosophers. For it is my claim that it is .essential

"to the notion of giving an explanation that even if subsumption un-
der law were a necessary condition of it, IZhe;le should be criteria
oyer

which allow us to distinguish some law—c P enomena from others

flas=N

Ibid., p. 235.

Dray himself geems to give. ev1dence of an intuitive grasp -of tha&Q
sue on his.part’ his _commengs about such generalizations as fé IR
swans are white, ‘ if, "4 own example of the automobile en?”~a?
seizure. (Dray, of 62 & p. 67) This issue Jf the ex

:u_d(generalizations leads into the {5

sue of nomothetic versus merdiy'enumerative generalizations

s
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31.

32.

33.
34.
35.

36.

37.

39.

40.

41,

42.
”43.
"
_45,
 46.
47.
48.
49.
- 50.
51.

'52.

53.

54,

‘Dray, op. cit., Pp-

. Ibid

_ Hempel, 92,

'Ibid., pp-

‘Dray, op. cit.; p. 123. . - '  .

Ibid., p.

~ Ibid.,

~Ibid., p.

Ibid., pp

‘Ibid., Pp-

61.

Dfay s advice for caution on this issue concerned the need for taklng
into account contextual factors and the person for whom ‘the explana-

tion is intended in any analysis of explanation. (Dray, op. cit.,
p. 68) ‘ A
Gardiner, op. cit., p. 1.

Ibid.,

p. 2.

Ibid.

y P 25.

Ibid.

, p- 26.

;,.p. 98. \ﬁ
cit., p. 236.

Ibid.

, pp. 238-239.

Gardiner, cit., p. 1.

_QP_.

98-99.
Ibid., ‘p. 124.
Ibid., p. 125. : . T | ‘ - : S
132.

Ibid.

Ibid., p. 133. - = iy

Ibid., p. 132.

p. 133.

131.

Ibid., p. 126.

‘Ibid., p. 118. ' S -

ibid.,

p.$i37.

- N A .
& @, i

Ibid.,. p. 138.

L
5

.. 133-136

.122,

226
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57,
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59.
60.
61.
62.

63.

64.

Ioid.; b. 123, | ' o f‘ J //

Ibld., p. 156. o | o | .. :

Ibid., pp. 136-137.

Ibid., p. 134.

Ibid., p. 132.\ He also refers to’'it here as "this universality of

reasons.'

i

Ibid., p. 130 and p: 125.

Ibid., p..54 and p. 58.

'Ibid., p. 140.

-~

ibid.; p. 139. : S

f! migﬁt also be srgued that the possibility of modifica on of the

.regularities in terms of which an historical agent's behavior is" to

be understood-- modification by the agent himself-- precludes.the pos-
sibility of prediction (in the rigorous sense in whicl, 'the natural
sciences understand the term "prediction") in historiography. This
preclusion may also be seen in formal terms as a consequence of waiv-
ing the "means of deduction™ logical role of ‘generalizations in his-
toriographical explanation (an in inquiry in. the other Geisteswis-

senschaften) discussed above Conslderations along these lines are

probably behind Winch's ‘argument against the compatibility of sci-
entific prediction with conceptual framework required for the social
sciences. (Winch, op. cit., pp. 91-94) Such considerations may also

be involved in Popper's argument against the possibility of prediction

of historical phenomena given on pages v-vi in the "Preface" to his
Poverty of Historicism. I am specifically referring to the second

premise of the argument: "We cannot predict by rational or scienti-

- fic methods, the future growth of our scientific knowledge. As

philosophical support for this claim, he can only offer the: intuition
""that we cannot anticipate today what we shall enly know tomorrow.'
Popper s point does seem intuitively convinc1ng, but why it should

be so remains problematic. If at least part of the force of his ar-
gument rests on the presupposition of the possibility of historical .
modification (through innovation) of what is done (or what one does)

in all areas of human activity including the sciences, then it be- e
comes an interesting argument from our point of view. The force of = = 1
the argument could be the following. What is involved in current

v-scientific method and procedure. (all the way from general standards

the most trivial aSpects of actual procedure in scientific Anq yiry)
as aspects ‘'of human behavior and activity and therefore as a ,
of Dasein {see Heidegger, op. cit., pp. 11-12 and Winch, op. cit,,

: pp 84 ff.) must be seen in terms of the possibility of historical"

change. Such a possibility cannot allow us to predict the future

[
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68.

69.

Dray, op. cit., p. 140.
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V'. . ] ' ."_. ) ‘ . “
state of science according to the standards of’ rigor accepted by sci- "
entific method itself because historical change means .the possibility
of modificjiéyn in that very method-- the way one goes about doing
science-- - even in the critexjm for what will count as ‘sound pre-
diction and what will count as pro@%n fact. The prediction of the
future state of science would involve sciente predicting change" and
innovation in its predictive procedures, thereby outlining new stan-

. dards of prediction and finally therby undercutting the force and’

authority. of th predictive procedures by which it predicted inno—'

vaion in these ed1ct1ve procedures in the first place. =~

- \

Heidegger. op. cit., pp. 9- ll L e i -

_;u"

Ibid., p. 3 L‘/ - S
Ibid., P. . ) " g{?ﬁ ‘f‘
: ; ’ : ¥ '

e

Y

Ibid., pp. 140- I
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