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ABSTRACT

Tnis thesis argues that, for Heidegger, freedom means possibilities which are
at once a condition of reality generally, and of human reality more specifically. It is
also argued that Heidegger’s concept of freedom is, though insightful, also highly
problematic. The insights concern the way Heidegger manages to describe freedom
as a function of an authentic manifestation of care such that freedom is integral to
the reality of human being in a human world. The problems obtain from the fact that
Heidegger’s conception of freedom is grounded on a notion of human authenticity so
exclusively relative to a very vague conception of Being, and so intimately tied to a
permanent, individualizing kind of anxiety, that freedom no longer has any bearing
on practical reality. Finally, it is shown how Heidegger might be modified, with in-
sights borrowed from Martin Buber’s position on authenticity and freedom, such that

his insights are preserved without the burden of his rather serious oversights.
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General Introduction

The purpose of this thesis is to 1) extract and 2) critically evaluate, Heideg-
ger's concept of freedom as it appears in his early work, Being and Time. Consonant
with this project I argne that Heidegger is insightful insofar as he successfully
manages to describe freedom in terms of possibilities which, though they apply
specifically to the human, are nevertheless integral to the most encompassing
meaning of the term reality. Despite the fact that Heidegger's concept of freedom is
insightful in this regard, however, I also argue that it is seriously problematic,
primarily because the discovery of frecdom depends, for Heidegger, on the achieve-
ment of a kind of human authenticity that is so exclusively relative to a very vague
conception of Being, and so intimately a function of a permanent, individualizing
kind of anxiety, that freedom no longer has any bearing on the practical reality as we
know it of human being in a human world.

I am interested in Heidegger’s concept of freedom because it provides a good
way to come to an understanding of what Heidegger has to say about the reality of
human being in a human world. I choose Being and Time as my main reference to
this topic because it contains the foundational material to which Heidegger himself
continually refers when discussing the topic of freedom and the reality of human

being in a human world in other, later works. In order to justify this point I do,
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therefore, include consideration of some of the work Heidegger did on these issues
subsequent to Being and Time. As a result of this justification, however, my most de-
tailed analyses and criticisms remain most closely tied to the text of Being and Time.

During the course of researching and preparing this paper it became apparent
to me that one of the most pressing difficulties facing anyone attempting to interpret
Heidegger critically, is Heidegger himself. There are two primary reasons for this.
First, Heidegger’s researches are driven by a concern to articulate the meaning of
human existence in terms of a concept called "Being" which is, on his own admis-
sion, so abstract and general it defies all attempts to understand * ‘learly. Heidegger
claims that this problem has proven so serious that in the historical setting of the
western phiiosophical tradition the issue as to what Being means has either been
reduced to certain rather meaningless assumptions about what it means to be human
in a human world, or it has been forgotten altogether and thus treated as irrelevant.
Nevertheless, it is Heidegger’s contention that the issue as to what Being means is so
central that the reality of human being in a human world cannot be understood
without a prior understanding of Being. Thus, his central driving concem is to
articulate the meaning of Being. This does not mean, however, that Heidegger has
been completely successful in defining Being. The result is that, although his
philosophy contains some significant insights on the reality of human being in a
human world, there is a strange vacuity in Heidegger’s writings which makes it very
difficult to conceptualize or explain what he is trying to say.

The second problem in interpreting Heidegger has to do with his language. In

his attempts to describe Being, and to avoid linguistic terms laden with precon-




ceptions that tend to obfuscate the importance and relevance of the question about
the meaning of Being, Heidegger is given to inventing his own terms or to using
familiar terms in totally novel contexts. This once again makes it very difficult to
understand or articulate what Heidegger is trying to say in clear language.

As an illustration of these difficulties I shall point out how they present a
problem even in this general introduction. Notice that I am referring to reality with
the term "human being in a human world", and to the human with the term "human".
This is not really an appropriate description of either reality or the human for
Heidegger. As I explain in chapters one and two below, these terms have too narrow
a meaning to carry the full sense of what Heidegger means by reality and the human.
For Heidegger, the human is not something separated from its world, nor is the
world something separated from the human. Rather, they are simply two aspects of
one reality which is supposed to include everything, including human and non-human
entities, the consciousness of that which is conscious (which may or may not be the
human, depending upon how consciousness is manifest) and even our awareness that
existence goes hand in hand with non-existence or a "nothingness”, which arrives
from our sense that there might be more to this world tha:1 what the reaches of the
five senses or the human mind tell us exists. For Heidegger, the terms human and
world simply do not carry these very broad connotations. He therefore uses the term
"Dasein" for what we would normally think of as human reality, and the term "Be-
ing-in-the-world" for what we normally think of as the world in which humans live
and have their being. Furthermore, he says in several places in Being and Time that

Dasein is Being-in-the-world, or that Being-in-the-world is Dasein.
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The reason why this presents a problem here is because this is a general
introduction, a statement of purpose about an exercise yet to be performed. We there-
fore do not have before us a clear un-~rstanding of Heidegger’s terms for the human
and for the world. Because of this I am faced with a rather awkward, immediate
difficulty. I cannot use the Heideggerian expressions because they are not explained,
and yet in not using them and substituting instead some normal everyday terms, I am
being both inaccurate and unfaithful to Heidegger. This problem should give a clear
indication as to just how serious is the problem of Heideggerian interpretation.

In recognition of these problems of interpretation I therciore begin this work
with a chapter entitled "Heideggerian Interpretation”, in whici I explain these
problems in greater detail, and indicate how I deal with them in my own project. For
now, however, I will continue to use non-Heideggerian terminology in order to give
as clear an understanding as possible as to what this project is all about. This is not a
perfect solution to a rather perplexing immediate problem but it is the best way to
give the reader who has not read Heidegger in detail a meaningful preview on this
overall project.

Chapter Two, entitled "The Paradox of Unity", is then devoted to giving some
important preliminary background which is necessary in order to understand Heideg-
ger's concept of freedom clearly. This chapter is in fact an introductory survey of the
first Division of Being and Time. The object in this introductory survey is to show
first of all how and why Heidegger modifies his attempt to answer the question about
the meaning of Being by turning it upon the question about the meaning of the Being

of that entity which first asks the question. This entity is the human which, be.-ause



it is cognitively aware of and curious about the world in which it lives and has its

being, is habitually concerned about the issue of its own Being. As a result of this

change in focus, Heidegger's question about Being turns into an analysis of human
being in a human world.

This analysis in turn indicates that a single phenomenon, which Heidegger
calls "Care", lies at the heart of Heidegger's concept of freedom. Since care lies at
the heart of Heidegger's concept of freedom we need to know the full meaning of
care if we are to have a full understanding of what Heidegger means by freedom.
The first Division of Being and Time is Heidegger's preliminary exposition on care.
This exposition reveals that although care is unique to the human it also signifies a
fundamental sameness between human and non-human entities. Hence the title of this
chapter, the "Paradox of Unity". The paradox of unity obtains primarily because a
single phenomenon is responsible for both unity and difference in the reality of
human being in a human world. But the paradox of unity is itself maintained by
another paradox, also rooted in care, which I call the paradox of freedom. The reason
why the human is at once different from but also the same as non-human entities is
because, as care, it is constituted at once by a kind of freedom which does not apply
to the non-human and a kind of unfreedom which does pertain to the non-human.
Thus care is also the locus of a paradox of freedom which maintains a paradox of
unity in the reality of human being in a human world. The primary object of this
chapter is to explain this aspect of Heidegger’s concept of freedom.

In Chapter Three following, entitled "The Paradox of Freedom", I then show

how Heidegger’s concept of freedom rests on the view that freedom is more than just
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a property of the human; it is a general condition of reality which applies to the
human when it realizes a kind of authenticity from which follows an understanding
of the self as an existence characterized by the existence of freedom in reality. In
order to understand this view on the nature of freedom we need to know what
Heidegger means by human authenticity. Therefore, a great deal of this chapter is
devoted to analyzing Heidegger's position on what authenticity is and on how it
applies to the human such that freedom can be conceived of as at once a condition of
reality and yet something which applies specifically to the human. In addition, and
because freedom in its application to Dasein always goes hand in hand with a fun-
damental unfreedom, I maintain an ongoing attempt to show how Heidegger's
concept of freedom is paradoxical.

At the end of Chapters Two and Three, 1 give critical consideration to the
issue as to whether or not Heidegger’s concept of freedom as a function of human
authenticity represents an accurate depiction of human life as we know it. My
conclusions from these criticisms are that although there are insights in Heidegger's
concept of frecdom, there are also some rather serious oversights which suggest that
Heidegger might not have been as successful as he thought in accurately describing
the reality of human being in a human world. These criticisms are a preparation for
Chapter Four, entitled "Buber’s Critique on Heidegger", in which I bring Martin
Buber in as an ally to substantiate my own suggestions that Heidegger's concept of
human authenticity, upon which freedom is based, is seriously flawed. In this last
chapter I push my critique on Heidegger to the point of using Buber’s insights on

freedom and human authenticity to suggest how Heidegger’s thought might be
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modified such that his insights can be preserved without the burden of some rather
serious oversights.

Finally, it should be pointed out here that the topics of the paradox of unity
and paradox of freedom are not explicit in Heidegger. Rather, they represent my own
particular way of trying to come to grips with Heidegger's concept of freedom.
Despite the fact that these are not explicit Heideggerian topics, however, I do think
that the paradoxes of unity and freedom represent a good way to come to a critical
understanding of some central issues in Heidegger. There are two reasons why 1
think this.

First, the paradoxes of unity and freedom are, though not something talked
about specifically by Heidegger, nevertheless available in the text of Being and Time.
Heidegger does describe an essential combination of unity and difference in a reality
composed of humans and non-humans, and he does ascribe this combination of unity
and difference to the common locus of care. He also describes a combination of
freedom and unfreedom which is likewise founded on care, and which appears to
maintain the paradox of unity in reality. The paradoxes of unity and freedom do,
therefore, bring to light a central aspect of Heidegger’s work in Being and Time.

Second, the paradoxes of unity and freedom represent a good way to come to
an accurate critical understanding of Heidegger’s work on freedom and human
authenticity. As I argue in this paper, these paradoxes in their connection with their
common locus in care, do carry some pretty significant insights on just how freedom
is, though not a property of the human, nevertheless something which does really

apply to the human. As such they represent that which I think is most worthy of
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being preserved in Heidegger. It is this which causes me to want to push my criti-
cisms of Heidegger to the point of suggesting ways in which he could be modified
such that his insights are no longer overburdened by some seriously problematic

assumptions about human authenticity.
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CHAPTER ONE

Heideggerian Interpretation

INTRODUCTION

Before getting into the text of Being and Time directly, and so the main body
of this paper, it is necessary to survey some problems connected with Heideggerian
interpretation. The nature of Heidegger’s work is such that any interpretation runs the
risk of being a misinterpretation if certain problems are not worked out beforchand.
Since a considerable portion of this overall exercise involves criticisms based on my
interpretations of Heidegger, it is doubly important that the interpre.ations themselves
be as accurate and as faithful as possible to Heidegger. The discussion immediately
following is, therefore, more than just an anticipation of possible criticism on my

own work. It is a response to necessary criticism should it not be engaged.

PART I: PROBLEMS CONNECTED WITH HEIDEGGERIAN INTERPRETATION

i) The Problem of Language in Heidegger
There are several reasons why it needs to be pointed out that not only my
own but any systematic attempt to interpret Heidegger is potentially laden with

problems.




i

First, because many of Heidegger’s terms are chosen to sidestep traditional
categorical meanings his language presents an immediate problem. The project of
Being and Time is partially destructive, partially constructive in nature, It is destruc-
tive in that the work contains an extensively modified philosophical vocabulary the
purpose of which is to disperse the effects of linguistic terms that have become so
laden with preconceptions it is all but impossible to make a clearly meaningful
statement with them or ask a clearly meaningful question, let alone understand what
it means to be human in a human world. It is constructive in that Heidegger’s
attempt to circumvent preconceptions related to language is directed towards attain-
ing a new preconception-free understanding of human being in a human world, an
understanding enlightened by the realization that although we have not realized it we
have all along been asking and answering questions because of a preoccupation with
one, all-encompassing but unanswered question--the question about the meaning of
Being.

Because Heidegger wants to clear the air of all terminology laden with
preconceptions, in order to get at the guiding basis of pure and original questions
(such as the question about the meaning of Being), he is given to the use of neol-
ogisms or familiar terms used in unfamiliar contexts. This is a problem, though, for
Heidegger’s attempt to clarify things in new linguistic terms makes him difficult to
understand. A clear interpretation of him therefore demands some translation. But the
difficulty here is that there is a risk in translation of losing the intended sense of
what Heidegger was trying to say; it is simply not easy to find an effective ground

somewhere between the obscurity of Heideggerese terminology, which all too often



3
impedes understanding, and the desecrating effects of plain language which carry the

risk of reducing Heidegger to saying things he never meant. My way of dealing with
this problem is to translate Heidegger’s terms into more familiar language, as best I
can, and then stick for the most part thereafter to the original, or, where that is not
possible to use terms which appear to carry Heidegger’s meaning with as little loss
as possible.

Many commentators in fact appear to be trying to follow the spirit of
Heidegger’s project in this way, some more adequately than others. To indicate how
this can be done either problematically or adequately I present the following contrast
between W. T. Jones’ way of dealing with the Heideggerian term, Dasein, and
Michael Gelven's treatment of the Heideggerian term, Being.'

Jones routinely substitutes the term human for Dasein. But for Heidegger, the
term Dasein has a larger connotation than does the term human; it is intended to
connote the existence of an entity which, because it is sufficiently conscious to be
able to ask about what it means to be, is Dasein.? A full understanding of this entity
is not necessarily carried by the term human because it implicitly excludes the
possibility that some entity other than the human might have this kind of consciousn-

ess. In addition, it is not always the case that the human is Dasein. Murray Miles,

1 ¢f. Chap. 9, pp. 285-331, W. T. Jones; A History of Western Philosophy: The Twentieth Century
to Witigenstein and Sartre, U.S.A.: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1975; and p. 18, Michael Gelven; A

Commentary on Heidegger's Being and Time, U.S.A.: Harper & Row Publishers (Harper Torchbook),
1970.

2 see pp. 27, 32, H.7, 12; Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, transl. by John Macquarric and
Edward Robinson, U.S.A.: Harper & Row, 1962, In referring to this text I will, as above, always
indicate the reference in Macquarrie and Robinson first, followed by Heidegger’s original pagination
as provided by the translators,




commenting on this issue, points out that, "Man is not, gua homo sapiens, Dasein.
The species homo sapiens presumably roamed this planet long before the time at
which it could first be meaningfully described as Dasein, as the entity which under-
stands what it is in general to be an entity, what it is to be the type of entity which it
itself is, or to be any of the various other kinds of entity. When this comes about,
when the question as to entitativeness in general is asked for the first time, man
becomes Dasein".} For these two reasons, Jones’ substitution should be regarded
with caution. Although it does seem self-evident that Dasein does for all intents and
purposes mean the human, this is by no means completely certain in a rigorously
philosophical sense. With respect to Heideggerian interpretion, therefore, the distinc-
tion between the human and Dasein has to be maintained clearly, otherwise our
understanding of the human tends to become laden with just the kind of
presupositions Heidegger is trying to avoid.

Because an appropriate translation of Dasein would amount to a very cumber-
some phrase, Jones seems to prefer the term human. I use the term human more
sparingly than does Jones, preferring for the most part to stay with the term Dasein
after translating it once clearly. In this instance this seems to be the best way to
preserve Heidegger's meaning without distortion.

Michael Gelven translates Being (Sein) as "to be" or "to exist",* which

appears to capture the sense of the question about the meaning of Being without

3 p. 436; Murray Miles, "Heidegger and the Question of Humanism®, Man and World 22: pp.
477451, 1989, (emphases from text)

4 see p. 19; Gelven



retaining problematic presuppositions. In addition, this translation makes it possible
to preserve Heidegger’s distinction between existence and existent, which has to do
with the difference between an entity which exists and existence itself. This is an
extremely important distinction because of the way in which Heidegger pursues the
question about Being via inquiry into the ways of Being (i.c., the existence) of
Dasein (i.e., an existent).’ Because Gelven’s translation is at once clear and faithful
to Heidegger it is possible to substitute it frecly with the Heideggerian term Being,
which is what I do.

These two simple examples of translation are intenc>d to illustrate how the
problem of language in Heidegger may be dealt with. The actual term chosen is less
important than are the issues of clarity and of whether or not the term to be used
carries Heidegger’s meaning without problematic extraneous inferences. The criteria
to be followed, then, in dealing with Heiddegger’s terminology are as follows. A
substitute term used must 1) be clear, and 2) carry the Heideggerian meaning. If
either or both of these criteria are lacking, as is the term human when substituted too
freely for the term Dasein, then the translation is to be regarded as suspect. In this

way both the negative and positive aspects of Heidegger's project are adhered to.

ii) The Problem of Understanding Heidegger Schematically
This brings up a related problem in Heideggerian interpretation. In presenting
a draft of this paper in seminar format it was pointed out that I was epistemologizing

Heidegger, and this is problematic because the way in which I describe the human on

5 cf. p. 19; Gelven and p. 32, H.12; Being and Time




Heidegger's view has Heidegger supposedly making some rather dogmatic claims
about human nature. My response to this criticism is as follows. I admit to schema-
tizing Heidegger, to formalizing his analysis. However, this simply represents a way
of dealing with a rather serious problem in Heidegger. When reading him it is rather
casier to appropriate his insights intuitively thau it is to explicate them concretely. I
agree wholeheartedly with James Clark that a central problem in Heidegger is that
his "fundamental ontology is concerned with a dimension of experience primarily
non-verbal and noncommunicative".*

Ontology, for Heidegger, is the study of Being guided by what entities themselves, as
phenomena, reveal as essential about themselves. But ontology is also phenomeno-
logy, for Heidegger, because insofar as the phenomena that are of particular interest
are those which tell us something essential about the entity to which they apply, both
sciences share the same "subject-matter”. Thus, "[p]henomenology and ontology are
not two distinct disciplines among others. [Rather they] characterize philosophy [i.c.,
the study of Being] itself with regard to its object and its way of treating that
object".” Fundamental ontology, for Heidegger, is uniquely concerned with the

Being of Dasein because of all entities it is Dasein, by virtue of the fact that the
question about Being is an issue for it, which reveals the most about what it means

to be.* Fundamental ontology, as the way into the question about Being, therefore

¢ ¢f. James Clark's Introduction to his own book, The Problem of Fundamental Ontology, Vol. 1,
Canada: Graphic 48 Printing House Ltd. (Toronto), 1971. See also p. 21; Gelven.

7 pp. 61-2, H.37-8; deing Time

¥ of. pp. 32-3, H.11-13; Being and Time




has to do with what Dasein’s experiences reveal about what it means for Dasein to
be.

Heidegger’s attempt to join ontology and phenomenology aligns with an
attempt to establish a universal perspective for philosophical inquiry. Philosophy
must be at once ontological, i.c., guided by the question about Being, and
phenomenological, i.c., attentive to the realm of concrete entities. The problem with
this is that the guiding question for philosophy is not only very non-concrete in
nature, it is not even an understocd question. What Clark is getting at here, then, is
that because Heidegger’s whole inquiry is guided by the question about what it
means to be, a question which we do not even understand let alone have an answer
for, it is centred on that aspect of phenomenological entities for which we appear to
have little in the way of substantive knowledge. Heidegger himself says, in Being
and Time, that though we ask about Being "[w]e do not know what *Being’ means".”
We appear to have just enough understanding but no more to ask the question. We
therefore have very little idea of how to formulate the question, of how to approach
what it asks, let alone begin to describe that towards which it leads.

The question about Being that guides fundamental ontology is, therefore, a
question about we know not what. It is a question about something 'more’ that
applies to the consciousness of that which asks it, but that sense of something more
is intuitively grasped only. This intuitive sense might be described in terms of a

*grass is greener on the other side’ mentality, as it were, or that Daseins are things

% p. 25, H.5; Being and Time




which thirst for knowledge, but this is small help in actually understanding what
makes Daseins tick or what Daseins are for.

Traditionally, we have never succeeded in articulating what the question about
Being demands without succumbing to ontologies based on the pernicious influence
of assumed rather than observed categories, or essential aspects, of Being. Part of
Heidegger’s break with this tradition is connected with an attempt to maintain that
any attempt to deal with the question about Being must be governed by attention to
phenomenological entities and what those entities as phenomena reveal about
themselves at an ontological level.

But linking phenomenology to ontology is small help here. Ontological
understanding is still largely a matter of inarticulable intuitions; there still remains an
inexorable tension between the realms of phenomenological and ontological being.
Heidegger's way of dealing with this tension causes him to be intuitively insightful
but extremely abstract when it comes to relating the world of real things and beings
to the question about Being.

My way of dealing with this tension in this paper, and so of explaining
Heidegger, revolves first around an attempt to appreciate his insights within the
context of an attempt to understand a formal difference between that which clearly
answers to the description of Dasein and that which does not answer to the descrip-
tion of Dasein. This is the project of Chapter Two following. Subsequent to this I
then attempt to show how this understanding of a difference between Dasein and

entities other than Dasein revolves around a kind of freedom that applies specifically

to Dasein. I admit that the tension is not really banished by my procedure here. The
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tension remains, however, not because there is something wrong with this way of
approaching Heidegger, but because this particular method of approach enables one
to see that Heidegger himself is r.ot completely successful in showing how the
human is unique because it understands itself in relation to Being. As a result, his
concept of freedom is, though insightful, also seriously problematic. On the one hand
Heidegger does manage to show us how freedom can be understood on the basis of a
relationship between Dasein and Being, such that freedom emerges as a condition of
reality which applies to Dasein. On the other hand, however, Heidegger is not
completely successful in showing us how freedom in its application to Dasein is
solely a function of Dasein’s relationship .0 Being. The reason for this, as I shall
show, is that Heidegger’s concept of freedom appears closed to practical aspects of
freedom which apply to Dasein more because of Dascin’s relationship to other
Dasein’s in the real world, than because of Dasein’s relationship to the ontological
realm of Being. Because my approach does reveal both insights and problems
concerning Heidegger's concept of freedom, it does successfully penetrate that
strange vacuity in Heidegger's thought which seems to arrive because he was not
completely successful in establishing a meaningful link between the phenomenal
reality of human being in a human world and the ontological realm of Being. In
short, I believe I have found a way to arrive, via a formalized, critical investigation
of his concept of freedom, at a suitably sympathetic and yet critical understanding of
Heidegger in general.

Some commentators deal with the problem of Heidegger’s extreme abstraction

by attempting to formalize Heidegger as if he were primarily a moralist. Such an




10

approach could but does not necessarily have to be considered problematic, for there
are aspects of Heidegger that do lend themselves to ethical analysis. To illustrate
how such an alternative approach may be engaged either appropriately or inap-
propriately I contrast, briefly, the following two commentators who do approach
Heidegger via the issue of ethics.

Douglas Kellner' attempts to extract an ethical analysis from Heidegger’s
“concept of authenticity in Sein und Zeit". In so doing, however, he establishes a
connection between personal autonomy--"which presupposes an ability to conceive
and choose between alternative possibilities and a capacity for creative choice"'--
and Heideggerian authenticity--"What is constituted in an authentic project is an
authentic self*."? As a result, Kellner concludes that Heidegger's concept of authen-
ticity represents a ethical ideal where the goal is to become a authentic
“self...characterized by resoluteness, autonomy, individuaiity, responsibility, loyalty
and committment”, as opposed to the self of “inauthentic everydayness" which is
characterized by "idle chatter, a constant search for diversion, and a spurious, non-
committal surmising about things to do and changes to make".!

This is probably a poor way to understand Heidegger, for he expressly states
in Being and Time that "our own Interpretation is purely ontological in its aims, and

19 “Authenticity and Heidegger's Challenge to Ethical Theory”, Douglas Kellner, pp. 159-173 in
Thinking About Being: Aspects of Heidegger's Thought, Robert W. Shechan and J. N. Mohanty, eds.,
Norman: University of Oklshoma Press, 1984.

" p. 165; Kellner

12 5. 165; Kellner

13 bp. 161-2; Kellner
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is far removed from any moralizing critique of everyduy Dasein".'* Everyday

Dasein does intimate a non-autonomous self captivated by common opinions and
projects, and Heidegger does align it with the concept of inauthenticity, the antonym
of authenticity. However, both authenticity and inauthenticity are ontologically
relevant phenomena. As such they are simply different ways in which the unique
Being of Dasein manifests itself, and to which Heidegger deliberately avoids ascri-
bing moral significance. Kellner’s interest in concretizing Heidegger’s challenge to
traditional ethical theory represents, therefore, not a clarification but a misunderstand-
ing of Heidegger.

One reason Kellner is led astray is because he misinterprets Heideggerian
terms like "resolution” and “choice” as primarily evaluative rather than descriptive in
nature." It is this which leads him to interpret authenticity as a moral requirement
to embrace the freedom of personal autonomy.

William J. Richardson'® more correctly, I believe, notices the primarily
descriptive connotation of authenticity. Authenticity, according to Richardson, does
have to do with "achievement of the self", but only insofar as authenticity is "libera-
tion in the sense of aletheia, the coming-to-pass of truth"."” This means no more

than that Dasein, because it is the being for whom the question about Being is an

 p. 211, H.167; Being and Time

15 This is true even though Keliner does notice that the evaluative understanding is “grounded ‘n
a descriptive ontology™. (cf. p. 162; Kellner)

16 ~Heidegger and the Quest of Freedom", William J. Richardson, pp. 161-82 in A Companion to

Martin Heidegger's "Being and Time", ed. by Joseph J. Kocklemans, U.S.A.: University Press of
America, 1986.

17 p. 171; Richardson
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issue, has the potential (if anything has that potential) for realizing or 'uncovering’
itself as it is. This is not a theory of morality per se but an underpinning for under-
standing what it means for Dasein to be. Richardson correctly notes, therefore, that
“at best...Heidegger himself is dealing here only with the ontological structures that
will be operative in any moral life and these only insofar as they are part of the
process of transcendence"'® (transcendence here meaning Dasein’s potentiality for
coming to know itself--or truth in general, where truth is aletheia).’®

There are other ways of interpreting Heidegger in addition to viewing him as
he stands in relation to ethics. Because a primary concern of his is language he can
be viewed as a linguistic philosopher, whose dominant interest is to make "concep-
tual recommendations about language" adequate to the service of preconceptionless
ontology.® Another way still is to view him as a cultural critic/historian. (Actually,
everyone seems to view him in this latter light; the various issues of ethics, language,
and general epistemology are invariably taken up within the context of Heidegger's

critical historical project.)

18 b. 171; Richardson

¥ Fred R. Dallmayr is another commentator whose approach to Heidegger on the question of
ethics is appropriate. Dallymayr notes that “...instead of simply perpetrating (or abolishing) traditional
value theories, Heidegger's work seeks to uncover the ontological conditions of possibility of
valuing...." For Dallmayr the ultimate ontological condition here is the freedom that accompanies
Dascin’s authenticity. On this point I agree with Dalimayr, although I do not agree with him that
Heideggerian authenticity is necessarily concomitant with "human solidarity”. (p. 228; Fred R,
Dallmayr, "Ontology and Freedom: Heidegger and Political Philosophy", Political Theory, Vol. 12,
No. 2, May 1984, pp. 204-234) (sec n. 132, pp. 145-147, Chapter Three of this paper for my
discussion on this latter point. Also, ref. Fred R. Dallmayr, "Heidegger on Intersubsectivity”, Political
Studies. 3, 1980, pp. 221-246)

% This is the approach waken by Richard Schmitt in Martin Heidegger on Being Human: An
Introduction to Sein und Zeit, U.S.A.: Random House Inc., 1969. See also p. 138, "Heidegger and the
Destruction of Ontoiogy", by Samuel Ijsseling, pp. 127-44, in Kocklemans.
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I have chosen to schematize Heidegger as an epistemologist of sorts, as
someone who because he is concerned with questions relating to our knowledge of
the human and of reality does have a theory?' about how that reality is constituted.
This should not be considered a problem necessarily. The above brief commentary on
two writers who approach Heidegger on the issue of ethics is intended to show that
any attempt to take him up on any one of the issues he addresses could be problem-
atic but does not necessarily have to be so. These are just various ways of dealing
with Heidegger’s excessively abstract style of presentation, which does impair
understanding. Caution only needs to be maintained such that Heidegger is not
reduced to being just another moralist, linguist, epistemologist, or historian of ideas.
Heidegger deliberately encompasses all of the above disciplines.” If one does not
forget this central point, when trying to interpret Heidegger on the basis of any one
particular discipline, it is unlikely that one will overlook the fact that Heidegger’s
unique project is to understand the underlying foundations of all individual dis-

ciplines via the question about the meaning of Being.

iii) The Problem of Heidegger’s *Kantian-Type’ Project
The last and possibly most contentious aspect of my interpretation of Heideg-

ger concerns the way I implicitly highlight what I call the 'Kantian-type’ nature of

his project.

21 Read theory here as 'a particular view'. In keeping with Heidegger's phenomenological
approach the word theory should not elicit consternation as long as it is understood that a theory is no
more than a best guess made on the basis of what phenomena rcveal about themselves.

2 see pp. 23-7; Gelven
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In the upcoming examination on Heidegger’s existential analytic of Dasein I
present the phenomenological concept, "Being-in-the-world", as a composite of
certain a priori conditions which, because they necessarily apply to the reality of that
entity which asks about Being (Dasein), define what it means for Dasein (the human)
to be in a (human) world. This is highly reminiscent of Kant’s transcendental
argument, in the Critique of Pure Reason, which explained human knowledge in a
similar vein. For Kant, the various fields of human knowledge--i.e., science and
mathematics--were self-evident phenomena which presuppose certain g priori
conditions or categories that explain how knowledge is possible.® It is on the basis
of this similarity that Heidegger can be viewed as carrying on the Kantian project.

Nevertheless, my assimilation of Heidegger within a Kantian framework
might justifiably be viewed with suspicion, and this for two reasons.

First, because Kant was driven by the quest for rational certainty, he never
relinquished his faith in "the absolute autonomy of reason".** In this respect Kant’s
thought is laden with preconceptions about what it means to be human which
Heidegger, with the question about Being, is trying to challenge. Second, the fact
that an important part of Kant’s project in the Critique concerns laying a new
foundation for a theory of morality™ indicates that Kant’s concerns ultimately

2 See Pp. 112-15, B104-9; Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, transl. by Norman Kemp
Smith, Hong Kong: MacMillan Education Ltd., 1989,

2 p. 5; Michael Gelven. See also pp. 43-5, B3-6; Critique, where Kant's absolute faith in the
criteria of wi.versality and necessity causes him to argue for the existence of "certain modes of @
priori knowle( ¢" which "the common understanding is never without".

% part of the "positive value" of the critical project is to show that although there are limits to
human knowledge "there is an absolutely necessary practical employment of pure reason--the moral--
in which it inevitably goes beyond the limits of sensibility". (po. 26-7, Bxxv; Critique, emphases from






