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Editor’s Introduction

‘}Thcsc lectures document an attempt on the part of the Czech
iphilosopher Jan Patodka to present phenomenology to his listen-
ters as a lving tradition-—that is, as a philosophical heritage that
carrics with it an imperative to be rethought, its course and
“program” redirected in light of possibilities that it has itself
.uncovered. As such they represent a double achieyement: on the
‘one hand, a profound appraisal of the work of Husscrl and
Hecidegger, not only in terms of an asscssment of texts and idcas,
‘but also of the guiding philosophical insights that animate their
writings, their respective paths of thinking. On the other hand,
‘the “philosophy of movement” devcloped in the final lectures in
‘this volume is Patocka at his most original, setting criticism and
‘appraisal aside and offering his listeners an inspired description of
the ontological structures of human life, of its dimensions of self-
relation and worldliness. Here Patoéka is showing us what he
‘believed had been herctofore neglected in phenomenology, but
‘which nevertheless remains an inherent potential for this type
‘of reflection: the possibility of articulating a way of undcrstand-
ing oursclves, “theoretical” to be sure, but which neverthe-
less acknowledges the fundamental significance of our situated-
ness as finite beings, the rhythms of existence that permeate us
-even as creatures who re-create themselves, who reflect and who
‘understand.

This double achievement at the same time poscs a double
challenge to the reader, as it must have to his listeners. The first
challenge is to understand the complicated interweaving of reflec-
tions inspired here by Husserl, there by Heidegger, and to recog-
nize that Pato¢ka is not a straightforward proponent of the
‘positions of either. The second challenge is to sce in what way
Patodka’s assessment and appropriation of Husserl and Heidegger

-



xii Editor’s Introduction

is in fact an argument for why his own original phenomenological
analyses, what he calls the “three movements” of human being, are
something philosophically compelling. For the two achievements—
the interpretation of Husserl and Heidegger, the philosophy of
movement—are of a picee: it has always been a mistake in phe-
nomenology to make a clean distinction between the “method”
and the “investigations,” as if in methodological considerations we
were not exercising our ability to see, and in seeing or reflecting we
were not at the same tme learning bow to sce or reflect. And in
fact it does not take long for the reader of these lectures to come
to the conclusion that the discussions of Husserl and Heidegger
found here are those of a mature thinker, one who is seeking to
appropriate a tradition in order to present his own insights, his
own philosophical reflection in the most compelling light; nor
does it take long to come to the conclusion that Patocka’s own
nsights owe cverything to a long, carceful consideration of these

‘two figures and the tradition to which they in turn belong. There

is no contradiction here, but rather an expression of something
basic to philosophy: onc always returns to a “tradition” when
attempting to understand the significance of an insight, grasp the
true extent of a new manner of description or the posing of a
question,

An understanding of the philosophical problem of the “body”
is the key to meeting this double challenge. In these lectures the
body is not merely one phenomenological problem among oth-
ers, but is a question that leads Patodka directly to the meaning of
phenomenology as philosophy—this is something that occurs
explicitly on the first page, and it accompanies the reflections
throughout. Thus for the purposes of a useful introduction to
Patoéka’s thinking in these lectures, I would like to take up the
following question: Why is this the case? In what sense is the
“body” of any interest to “philosophy” at all?

In a wholly preliminary fashion, we can answer this question
by proposing the following thesis. The theme of the body is
essential to a fundamental task of phenomenology, one definitive
of phenomenology as a “philosophy”: the task of articulating a
self-understanding of humans, one that reveals what humans most
truly “arc” and thus achieves a reflective grasp of human “being.”

Perhaps the fact that the meaningfulness of this self-
understanding has to do with a mode of being, that moede of being

.e
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that “wc are,” is most clearly expressed by Heidegger, This is so
because in Heidegger the guestion itself takes on a particular sig-
nificance, revealing something basic. In Being and Tine, Dascin
(that being which cach of us “is”) becomes the guiding theme of
an investigation that will uncover the “meaning of being,”
because Dascin is defined as that being which has itself as an issue,
which is concerned with itself—the mode in which Dasein “is,” is
as this sclf-concern, which is at the same time interpreted by
Heidegger as a self-understanding. This mode of self~understand-
ing is not, however, a simple theoretical grasp of what we are, nor
a natural drive we possess to care for our existence, but is rather a
self-understanding as a type of existence, a type of “entity?”
(Seiende). The “self-understanding” at issue in philosophy, then, is
more than just a grasp of ourselves as a being-concerned with our
being; it is more than having a thesis or definition of our being
“in mind.” It is itself an expression of this concern. We can perhaps
paraphrase the situation thus: this description of a being, that of
“Dasein,” is what we arrive at when we ask the question: what is it
that we most truly are? But in initiating this description in reflec-
tion we also arrive at the significance of this question, for we dis-
cover that it is the essential question of our existence, that the
attempt of self-understanding itsclf is what we most authentically
“are”—for it is as an “understanding” that we care for our being,
that we arce in relation to it and to the world as a whole.

Yet this is just as true with Husserl’s philosophy of conscious-
ness, insofar as it is a “philosophy.” For Husserl, phenomenology
is not merely a question of providing a ground for the sciences,
for justifying claims to knowledge—phenomenology is not merely
a response to an embarrassment with not being able to give a
“full” or “systematic” account of scientific discovery. In Husserl,
phenomenology as philosophy arises out of a radical will to self-
clarity, to grasping the ultimate ground for what it is that T am—
and what “I” am, the T who reflects on itself as a human being, is
an understanding of the world, of things. Of course this “under-
standing” that I am is interpreted very differently by Husser! than
it is by Heidegger, not only because of the different concepts they
cmploy (“Dasein” vs. “transcendental subjectivity”; “being-in” vs.
“intentionality”), but because they put forth two different con-
ceptions about what “understanding” of things is, what it means.

; Yer for both we are beings who “understand” ourselves and the
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world—more importantly, it is preciscly in this act of secking to
nnderstand that we discover something fundamental about
ourselves.

There is somcthing elsc that goes with this: for both
Husser} and Heidegger (and, for that matter, Patodka as well),
philosophy, as a questioning of and reflecting on our being, is
no “mere” questioning and reflecting, if by that we mean the
mere attempt to give an account of the phenomenon “human
being” or “sclf.” The initiation of the reflection, the “hold”
that it has on us, has more to do with a transformative possibil-
ity latent in our lifc as such. This life of ours, or this life that we
arc, is a concrete, cstablished understanding of self and the
world; as such it is always already an achicvement of existence,
something that has already been formed. Thus to question it—
whether to question its being or its legitimacy from the per-
spective of a will to radical clarity—is to ask that it be
re-formed, that it reestablish itself on a different level, becom-
ing something other than what it has “at first” taken itself to
be. Tn the thought of both Husserl and Feidegger the “truth”
of our life is being taken up again in reflection, not merely to
be “reflected” in language or thought but to become some-
thing clse, to reach a new level of self. Again, of course, what
this entailed for both philosophers was respectively very much
different, but they both fall into the tradition that saw in phi-
losophy an achievement of a special type, one that involved not
only an understanding of human being and its world but its
transformation, an cmergence of a new mode of life.

Paradoxically, it is with reference to these two aspects of the
selfunderstanding of classical phenomenology, both of which
Patotka took up and sought to develop, that the importance of
the problem of the body can be understood. How so? The
phenomenological theme of the “body” is that of the “situat-
edness” of our existence, of our being in the world as
enmeshed in a multiplicity of relations in and with this world.
The sense of paracdox arises when it is asscrted that philosophy,
the fundamental possibility of human life to reflect on itself, is
itself part of this “situatedness” of human being. Here one may
well ask: does not the idea of philosophy depend on another
sense of the “situation” of human life, one that is different in
kind from what we could classify—thus separate out as—our
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specifically corporeal situatedness? For one might suppose, quite
reasonably, that in turning to the theme of bodily situatedness (to
the structures of perception, to our bodily orientation in space,
cte.), we are thereby leaving behind the theme of the philosophi-
cal, that is, of the transformative potential of human life, of the
possibility of reestablishing in a reflective attitude our understand-
ing of the world, thus of ourselves, on a “different level.” For is
not philosophy something we do principally as thinking beings, as
mind or spirit, and most definitively not as bodies, as corporeal
subjects?

Indeed, to set for myself the task of describing—phenomeno-
logically, to be sure—my being as a body, this immediately brings
to mind my everyday relations to things, to “myself” insofar as I
am caught up in a net of physical rclations to my environing
world. The “world” here means the whole as physical plenum of
things and structures in which my body, itself something physical,
is submerged, determined by a causal and affective nexus that is
more or less open to my own machinations, my own physical initia-
tions. Does not such a perspective in fact raise the specter of the
tmpossibility of philosophy as we began to define it above? Doces it
not rather suggest the possibility that in the end T am “actually”
determined not by my being as an understanding, but by my
unfree being as a part of nature? Is not my physicality the dark
side of my spiritual self, “dark™ in the sense that it is precisely what
cannot be changed, that it is immune and immutable in the face of
any “radical decision” I may make to reflect, to think through to
the very ground of my being?
©In the opening sentence of his lectures Patoka goes right to
the point at issuc, asking the fundamental question: “what body?”
He then proceeds to discern in the history of philosophy the
beginnings of a concept of the body that, rather than standing for
all of that which lics between us and self-knowledge, denying us
an immediate intuition of what is “true” (as it does in Plato’s
.i’/mvdr){ for example), instead holds the key to understanding the

self” for whom the possibility of philosophy is not only present
but its basic task. Tn doing this Patotka makes an important contri-
bution to the history of the concept of the body—not so much by
providing a detailed account of this history, but by giving a con-
Ceptual framework in which to interpret this history, bringing out
what is philosophically decisive.
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More specifically, Patocka’s procedure is to outline a pre-
history of what in phenomenology will becone a key distinc-
tion: the contrast between the body as (1) an object, a thing in
relation to other things, whether this relation is something
unique or simply another example of the type of relation that
holds sway between things in general, and (2) a conception of
the body as what Patocka calls a “personal situation,” or better:
a personal situatedness among things. Patotka’s claim is that the
former conception blocks the path to answering the question:
what is it that [ most truly am? It insists that this truth is no dif-
ferent from any other truth, that it requires no procedure that
would be specific to the task of articulating human being. The
alternative conception of the body, on the other hand, recog-
nizes that we must approach the question of ourselves in a way
fundamentally different from the manner in which we would
tend to approach questions of the being of things; it thus opens
the way to asking about the essence of our being not in terms of
the characteristics of this or that “thing,” but rather in accor-
dance with the structurces of the situation that we are, the being
of the life that we are.

The history of the concept of the body is a history of the par-
tial discovery of this personal situatedness, a glimpse here and
there of its problematic; it is also a history of its being pushed fur-
ther into the background, of the development of philosophical
attitudes and points of view that in principle exclude the legitima-
cy of its thematic. Tt is a history that is not without its ambiguities
and intriguing inner tensions. In Greek philosophy, for example,
the personal, lived body is not explicit, but neither is it something
that is wholly absent. Aristotle, in giving an account of the body
in accordance with the principle of psyche, its essence, touches on
the being of the personal, insofar as he has in view the situated-
ness of bodily existence. Psyche is not a mute, one-shot bestowal
of form and structure, but is a dynamism, an ongoing develop-
ment of a life; it is precisely the principle of a living, “animate”
creature. The animate chacacter of a body, even its physical orga-
nization (the body as organikon, a thing-organized-for-lifc), can
be accounted for only with reference to a progressive develop-
ment of a situation of commerce with other things, a situation
that is always defined in advance with reference to the tasks of
growth, the onset of need, the immediacics of desires and the
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mediate character of their satisfactions. It is this growing, needing,
thus moving creature continually forming and re-forming its con-
nection with things around it, thereby bringing the environment
around it “into” (its) life, that Aristotle means when he examines
the being of an “animate organism,” the cssence of which is
psychi.

Yet, as Patoka points out, in Aristotle the body is not thema-
tized as a personal structure per se, for here there is no formula-
tion of the concept of the “I,” or what we could call a Greek
equivalent to the concept of I-hood. Greek philosophy remains, as
Patocka puts it, a philosophy in the “third person”—i.c., it is not
an impersonal philosophy, one that would only recognize the body
as an cxample of a complex organization of matter, and which
would be blind to the reality of the body as an organization “for”
or “for the sake of” life, for the actualization of a being in the
mode of life. “Life” for a wholly impersonal philosophy could
never refer to a mode of being that would be different in kind, a
mode of existence that carries with it possibilities of a different
order than any “thing.” Still, cven in Greek thought “life” is the-
matized within what we could call an “objectivistic” point of view,
one which also overlooks the personal character of the situated-
ness of life, insofar as it puts a distance between itself and that
which is being studiced. Tn fact, it takes advantage of a possibility
of sclf-distance basic to the personal ficld itself: T can always trans-
pose my scnse of self into a “third-person™ description; I can
develop an entire discourse about myself and my surrounding
world in the third person, “as if” there was nothing but this third-
person view of things, or “as if” things scen from out of this dis-
tance appear as what they “truly are.”

Contrary to this, Patodka insists on the idea that the dynamic
that T am cannot be fully grasped from a distance, as a movement
we can observe from the outside, but must rather be grasped from
within, as a situation that is always “mine.” Greek thought over-
looks the significance of this “mincness” even as it formulates a
profound conception of lifc as a pursuit and development of possi-
bilities inherent to it; even when it is clearly aware of the “person”
as a being who develops within a community, and of philosophy
as a possibility posed by psyehé to this life, psyche in the form of
thinking. Tt is only in Descartes that personhood as such becomes,
for the first time, the explicit fasis for philosophical reflection;
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here the T is more than the hidden truth of philosophy, or some-
thing that it takes for granted. Here the I cncounters itself in a
more “findamental” way—it does not simply become a theme for
thinking, but rather philosophical reflection itself is revealed to be
an expression of the mode of being that the I is. In Cartesian
doubt the I discovers itself as having a special status in contrast to
other things; but more than that, the “idea” that it has of itself,
which is grounded in its unique grasp of the truth of its existence,
becomes the basis of all further reflection on the being of that
which lics beyond itsclf.

Yet, ironically enough, Patocka tells us, the Cartesian program
does not lead to a more profound grasp of that situatedness that
we are, for the manner in which Descartes conceives of the T
established by reflection as indubitable being actually precludes
fruitful consideration of the being of this I as situation. The I here
is no longer life, no longer the soul of the ancients, but is a pure
thinking conceived as substance. Pure thinking—that means an I
defined as that which is set over and against the world, as some-
thing radically different in the sense of that which is separate from
the world, alien in it. Flere, where the uniqueness of the I is first
made explicit, where the ipseity inherent to personhood is
revealed as the basis of philosophical reflection, is also that point
in the history of philosophy where the body becomes truly imper-
sonal, for it is subscquently identified with the being of the world
as res extensa, as that which is ontologically sepatate from the I, a
different “substance.” This depersonalization reaches its most
thorough expression in thinkers such as Locke, Hume, and espe-
cially Condillac, for whom cven thinking itself is cmptied of per-
sonhood on the way towards a thoroughgoing objectivism of
both spirit and body. :

It is in this context that thinkers such as Maine de Biran
become interesting in this history of the body. Biran conceives of
our corporeity as the locus of effort, of an encounter with things
that is neither merely mechanical or representational, but which
can be described instead in terms of concepts of force, energy,
power, resistance. Biran’s descriptions of corporeity arc important
not only becausce they recapture the sense of the body as a situat-
fjf:l'l‘-!‘;s F’flif‘c fi‘om objectivistic trends in science and philosophy.
oot féli:ililtsiz interesting ﬁ:om the point of view of the possibility

Atng an alternative conception of the I that would be
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“sensitive to the need not only to recapture a dynamic sense of
C“life,” but to understand life as “my” life, not only accidentally
- but essentially. Biran is a step in this direction: here the T is neither

a thinking substance, nor purc thought or apperception—it is not
only an I that “is,” or that conceives, but as the center of an cffort

it is something that has to do with the unfolding of a sphere of

activity. This idea will come up again in Bergson, but most
notably in Husserl in his concept of the 1 as an “T can”—and here,
in sctting these thinkers side by side, we begin to see the outlines

" of a distinct tradition of thinking about the relation of the I and

cxperience, one that stresses the neccessity of conceiving of the
activity of lifc as something based on a mode of self~having. This
“self-having,” seen from the perspective of the situatedness of
human life, cannot be that of Cartesian reflection. It is more akin
to the sort of self-having that had been present in Aristotle’s
description of psychE, even if it was never thematized as such, the
entire analysis taking place from a vantage point of the third per-
son, at a distance from which the “act” of life can be observed
without explicitly noting the “having™ basic to it.

But what is this “sclf-having”? The “I can” of Husserl—the
best text in this context is without a doubt the Ideen II'—is a
mode of holding sway in a situation, but in such a way that the
dynamic of this holding sway is not an epiphenomenon but the
very opening up of the horizon of the situation as such. That a
horizon nceds to be opened, that it is something that must be
acted on, is why we need to speak of this holding sway as having
to do with the I the dynamism of this opening up cahnot be a
mere principle m acty, as it were. This is what it means when

- Husserl—and Patoéka—stress the fact that the situation of life is

an oriented situntion. Lifc itself is a multiplicity of activities, of a
series of appropriations “in order to”; but this is no mere aggre-
gate of functions, rather it is always something that arises from
out of a center that defines the whole. Thus “self-having” here is
not merely a fact of sclf-consciousness, or sclf-posscssion as a
derivative phenomenon, but is something originary: it is the ever-
present starting point of an activity that must arise from some-

————

. L. Edmund Husserl, fdeas Pertaining to o Phenomenolygy and to o Phenomenolugical
111{10:0[-11134. Second Bool: Studies in the Phenomenvlogy of Constitntion, trans. Richard
Ojcewicz and André Schuwer (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1989).
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where, must be initiated by someone. That is only possible given
an I

Again, this T is no longer the subject of the Cartesian ggo cagi-
to, though it is true that in Descartes we have already the insight
that a thesis is something that needs to be held by someone, that
a question must be posed by a questioner, or that an idca is some-
thing that occurs within a sphere of the ego as “its own.” Even in
Descartes, as in Husscrl, the theme of consciousness is a theme of
“ownness,” though the concepts that Descartes used to interpret
this “sphere of ownness” are essentially different from those of
Frusserl (ideae and arguments about the nature of representation
on the one hand; the concepts of phenomenon and lived cxperi-
ence on the other). In Husserl’s analyses, for example in the
Curtesian Meditations? “ownness” is from the first conceived as a
horizon within which the determination of things and our under-
standing of things takes place; the being of the I'is a horizon for
the presentation, for the appearing-showing of things. Thus when
we say that the situatedness of life must be understood from out
of a scif-having, thus from the I, what this sclf-having represents is
this horizonal character that marks the appearance of things, thus
of the concerns of life. To be an T is to be the sense in which lifc is
sct against the horizon of its own becoming, its own develop-
ment; it is as an I that the present is interspersed with these hori-
zons, and that the life “in” this present is oriented towards its
own inner possibilities. That a life is led by someonc is an expres-
sion of the fact that these possibilities are, as possibilitics, an active
constituent in the overall character of life as it is “now.” This
“horizon of possibilities,” though “objective,” is not something
mute, brought out only by our chance encounters with other
beings or the world as a whole; we do not discover that they were
“there” only when they are “by chance” realized. Rather, as an 1,
[ am a being that actively lives in my possibilitics; not only am I
on the lookout for them but, as an [, I already am speaking for
them, announcing their presence in my life. This is the sense in
which all of my activities are defined preciscly in terms of the
horizon of “my” potential—Ilife is always “on the way to,” and is
in this sensc “cgological,” or, better, “personal.”

2, Edmund Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, trans. Dorion Cairns (The Hague:

Nijhoff, 1960); see especially the Fifth Mediration.
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Husserl’s analyscs of lived corporeity, most notably those which
are found in the Ideen 17, are a major contribution towards a phe-
nomenological grasp of the “personal” character of lived experi-
ence, of its “situatedness” in an oriented space founded on the “I
can.” Yet Husser] ultimately interprets this horizonal character of
experience in a manner that, Patocka argues, is in the end unsatis-
fying. The reason for this lies in the fact that, for Husserl, the
rouchstone to understanding the nature of this horizon is objectivity.
The argument herce is not, to be sure, along the same lines of the
above-mentioned attempts to take pure objectivity as the ground
and origin of all meaning, all senses of being. Rather, Husserl’s
conception is that the horizon of subjective life is the horizon of
the determination of objectivity, of the opening up of the world as
an objective “reality”; thus even though the dynamism of this life
is not identified with objective structures and movements, it is still
oriented towards such structures and movements. The conviction
expressed here is very similar to that of Kant: the “truth of
things,” that towards which our thinking or experiencing tends, is
the world as a determinate, empirical totality of objects, of that
which can ultimately be fully understood as a correlate of a judg-
ing, a thesis. Experience, for both Kant and Husserl, is in the end
understood to be a type of thinking, and the “world” is a world
for thought, for a conceiving of things in terms of their essence—
and that means things presented by way of their objective deter-
minations.

To be sure, Flusserl is no “realist” in the sense of someone who
would claim that what the world truly “is” is only a sum of physical
things, or cven that human being can be summed up as a complex
physical system the being of which is no different than any other
physical system described by modern mathematical science. Yet it is
the case that in Husser! the self-realization of subjectivity—this idca
of a life in horizons—takes place as a process of objectification, of
fixing the identity of things for the sake of the project of under-
standing things; the claim here is that the “understanding” that we
are is an objective or objectifying understanding.

We could, and this is by no mecans contrary to Pato&ka’s own
position, point out that this is by no means a simple weakness on
‘t‘he l‘)art_of_H usserl, but that in another respect it is a strength. For

objectification” in Husserl is set within a context of its self-
development, its unfolding; objectivity here is not the “last term?”
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of our understanding of what knowledge is, but is rather an
expression of something more originary, an act in which some-
thing other than mere “objects” realizes itself as something
“real,” something “actual.” Because of all this Husserl’s phenom-
enology poses in a more fundamental manner the question of the
meaniig of objective thinking, the meaningfulness of understand-
ing, of science and knowledge—not as one activity among others
but as something that defines us, that is basic to what we mean
when we speak of existence that is specifically “human.”

Nevertheless, Patocka rejects, or is at least suspicious of, the
idea that the horizon of our life, the world that is opened up by
the I that orients life towards its possibilitics, is a process of
understanding in the sense of objectification—he denies the asser-
tion that thoughtful contemplation, and the world that is the cor-
relate of this contemplation, is an expression of what we most
“truly” are. Our situatedness, Patocka argues, can be fully under-
stood for what it is only if we begin our reflections with the struc-
tures of our existence, as existence—not forsaking the I, but
rather turning our attention to what is implicit in the being of the
1, of its existence as a horizon.

To this end Patocka considers Heidegger’s approach: in
Heidegger, reflection begins with the mode in which personal
being not only “is” or “cxists,” but the mode in which this per-
sonal being is “here.” This “here” is implicit in the [, and we have
alrcady touched on it above when speaking of the T as a center of
e¢ffort—tor an effort is always bound to a “here,” it is “against
this” that I push, and in pushing everything is concentrated on
this basic “being up against” a resistance. This manner of posing
the question of the I—of the I not only as a mode of being, but
as a presence of a certain type, a presence that is always “here”—
sharpens the question of “what we most truly are,” for it asks not
for a definition but a description (an “analytic™) of the way in
which we are projected into things, the manner in which we come
into our own, actualizing our being,.

It is important to note that in following Heidegger’s reflec-
tion, Patoka has not in fact left behind the T, nor for that matter
has he left behind objectification. In Heidegger, too, the horizon
of our life is the “objectification” of things, insofar as what things
are in their being is realized in reference to our existence, to the
opening up of a world that occurs as a totality of references to our
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presence. This “objectification” is even grounded in an under-
standing—for “Dasein,” our “presence,” is a type of understand-
1g. But neither this “objectification” nor this “understanding” is
theoretical,” that is, it is not something which takes place in
rterms of an-explicit, thematic articulation of the world around
us—even if it is a matter of understanding, it is not necessarily a
matter of thinking, of holding a thesis about this or that entity in
the world.
Thus in Heidegger’s Being and Time, the “world?” is analyzed
not as a horizon within which a totality of objects is actualized in
accordance with a totality of theses that is subjectivity; rather,
there is an attempt here to think anew the relation between “per-
sonal being,” the presence that is always entailed in this mode of
being, and the “world” that is revealed with reference to it. What
specifically attracts Patocka to Heidegger’s project on this score is
the primacy given to practice, to the idea that it is within the prac-
.sical horizon of our life that the fundamental structures of personal
i’being are most evident. The point is not, however, that the world
s there mercly as a store of tools for my own purposes; the idea is
ther that our very being resembles the existence of a purpose,
i.c., that the course of its actualization is analogous to the way a
purpose assimilates things “to be used for . . .» Thus it is not that
ve merely “have” purposes and ends, which we then use to orga-
lize a context around us; in a sense we are these purposes and
ends, we are that practical activity which is referred to whenever a
hing “has its place,” is “used for . . .” The activitics of our life are
t just projects that we take up, but in an important sense these
¢ projects we become—which means that being concerned with
rojects, living a life as a realization of what is possible in life, is
imultaneously to be concerned with our being. And here again is
prthe theme of a “self-having,” of the I, but one that brings phe-
\nomenological description closer to the “concreteness” of life.
Tl.lcrc is something else that goes with this “primacy of the
f‘practical.” In Heidegger, this self-having, this being-concerned
i ‘Wlth.OLll‘ being as a projection, has nothing to do with a “sclP?
- _that is prior and independent to the act of reaching it, of realizing
16 the “self” is no idea that I then realize “in the world,” as if the
p ;:“Vorld were a ready fund of material, a supply-house of being. The
g/ self” here s not a pure spiritual existence, but is fundamentally
:bound up with a “world” to be what it is: in our concern with our
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being we are—and must be—an openness to things, open to their
becoming involved with our self-concern, with the “project” that
we are. “World” and this openness on our part are two clements
of the same movement—our openness to things does not merely
take note of things thar we happen upon in an objective world
about us; it is not as if we first have things, then somchow make
“use” of them, these uses and purposes being something wholly
“subjective.” For our “sclf-having” to be an actuality, for an indi-
viduation to occur in which life initiates that multiplicity of activi-
tics “for the sake of” this or that Dascin, our life must have
alrcady come into being as a horizon of praxis, it must already be
a “being-in-the world,” a fiving ont of what we are. It is beeause
we are originally this acting out of possibilitics that our presence is
this openness to the horizon of the world; and it is because of this
“worldhood” of Dasein that things are for us “pragmata,” “some-
things-for,” “usables” (Zenge).

There is much that Patocka appropriates from Heidegger, in
particular the analyses that one finds in Being and Tinte. Patocka,
too, emphasizes the finitude that characterizes the presence of
personal being, of the mode in which personal being “is”—and
not only in that our life is “finite,” but that finitude is an issiee for
personal being. Patocka also adopts the FHeideggerean conception
of the temporal structure of Dasein as a futural projection from an
“alrcady there,” a “from which”; further, the “world” as that “in
which” (Worin) the concern with things unfolds as a system of
references, of “places” defined in terms of the pragmatic, the “for
the sake of” such and such. Yet Heidegger’s phenomenology in
the end proves to be inadequate to the problem of the body—not
that the analyses in Being and Time are inimical to it, but that
they fail to stress what is implicit in personal being as something
corporeal, something “physical.”

To be sure, Heidegger’s pragmatic analysis of personal being
had introduced a deeper meaning of the “concreteness” of life,
one more genuine than the idea of the concrete as that which is
objectively determinate. Yet the corpereity of personal being sug-
gests an even more radical situatedness in things, a submersion
into that which is not so much a reference to the possibifities of
Dasein as its boundary, something out of which its being is indi-
viduated and into which it is dissipated. In this way the body, the
corporeal character of any “becoming” that life is, highlights the
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limits of the concept of Dascin in helping us to grasp fully the
nature of the relation between personal being and world.

In pushing beyond Heidegger, Patocka follows the path of
Merleau-Ponty, Levinas, and others in trying to grasp the sense of
our corporeity, something we always carry with us in our experi-
encing, as indicative of a proximity we have to things, a necarness
to the bodily, however much it is the casc that our lives are the
unfolding of possibility, an openness to the future of what “is” not
yet. We are that part of the world that sees and “experiences,”
which always implies a distance or nonproximity to what it is we
see, but nevertheless we are at the same time something “world-
ly”—not only in Hcidegger’s sense, but in the sense of creatures
who are as much “of” the world as an “openness t0” the world.
The idea here is to radicalize the reflection on Dasein, to turn this
reflecting towards the task of finally arriving at “my actual pres-
ence to mysclf” (Merleau-Ponty).3

But what is this “actual presence”? It can only be the presence
of that which Tam: an identity of sclf, a history I carry with mysclf
and a futurc towards which I project myself, a thinking and an
understanding—all the modes of human transcendence—Dbut in
the sense of something that is “happening” here and now as T sit
and pondcr and think. All of these transcendences are postures of a
situation, which is “me,” but there is also an incscapable sense in
which they arc postures of my body, that cverything that T am is
somehow bound up with this corporeal being-here. It is as if all the
activities that I am, all of my taking things up and making them a
part of my “projection” as a being of possibilitics, has also taken up
a part of the world, a part of “being” into itself—~but in a fashion
fundamentally different from the way that a being (Seiende) is
assimilated into a context of activity as a pragma (Zeny). “Being”—
my own, that of things—is present differently in my corporeity; the
body is more than what the practical-existential interpretation of
the situatedness of personal being brings to light. Quite literally,
situatedness as corporeal points to a “feel” that is something more
than situatedness as a “context of activity”; there is an irremovable

3. Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenolygy of Perception, trans. Colin Smith (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul), p. xv. Sce also Emmanuel Levinas, Totality and Infinity, trans.
Alphonso Lingus (Pirtsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1969), especially section 2:
“Interiority and Economy.”
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proximity to things being expressed by corporcal being that needs
to be acknowledged, an affectivity that is as “primordial” as the
practical character of the personal field.

One could note here Husserl’s solution to concceiving the
nature of this proximity that we have to things, something
Patolka does not explore here, though he was well aware that
Husser]l was anything but oblivious to these questions.* For
Husserl, too, it is as a body that T become aware of my “actual
presence to myself,” it is the mode in which I am “here.” But
more important than that, it is the mode in which I am “real,”
and to be real, as we said above, is according to Husserl to be the
“pole” of a process of objectification, to play the function of a
correlate of a subjectivity that realizes itsclf as a grasping of things
as determinate “objectivity.” Everything that I experience, T expe-
rience “as” something; my experience itself is a manifestation of a
conceiving activity. Thus when I grasp something “in” experience
1 am always preparing the ground for the possibility of contem-
plating it as an object.

That subjectivity comes to grasp itself as something rcal, that
“transcendental experience” is at the same time preparing the
ground for the conception of an cmpirical ego, is of twofold
significance. First, this assertion of Husserl’s contains the affirma-
tion, crucial to transcendental phenomenology in general, that the
being of the world and the being of subjectivity are radically differ-
ent—that the former is a being nulln “re® indigit ad existendum,
while the latter is on the contrary a horizon of dependent being, of
being dependent on the experiential articulation of a “nature” pre-
cisely “to be” what it is. However—and this is the second signifi-
cant point—this “difference” of subject and world is precisely why
the particular type of “veality” that is the empirical subject must be
understood in terms of a fundamental, originary achievement. The
achicvement lies in the fact that, in the existence of the cmpirical
“I” (preciscly as corporeal), this divide between subject and world,
this difference, has always already been overcome, shunted aside.
My corporeal existence is itself the demonstration that 7 need not
be the case that this difference be explicitly drawn, that it become

4. Sce in particular Jan Patoéka, An Introduction to HusserPs Phenmmenolngy, trans,
Erazim Kobdk, cd. James Dodd (La Salle, IHl.: Open Court Publishing, 1996), chapter S,
“Incarnate Being,”
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operative in life as its defining characteristic. On the conwary: not
drawing the radical difference between subjectivity and world is
the condition for the development of empirical, “worldly” life, for
it is the condition for that “naiveté” basic to the natural attitude.
Thus it is this “achicvement?” that is fundamentally what “we” are,
and it is the basis from which we need to understand the onset
of human life as a unity of the sclf qua cmpirical and transcenden-
tal, To be sure, in contemplation we indeed draw out this differ-
ence, for it is part and parcel of the task of self-knowledge posed
by philosophy, and is something which occurs from out of an act
of freedom; but in our “life,” in our presence to ourselves as some-
thing “real,” something empirical, we arc an “understanding” or a
“thinking” that has always alrcady taken another course.

By contrast, for Patocka this path of reflection would be mis-
leading. Patoka does not interpret our proximity to things.as the
result of an achicvement of passing over a divide between subject
and world, but rather seeks to formulate the problem thus: how is
it that personal being is something that arises out of, but which
also bears within itsclf, its worldliness? The question herc is not
only one of being “at home” in the world, of bringing oursclves
near to things by way of the familiarity achieved by our under-
standing of things and projects. The goal here is rather to grasp a
more originary sense in which we are creatures “of” the world, to
capture in our descriptions that sense in which our life still bears
the trace within it of that out of which we have been individuat-
ed—and thus, as Patogka says, to win for oursclves a “more radi-
cal” concept of the world, of the “wherein” ( Worin) of Dascin,
than that of Heidegger.

The insight here is that, as creatures who live in possibilitics,
we are the realization of a mode of “being” as something that is
not indifferent to itself (Heidegger); in this sense we are the
exception to all that which is precisely indifferent, to the vastncess
of indifference that surrounds us. Paro&ka’s question is: does not
this difference somehow mark us, that difference which is not one
between world and subject, but between being as life, being that
is concerned with itseif, and being that is indifference, that is in
no way “sclf? Is not the concretencss of our life—life as
dynamism, as unfolding—in truth a “manifestation” of both, in
the sense that our individuation is always against precisely the
background of this indifference of being?
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Here Patocka’s path of thinking is comparable not so much to
Husserl or even Heidegger (even the Heidegger after the so-called
“Kehre”), but to the project that one finds in German idealism of
tracing the emergence of subjectivity out of its own prior, uncon-
scious being. Hegel’s Philosophbie des Geistes is mentioned in these
lectures, and perhaps should be kept in mind as a fruitful source
for comparisons. In particular the section that Hegel titles
“Anthropology,” in which he traces the development of emerging
consciousness as it passes through stages of what we could call a
“natural subjectivity”—that is, a subjectivity that has no awarencss
of itself, but.is rather a pure sensitivity to things, and which is in
fact the mode in which “nature” itself begins to feel its own being,.
One even finds here a description of the animate body as the medi-
um through which spirit passes in order to transcend this sensuous
immediacy of nature to the level of self-consciousness, to the sub-
ject fashioning itself as a knowing subject rather than a feeling sub-
jectivity of (unconscious) nature. This body, in the end, becomes
refashioned as the mere “sign” of the freedom of subjectivity, but
its “presence” is always a mark of the unconscious nonself from
which subjectivity has been individuated.

Patocka’s own strategy is to combine the idca of personal
being as a being in possibilitics, grounded in a basic, originary
concern for its own being, with Aristotle’s concept of movement
as an actualization of potentiality. Here the ancient solution of
Aristotle to the problem of nonbeing, the argument for possibility
(dynamis) as the presence of what “is” not (yet), is combined in
an intriguing fashion with the Heideggerean problematic of the
individuation of Dascin, of the projection of its possibilities before
it but at the same time its being “taken up” by things, its radical
dependence on them to be what it is. Dasein is this “situation”
that opens up with the projection of its possibilitics; but in what
sense is this being “corporeal”? Patocka argues that it is corporeal,
something real, physical, in a manner analogous to the real physi-
cality for Aristotle of a movement: it is the physical presence of a
process, of something “possible” in the mode of its being “on its
way.” In adopting this Aristotclian motif of movement, Patocka
believes he can capture in his descriptions a tangibility of personal
being that is lost in Heidegger, that necessary corporeal quality of
this “on the way to” that defines life in possibilitics.
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Thus to follow Patocka here (or Aristotle and Heidegger, for
that matter) is no longer to talk about possibilitics in the abstract,
reflecting on what something “could be,” but is rathcr to demand
that a sense of the physical enter into our description of this
process-character of the being that we are. Is Patocka successful in
doing this? Does the phenomenology of the body as it is lived
provide us with a conception of corporeity that enables us to
claim that I can still talk about situatedness in terms of bodily
movement, a physical process of my developing life?

Of course, “physical process” here is not that of modern, or
even Aristotelian physics; “physicality” is being employed in a
metaphorical sense. The idea is to recapture a sense of “natural
being” that is always a part of us even if we accept the idea of free-
dom as basic to human existence; it is not meant as a claim that
situatedness of life is in the end a physical process. Thus instead of
speaking of the body as the locus of biological processes, of “life”
in the “biological” sense, we have in these lecturcs a description of
the “rootedness” of human life, of the onsct of individuation
within a physical space prepared by others for its individuation.
This is a realm that is both physical in the literal sense—life begins
in someone’s arms—and physical in the sense of a realm of affec-
tivity, of a sensuousness, of a “rhythm” of individuation that has
the “corporeal” characteristics of warmth, protection, safety, shel-
ter. This is not a factual description of “real world” structures,
coordinates within which subjective life unfolds, but is evocative
of the feel that our life has for us, that this “rootedness” has an
affective quality not captured in the more “cercbral” observation
that our life always emerges “out of” something prior to it, that
our future is always grounded in the past.

The second movement of human life that Patocka outlines is
tied to the active formation of the environment, of a ficld in
which pursuits due to need determine the rhythm of existence—
and this too is physical in the literal sense, in that the world of
things is something that I actually come “up against” in the effort
of changing, manipulating, altering, destroying. Yet here as well
Patodka strives to evoke the affective characteristics of this dimen-
sion of life, for his description does not operate with the relatively
abstract concept of “pragmata” but with something that appeals
to sensibility, to an aesthetics of life—nhis descriptions here appeal




XXX Editor’s Introdaction

to our sensc of the transformation of life and world not in terms
of an abstractly conceived “actualization,” but as “labor,” some-
thing we have a primordial feel for as that which is “burden-
some.” To be sure, Patocka is still attempting to show us
something about personal being, about the self-having that is
esscntial to opening up the world as the world of a life of pro-
jects—yet here the idea is to evoke the physical presence of this
life, the affective rhythms of its self-realization.

Thm are a number of additional texts in which Patocka elabo-
rates the philosophy of movement, and which are very useful to
the reader in assessing its merits. This is particularly the case with
respect to the “third” movement of human life, that of “truth,”
the most direct expression of which is historical life. Herc is where
this path of thinking that we have been outlining comes full circle,
returning to the theme of philosophy as the self-transformation of
life, the emergence of a new sense of “seif” from what had been
“before.” This emergence, too, is a “movement” of human life,
and not a purc spiritual act of transcendence—that is, the relation
to “truth,” to truth as the manifestation of all that is, is not pri-
marily a task of thinking but of lying. This movement of life,
Patolka argues, becomes something “manifest” in the form of
, NOt just in our “having” a history, a
habit of telling ourselves the story of our past, but of “living his-
torically,” living in the light of the truth revealed by history.

This connection of history and truth from the perspective of
the philosophy of movement is treated more fully in Patocka’s
Hevetical Essays in the Philosophy of History, in particular the second
essay, “The Beginning of History.”® In addition, a key text on the
idea of movement and its appropriation in the development of the
idea of the “natural world” is the essay “Natural World and
Phenomenology,” especially the final section—this text has been
translated by Erazim Kohdk and appears in his Jan Patocka:
Philosophy and Selected Writings.% This volume also contains a
number of other essays by Patocka on Husserl and Heidegger, as
well as Erazim Koh4k’s philosophical biography of Patolka, all of

5. Jan Patotka, Heretical Essnys in the Philosaply of Flistory, trans. Erazim Kohdk, ed.
James Dodd {La Salte, 1lL.: Open Court Publishing, 1996), '

6. Jan Patolka, Philosophy and Selected Writings, trans. Erazim Kobdk (Chicago:
Chicago University Press, 1989).
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which serve as a uscful supplement to Body, Community,
Langunage, World. Also of importance for understanding the
philosophy of movement are threc texts that have been translated
into German, and which appear in the Ausgewdhite Schriften cdited
by Klaus Nellen at the Institute for Hluman Sciences in Vienna:
“Der Raum und scine Problematik,” “Zur Vorgeschichte der

B Wissenschaft der Bewegung: Welt, Erde, Himmel und die
B Bewegung des menschlichen Lebens,” md “\Vﬂs ist Existenz?”7

T would submit that the phllosophy of movement presented in

these texts is Patocka’s most original and valuable contribution to

phenomenological philosophy. Yet T would hesitate to say that this
contribution is free of ambiguity, that it represents a clear step
beyond what is best in Husser] and Heidegger. There is too much
of a sense that the conceptual ground has not been prepared
enough, that the force of these descriptions of human life rely too
much on the commitment of the readers (and, oug,lmlly the lis-

8 tencrs) to engage faithfully in the effort of “seeing” what it is that
8 Patocka is endeavoring to put into words. To be sure, philosophy

is also such a commitment, it always involves an act of faith in one

B another to follow an insight no matter how difficult, to be dedi-
B cated to the task of understanding what the other is trying to say.
| But there is also the hope that, on the far side of all of our strug-
j slcs with ambiguity, we shall be able to speak what it is we see,
speak with clarity and rigor—and here this hope remains just that.

Yet I would also hesitate to call this philosophy of movement

y‘“incomp]ctc”—fbr are not all phenomenological projects incom-
| plete? Indeed, what would it mean for a phenomenological analy-
[sis to be “complete?” Would it mean that there is nothing more to
d: add, that the analysis does not take us anywhere further, that it
B has reached its limits of demonstration, or of what it was trying to
§ show? But is it not the case that what makes phenomenology so
f'"lscunl:mg still, some snty-fvc years after the death of its founder,

¥ is precisely the fact that it is the opposite of such “completeness™?

7. Jan Patodka, Dic Beweguny der menschlichen Existenz, Phinomenolgishe Scin zﬁan A
in Jan Pasoblen: Ausgewiblre Schriften, ed. Klaus Nellen, Jil{ Némec, and Ifja Srubdf

B (Stuttgart: Klett-Corta, 1991).
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Fryst Lecture:
Subject Body and
Ancient Philosophy

What sort of body? Not the body that anatomy or physiology
examine, but body as a subjective phenomenon, the human body
as we live it in lived experience. That living body is the presupposi-
tion of our even being aware of an anatomical and a physiological
body. Such subjective body is no mere reflection of the objective
body. It is subjective, but it is also objective in the sense of being
a necessary condition of life, of lived experience. An entire philo-
sophical tradition understood human body in such a way that the
body as our own, as we live it and as it expericnces itself, could
never become a topic of philosophical reflection. To some extent,
even presenting this thesis here is a transgression against our phe-
nomenological method.

Phenomenology is a mode of philosophizing that does not take
ready-made theses for its premises but rather keeps all premises at
an arm’s length. It turns from sclerotic theses to the living well-
springs of experience. ITts opposite is metaphysics—which con-
structs philosophy as a special scientific system. Phenomenology
examines the experiential content of such theses; in every abstract
thought it: secks to uncover what is hidden in it, how we arrive at
it, what scen and lived reality underlics it. We arc uncovering
something that has been here all along, something we had sensed,
glimpsed from the corner of our eye but did not fully know,
something that “had not been brought to conception.” Phenome-
non—that which presents itself; Jogos—mecaningful discourse. Only
Dy speaking it out do we know something fully, only what we

i
I -
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speak out do we fully sec. That is what makes phenomenology so
persuasive. i

By phenomenology we shall not mean only the teachings of
Flusser!. What we have defined as phenomenology—Ilearning to
think and sce precisely (how to read, how to articulate what we
sce)—is always present in philosophy. The entire philosophical
tradition is a combination of the art of thought and the art of
secing. Philosophy moves between Scylla and Charybdis:
between an inability to articulate consistently and precisely what
it sces and wants to articulate, and, on the other hand, a precise
formalism, keenly honed by tradition and devoid of content.
Conceptual rigor is valuable even when thought crrs; even philo-
sophical errors are valuable from this standpoint, because they
mark out paths (where the consequences lead, where the blind
alleys are, and so on). However, to have a project to follow, a
philosophy has to sc¢ something fundamental, something which
in some sense defines the world. So for instance, the Platonic
iden (the idea is a percept, something the mind sces). Or
Aristotle’s entelechein (idea as a force excrcising an cffect—
Platonic idea brought into act). The Cartesian cogito. The
Leibnizian monad. The ability to sce is constitutive for philoso-
phy as such. To see not trivialitics but what is fundamental,
determining the world as a whole. This ability to see (as against
depending on a hunch, on an “intuition”) is what philosophy
sought to master systematically long before phenomenology.
How to comprehend what is seen, what is given in person, and
not just as a form. Particularly the empirically oriented trends in
philosophy sought to do this. There are profound phenomeno-
logical insights in Bergson’s analysis of the duréde, in Mach’s
analysis of sensation (what I sec, a thing, is primordially given to
us, sensations arc abstractions from it).!

Husserl was not the first to discover the subjective body.
Somecthing of the history of the problem before Husserl:
We encounter remarkable speculations about the body in the

1. For the concept of durée, see Henri Bergson, Time and Free Will: An Essay on the
Tmmedinte Data of Consciousness, trans, P, L. Pogson (New Yorks Humanitics Press,
1971}, pp. 75--139. Also, compare with the description of the immediate present given by
William James in his Principles of Psycholagy (New York: Holt, 1927). For Ernst A:inch’s
analyses of sensation, sce his e Analysis of Sensations, and the Relation of the PI{;)wchII to
the Pryehical, trans. C. M. Williams and Sydney Waterlow (New York: Dover Publications,
1959). Ed.
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 preclassical phase of Greek philosophy. Thus Parmenides: what
i iinds of thoughts we have depends on the interaction of our mem-
bers. Empedocles: like perceives like (both the world and our body
arc mixtures of clements—protolives, protoclements, protoroots).

Brhat presents a definite conception: perception is a natural process
{made possible by the unity of the body and the world. What body

body. How far can such a philosophy go, and how far did it go?
£ Up to anatomy, to physiology, to gencral biology, etc. The prob-
P'lems that arise on such a basis are those of the whole and the part,
B of composition, ctc. Among the atomists we encounter the prob-
b lem of that which appears and grows as an ephemeral structure
founded on the clements, mercly appearing, and yet at the same

f 2. {a) Parmenides, Patodka is referdng to a highly confusing (and controversial) frag-
b mient from Theophrastus (DK 28 A46), where the doctrine is ascribed to Parmenides that
E“As 1s at any moment the mixture of the wandering limbs, so mind is present to men; for
B that which thinks is the same thing, namely the substance of their limbs, in each and all
g men; for what preponderates is thought.,” The overriding gist of the Theophrastian com-
E mentary accompanying this “quotation” is that the perceiving, sensing (even “mixing™)
E body is what underlies “thinking.” See Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (hereafter *KIRRS™), The
i Presocratic Philosophers (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), p. 261. (b)
E Empedocles, In the fragment of Theophrastus just quoted, Empedocles is said to explain
¥ sensation as the adjoinment of “like by like” (sec KRS, p. 261). For the doctrine of the
f; “four roots” as clements that are in a continual cycle of coming together (love) and being
b pulled apart (in strife), see Simplicius i Phys. 158, 1 (KRS, p. 287). Also, sce KRS, pp.
B 302~5, which reconstructs the broad oudines of a zoogony from fingiments culled out of
& Simplicius, Arstotle, and other sources. For Empedocles, the “roots” combine to produce
' bones, blood, and “the various forms of flesh,” whicly, in a second stage, “harmonize” into
b parts of bodies, These picces, before they unite into whole organisins, exist as disconnected
P parts: “Here sprang up many faces without necks, arms wandered without shoulders, unat-
b tached, and cyes strayed alone, in need of forcheads.” (From Aristotle, De Caelo, 300b30;
translation KRS, p, 303). (c) Democritus, See Aristotle, De Anima 404a1~16, where the
E “mental” atoms that Democritus identifies with the soul are described as spherical; they are
B also “light” and thus, in some sense, akin to fire. Ed.
3. The reference here is to DK B7 (sce KRS, p. 410): “cte ouden ismen peri oudenos,
Il ¢pirysmi€ ekastoisin hé& doxis,” which Baily translates as: “We know nothing truly about
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be reduced without remnant to a lower foundation from which it
grows.) Dictionary meaning of doxis is appcarance, though it is
no mere appearance but rather something objective—that which
appears {manifests itsclf) on the foundation of this mosaic of cle-
ments, that which emerged as that doxis.

It is the same in the sccond Greek tradition, stemming from
Plato (since Socrates is intangible). As against Aristotle, who
looks at things physically—from the viewpoint of physis—Plato
looks at things from the viewpoint of /ggos—mecaningful dis-
course, language. Only on the basis of discourse can I communi-
cate with others and with mysclf, that is, return to my starting
point as to the same. The need to understand mysclf and others,
to communicate about “what there is,” what words mecan—that is
the inspiration of Platonic philosophy. The meaningful word
belongs to a meaningful world—to a world which can be read
and spoken. (That is something different from the mechanical
world of Democritus’s atomism, a world composed of atoms, of
elements, as literature is composed on the letters of the alphabet.
Out of letters, we can make up all words, those differ from cach
other in terms of letters and of their ordering. Flowever, it is not
a matter of a reductionism as in modern mechanism; we have said
that doxis is an objective appearance, based on shape, not
reducible to the level of the elements.) Therefore the world is
understood as an organic being, as a living organism, or at least as
governed by living beings (sun, moon, stars—thecir movement is a
sign of intclligence), a world that has a rational order, that is, a
comprehensible, intelligible one (“if we open our cyes, we see
gods™).4

This tradition, too, pondcred the phenomenon of the body—
Avistotle and Theophrastus in particular.® It gave rise to anatomy,

anything, but for each of us his opinion is an influx,” Thus “doxis epirysmi€” could be
translated as “the flux of opinion,” where, in Democritus, this “flux” is caused by atoms
entering the body from the outside, disturbing the soul, thus giving rise to sensations. For
a discussion of the Democritean theory of perception and knowledge, see Cyril Baily, The
Greek Avomists and Epicurus (New York: Russell and Russell, 1964), pp. 156-74. Ed.

4. As illustrative, see book 10 of Plato’s Lawy, 895a6-899a2, where the Athenian
Stranger develops the argument that the rational order of the phenomienal world—includ-
ing both the movements of the heavens and the intricacies of human aftairs—is explained
with reference to the infusion of the world with “souls,” or principles of self-motion. This

passage ends with one of the earliest references to Thales’ gnome, “all things are full of

gods,” Ed,
5. See D, W. Hamlyn, Aristotle’s De Anima, books 2 and 3 (Oxford: Clarendon

»
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zoology, botany-—all of natural scicnce, in the form of a descrip-
ve science which lasted down to the cighteenth century. What I
fsee in the light of the meaningful word, discourse, is idea-eidos (as
with the Pythagorean theorem—if I grasp the proof it offers, then
see, I behold the meaning of the theorem). Logos—the word
gnfuscd with meaning, always has its cidos in which it finds its ful-
fillment. Aristotlc’s eidos, however, is not only something I say but
also something that lives in nature, we need to understand eidos as
a vital function. The living body, the organism, is a system of vital
functions—eidos at work, en ergo. Reality is energein, idea at work.
Fristotle analyzes the human body from this viewpoint, that of
pivital functions. That can become the basis for a phjrsiology. Perd
kpsychés: psyehi is a sum total of vital finctions, not a new thing in
Four body but body itsclf, that which is at work in it, the logos that
n be taken out and spoken, defined. Logosis an order which, of

tself, is not fulfilled. We cannot ask whether body and psyche, ,Iifi:
Eind its form, are the same (just as we cannot ask whether wax and
(s shape arc the same).8 Tf fggos is at work, it is at work with a

naterial—/yl¢. Body and soul thus stand in the relation of materi-
and shape, dynamically understood. The three levels of life:
){J‘cgcta.tion.——\-vhosc vital function is trophs, growth, multiplying.
vital form of the animate being includes in addition kinésis,
inovement. That in turn depends on orientation based on
wistlésis, perception. Aisthésisand kindsis belong together as insep-
'jly?ab]y as a hill and a valley (though the characteristics above-
lbelow, fore-aft, . . . are taken for objective traits of space, not as
flinctions of our orieatation). Aisthsis is the ability to grasp
Shapes independently of material, though only singly. Flumans in

o

ddition have Jogos, the ability to grasp an order, not only individ-

Lin) shapes but shape as a manifestation of the cternal lggos, cternal

g .
.g}l,d Llnl7versnl shapes. Therefore humans are beings who have
S[}JCCC]L Thus Aristotle, representing the objectively idealistic

[I‘EELSS-’RI,JGS)’ for an interesting translation of the scctions of De Anima pertinent to

(&i}oc;.x 5 dls.cussmn, for a tf:}nSIann of the Theephrasti Fragmentum de Sensibus, see
torge Malcolm Stratton, Theophrastus and the Greek Plysiological Psychology before

jrastotle (London: Allen and Unwin, 1917), which includes both the Greek test and com-

Atentary of the Theophrastus fragment, £4.

4 6.‘Scc Aristotle, De Anima 412b6-9, The whole of book 2 is pertinent to Patocka’s

fdiscussion here, B,

x""‘ 7. It is perhaps more accurate to say that, for Aristotle, what underlies “specch” (i.c.,

g0t only as sounds used for communication or other intentional behavior, broadly defined,

'
)|
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tradition in Greek philosophy, also sces the body as a thing avail-
able to perception, at a distance, not as my body. In ancient phi-
losophy, psyché is never understood as a subject (in our sense of
the words “soul” or “mind”), but always in the third person,
impersonally, as a vital function.

By contrast, modern philosophy begins with the words, Cogito
ergo sum. It is the thought that certifies itself. That cannot be
articulated except in the first person. Otherwise—in the third per-
son—it. becomes an ordinary syilogism or a part thereof, present-
ing no cvident truth about reality. There are certain propositions
cven in ancient philosophy: “Know thyselfl” (though that is an
imperative). “I have examined myself.” “Thou wilt not find the
bottom of the psyché though thou travel all the paths, so decp is
its logos.” (Heraclitus—the way from humans to gods).® Their
content, though, is different: Learn thy place in the cosmos, learn
that thou art a worm, that thou significst nothing to the gods,
etc. In ancient philosophy there is no subjectivity, all this philoso-
phy is in the third person. 1t does not know self-reflection, it does
not know the “I” (“I” is contained nowhere in a philosophical
thesis). Being is always that.

but as a sct of meaning-laden and meaning-referring sounds) is not only “logos™ but
“nous.” Any sensing is a Jggos, or is the grasping of a lggos—see De Animn 424a26-32,
where Aristotle explains that “excess in the objects of perception destroys the sense-organs
(for if the movement is too violent for the sense-organ its principle [/ogos] is destroyed—
and this we saw the sense to be—just as the consonance and pitch of the strings are
destroyed when they are struck too violently).” (Hamlyn’s tmnslation.} The use of mean-
ingful speech is the domain not only of creatures who “sense,” thus “see” the world via
lagos, but of those who “deliberate” or “caleulare” on the ground of sense expericnce, See
De Anima 434a5-10: “Imagination concerned with perception [aisthé the phantasia], as
we have said, is found in the othier animals also, but that concerned with deliberation in
those which are capable of reasoning [bowlentiké hen tois logistikois] (for the decision
whether to do this or that is already a task for reasoning [fagismon] and one must measure
by a single standard; for one pursues what is superior; hence one has the ability (o make
one image out of many [hiaste dunatai hen ck pleionin phantasmatan poiein]” (Hamlyn’s
translation.) £d.

8. “Know thyself}” (gnathi sauton) is the inscriptdon at the oracle of Delphi; “I exam-
ined mysell” probably refers to Fleraclitus fin. 101, from Plutarch, which can also be trans-
lated as “l searched out mysel® (cf. KRS, pp. 210~11); and the last is also a gnome
attributed to Heraclitus (fr. 45; sce KRS, p. 203). Ed.

Second Lecture:
Body and Person—Descartes

EModern philosophy, which discovered the personhood of
umans, had not yet made the discovery of the personal character
of their bodies. In most of the philosophical tradition down to
our t'imc the structure of personal relation, the protostructure of
%}u sm%lation in which humans always live, is not taken into con-
icderation at all. Traditional philosophy is philosophy in the third
fpcrson—he, she, it~—to which other personal relations are
rul_uctfd. Ancient philosophy is a philosophy of the thing. In the
bij:twistic conception, the world is an aggregate of things and is
sqﬁ_’dled as such. The fact that our relating to the world always
-!/('cs place within a matrix whose fundamental structure is always
one of I-thou-it is overlooked, passed over as merely subjective,
s a result, all older philosophy passed without notice over the
act that it understood that which is the Soundntion of our experi-
”bf:.c’ the first presupposition of our dealing with things, with oth-
CLs, with ourselves—our body—not personally but in the third
%(_;175011, as an it—as a thing, an object of experience. Ancient phi-
I|€p[)l1)f \\"lth its double tradition, stemming on the one hand
Om Physis, on the other from /ggos, conceives bein g always as the
C{”g of a third person. It is it. Ancient objective idealism unhesi-
Latingly hypostatizes subjectival traits as entities in themselves,
l;(‘l{lstgorbifsfincé :-tcc’cn'ding to ..P,l:\to the wc')rld‘is a sph.cre,. can be
4 an organism and to have subjectival traits like the
man o_rganism. The movement of an organism is tied to per-
ception. When we get our bearings, above-below . . . , these traits
¢ taken as objective traits, the “subjectival” characteristics of the
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universimn, independent of human orientation in the world. We
designate certain linguistic structures as “pronouns.” This term
points in the same dircction. A pronoun is taken to be something
that stands in for a noun, for a name. As things arc basic to the
universe, so nouns (the names of things) are basic to a language.
Pronouns are substitutes for names. There is no awareness here
that we can speak onfy within a personal situation, defined by the
structure of I-thou-it. This structure is not derived from an objec-
tive nominal one, but rather belongs to the situation of discourse.
Hence pronouns are not pictures of some objectively given com-
plex of things (that whereof we speak), they are not substitutes
standing in place of names/nouns; they express, rather, the funda-
mental structure of discoursing,.

It was, far more, religion which discovered the realm of the
personal. It opened up entirely new themes for focusing on our
position in the world: fear, anxiety, dread of personal damnation,
agony over one’s own unworthiness—all that presupposes an I; a
trust in help entails a thon. It was, however, only late Hellenistic
thought and the Church fathers who made all that accessible to
reflection. Their reflection, though, operated primarily in the
moral and theological realm. It did not focus on the body as the
center of orientation, as the starting point for expericncing the
world, as that which makes us a part of the world, albeit a privi-
leged part, with its own perspective. The body is understood as
that which makes us subject to imperfection, to sinfulness (St.
Paul),” as that which roots humans in the moral rather than the
physical totality of what there is. Living corporeity is ignored. In
theology, corporeity is thematized as incarnation—the Word
embodicd, the spirit in flesh. That, though, is a long way from
anthropology.

Tt is modern philosophy (Descartes) that first starts out from
the I. Descartes does begin with sclf-awareness, the consciousness
of I, but the attention of philosophical reflection is soon distract-
ed once more, from personality to something objective, imper-
sonal, to a metaphysical substantiality. For that reason the
problem of the subjective body remained undeveloped for so
long. Descartes discovered the problem of subjective corporeity
but hard upon that discovery he covered it over again.

9. Romans 7:25, Ed.

Body and Person-—Descartes 11

Interpretating Descartes’s Meditationes de

prima philosophin

Descartes’s starting point is markedly personalistic. Ego cogito can-
not be transposed into an impersonal, third-person form.
§  Attempting such a transposition would yield the syllogism,

Whatever thinks, is;
Descartes thinks,
- Descartes is.

¥ With that, though, the dictum becomes cmpty. It no longer
- demonstrates the certitude which automatically certifies itself
when we attempt to doubt it. What drops out is the naturc of
¥ sclf-certifying knowledge, of a thesis which itself makes itsclf a
verified thesis, a truth. Cartesianism does not result in a personal-
istic philosophizing but in a replay of substantialist mctﬁphysics.
Its basic conception, its conception of what really exists, is sud-
“stance—Dbeing that persists, that stands unchanged beneath all its
i ' specifications, a thing, something that we grasp in its nature when
§ we express it in the thivd person. After a personalistic beginning,
¥ there comes a radical objectification, a conception of the world
from the perspective of substance. In such an impersonal way
Descartes understands the phenomenon of corporeity, only out of
' the corner of his eye does he glimpse something othee—the body
‘as his own. : '

~ Descartes’s systematic doubt: to eliminate all that can be
doubted, in the hope that the result will be something which 1
demonstrably know to be indubitable. T reach most of my experi-
-ences through my senses, by the way of the body. Descartes bases
his general doubt about that bodily approach on the argument
from the continuous dream.10 There is no criterion for distin-
b suishing dreaming from waking. Thus what we learn from the
senses is not indubitable and we can make no further use of it. It
' is a pity that Descartes did not go further, that he overlooked the
Cfact that even a dreamer has a body, albeit a dream body, that the
dreamer is not discmbodicd, that a body is necessary even in the

10. See René Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy, in The Philosophical Writings

B8 o/ Descnrecs, trans. Cottingham, Stoothoff, Murdoch (Cambridge: Cambridge University
b DPress, 1984), p. 13. Ed.
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world of drcams. T have to be somewhere; whatever T see (even in
a dream) I must sce from some perspective, from somewhere in
space, from where I-who-sce, T-who-think, am located. FHowever,
I can be somewhere only through a body; othcrwisc it is not I but
only the thought of an 1. The dream actually is no argument
against the subjective body. For that matter, Descartes himself
raised the objection that drecam imagination presupposes non-
jmaginary components, that imagination means combining such
components. He does not, however, apply this to his own subjec-
tive body at all but, surprisingly, applies it objectively: there are
basic components (for instance, triangles) which are neutral with
respect to reality or irreality, and there is a science of such compo-
nents. Tt does not matter whether a triangle exists or not, a rigor-
ous theory applics to it in cither case. A geometric theorem can
be proved both in waking life and in a dream. A dream can be at
times coherent; there are truths that have been discovered in a
dream. In a single lcap, Descartes moves to something that is
entirely objective, to the realm of geometry understood without
any subjectivity, without any perspectival quality. Geometry can
be put to metaphysical usc, to define the essence of material sub-
stance, the essence of the external world as extension—rwes extensa.
If gecometry is what contains that essence, what communicates to
us the essential, verified properties of things, then anything in
bodily cxperience that is reminiscent of anything personal must be
excluded as a subjective addition, a subjective reflection which in
no way belongs to the essence of things. It is through geometric,
quantitative definition that we reach the essence of all extended
things. My body, too, is an extended thing, it belongs to res
extensn and, with respect to its essence, cannot be observed except
in the objective perspective of mathematical definitions: even
about my body I can learn objectively only by geometric
methods.

Tn his second meditation, Descartes clarifics the concept szd-
stance with the example of wax.}} He shows that the apparent
definitions of things at which we arrive by sensc experience are
superficial. This piece of wax has a certain color, smell, taste, etc.,
but, when we place it near a flame, the color, the smell, the taste
change. Yet no one would say that it is not the same picce of wax.

11. Sce ibid., pp. 2023, Ed.
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Essence is that which lasts, and so it cannot be the color, cte. On
the one hand, Descartes is speaking of the wax which someone
can hold, on the other he wants to speak of what persists when
attributes change. Are these experiences of the same order? A sub-
stance lasting through the change of attributes and a manipulated
piece of wax—is that entirely the same? Is the wax with which 1
deal in practice a substance, a bearer of attributes? The manipulat-
cd wax is an object only in a special sense of the word, it is not a
thing that can be analyzed from the viewpoint of what perishes
and what does not. It is a part of our lived, meaningful world.
Every aspect: of it points beyond itself to a context, to circum-
stances among which it finds itself. That picce of wax is not the
sum of attributes but a continuum of references that leads from
one experiential moment to another, of references to the rest of
the world and to its situations. It has no absolute color which it
would sustain as its substrate; color changes with the time of day,
pointing to the visual situation of the thing at a given moment.
Substance as a firm substrate, a lasting bearer of attributes, is a
construct of Greek metaphysics which, already before Aristotle
though especially in his thought, sought to subsume all plarality
under definite conceptual categories which would suffice to let
things be spoken, to let them be read like a text., Categories are
something like a Greek way of packaging things. Absolutization
of the thing leads to a stilted concept of substrate and property, to
impersonal metaphysics. Descartes thinks of that piece of wax in
terms of that metaphysical tradition from the start, in evident
conflict with the way the wax presents itself in our experience, and
so comes to exclude sensible attributes such as color, odor, taste,

. and so on as not objective enough.

Descartes presents a list of purely objective properties in the
tl}ird meditation. They include size, that is, extension in three
d.lmcnsions, the shape delimited by this extension, mutual rela-
tions of bodics, movement, duration, number.12 All of that we
grasp about things clearly and distinctly. The ideas we have con-
cerning colors, sounds, tastes, etc., are confusing so that we can-
not tell whether they have a factual content or not. Clarity and
distinctness—clear is that which is not concealed, distinct is what-
ever I cannot mistake for another. Clara et distincta perceptio—

12, See ibid., p. 30. Ed.
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that is an application of the principle of identity and noncontra-
diction to perception. When we have a thing before us, we can
have it cither as a whole or in detail, but there is nothing con-
cealed beyond it, nothing calling for further detailed cognition.
Such a perception is veridical. Yet there is here a presupposition
that has not been clt
distinctly, the thing must be present in the original, not through
some substitute, in symbolization, in abbreviation. Why are not
warmth, cold, color, smell . . . perceptiones clorae et distinctne?
The reason is again waditional. It is because we do not know
which of two opposites is positive, which contains the other. Is
cold a lack of heat, light a fack of darkness, or the other way
around? This is a cluu casc of a sclerosis of ancient philosophy.
(Greek metaphysics understands qualities in fundamental pairs to
which the qualitative diversity of a particular type is reducible.
According to Aristotle, a quality is an intermediate position
between two absolute opposites, as for instance colors can be
defined in teems of their place between light and darkness. '3 The
idea of lack differentiates between positive and negative qualitices.
That is how the ancients sought the essence of sensory givens.)
Such qualitative oppositions are not suitable for purcly objective
determinations; only quantitative determinations and substances
re objective. (Descartes forgot that he had included movement
among the objective determinations and that here, too, he could
ask what is positive: is rest a lack of movement or vice versa?)
Descartes proceeds by tearing qualities out of the personal per-
spective by objectifying them, then points out a contradiction in
qualities so objectified and rejects them as not objective enough,
not sufficiently thinglike. That is how he understands even our
own body which then is nothing more than a special structure of
objective corporeity capable of being defined purely mathemati-
cally. The body is a mechanism; Descartes projects all else that
belongs to the llvmg ﬁmcmomng of our body to the other side—
into our experiencing which is a special subjective accompaniment

13. Patoka probably has in mind “sense qualities”—i,c,, the sensation of hot and
cold, or any perceprual experience that involves judgments of “more or less” with respeet
to the extremes associated with a given sensuous quale. See De Anima 424a2-7,
+424232~b3, 426a27-b3. This should be distingnished from the carggory of quality (poien,
pofatés), which is understood in a much different manoer than as a “mean” between two
extremes. Cf. Metaphysics 1020a33-b25 and Caregories 8a25-11a39. Fd,
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of our objective processes. With that, he is done with the phe-
nomenon of the body as subjective.

The depersonalization of this personally launched philosophy
then goes on down to the subjective aspect, to experiencing itself.
Descartes does have a theory of nonsensory cognition (that is, not
mediated by the body) which goes beyond carlier tradidon. The
cognition of mathematical reladons and of relations among ideas
in general is of that type. Such cognition is independent of actual
entities: truths about triangles do not depend on their existence.
All carlier traditions assumed that we come to know ideal rcla-
tions by abstraction: we single out something substantive that is
given in experience and then we conceive of it as in itsclf, sepa-
rately, even though in actuality it is a part of a context. For
Descartes, mathematical cognition is not the only type of nonsen-
sory cognition. Another instance is knowing our own selves in the
immediate certainty of reflection, since its certainty is indepen-
dent of any certainty about the body’s cxistence. The existence of
the body is in a certain sense dubitable, the existence of the
thought we arc presently thinking is guarantced by self-reflection.
Sclf-certainty is more primordial than certainty about anything
clse. Nonsensory intellectual cognition is in the first place cogni-
tion derived from reflection.

Cagito, ergo s, Who am I, the one who thinks, what does it
mean ¢o think? Thought includes the full richness of our experi-
encing. For Descartes, thought is identified with conscious expe-
riencing as such. To every experiencing there belongs an T which
experiences, a definite mode of experiencing (judging, imagining,
feeling, willing, doubting, perceiving, valuing, assenting, ctc.),
and finally that to which such asserting, willing, doubting, cte.
refers—the object: a mathematical axiom, a decision, ctc.—some-
thing that is distinct from the mode of experiencing itself. The I
contributes a personal cast; in the mode of experiencing there is
the variety of the acts of that I, while the type of act depends on
what the acts concern—judging, willing, perceiving are all differ-
ent. Thus Descartes gives rise to the modern conception of con-

- sciousness. The primordial structure of consciousness is

ego-cogyito-comitatim, 1 experiencing the experienced. To the ques-
tion of who the I is Descartes now replies as if it were a question
about what the thing that thinks is. It is res cogitans, substantio
cogitans. With that he injects a metaphysical tradition into the
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personalistic structure. There is a sophistry here, to be sure, a
four-term fallacy: res cogitans is understood in two senses. First, it
is taken in the sense of gge cagito, a structural characteristic of
experiencing which is the I, T who experience, the center unifying
all expericnce. In the second sense, it is taken as a substance, a
constant bearer of certain attributes, a res—that is, no longer as a
center of experiencing. That is also the beginning of the objectifi-
cation of the entire personal sphere which Descartes uncovered
with his cogite. One centire school of psychology, the English,
builds on that. We shall sce how later all of modern psychology
carries out a depersonalization of the personal sphere. It was with
Descartes that that process began.

Descartes was satisfied with the result of his meditations. He
believed that he had proved the distinction between the soul and
the body and with it the immateriality and immortality of the
soul, that he had offered a mathematical proof of God’s existence
and thereby also of the existence of external objects and so van-
quished methodological skepticism. Fle had wansformed skeptic
tragedy into amateur theatricals. And now, suddenly, he encoun-
ters a comic difficulty regaiding his own body. If the soul—cagi-
tatio, consciousness—is entirely separate from the body, if it has in
principle nothing in common with the body, then its connection
with an arbitrary body is something metaphysically accidental.
Antiquity presented the unity of the soul and the body, that we
are never without a body, that everyone has a body. In Descartes,
that becomes incomprehensible—the relation of the body and the
soul turns into the psychophysical problem. Descartes resists it: it
is not the casce that humans consist of two substances; humans are
onc thing. But that is no more than a factual assertion, not a the-
ory, not an explanation why every (nonspatial) soul has its place in
a given body. Why could not the same soul animate different bod-
ies, physically distinct from cach other—distance, after ail, means
nothing for a soul. Descartes sceks to escape that in his sixth
meditation. He cannot show a reason why all humans have their
own bodies (which, from the standpoint of Aristotle’s meta-
physics, is a flaw, since metaphysics is a body of knowledge show-
ing why things are thus and not other), but he does show that the
body which insinuates its presence to us in a mathematically
imprecise manner (it does not go to the cssence of things) still
does not altogether deccive us, that it does reveal a certain truth

Body nnd Person—Descartes 17

to us, telling us, I am here, in this situation, this is whence | per-
ceive, move, am hungry, have needs, am hurt, ctc. Why should [
believe my body when it is all as unclear and indistinct as the sen-
sory givens in the case of the world, and when all that is
dubitable? Descartes answers that I can believe it because the
truth which the body reveals to me does not touch upon the
essential. It has to do only with my needs, the body is a machine
for my sustenance. The truth of the body is in its biological use-
fulness, not in revealing the true nature of things. )4

Then the prospect is one of further development of reflection,
of insight into the nature of things that will prove ever more
dubitable, vanishing before us. For all its biological utility, we
shall later learn to see in what the body tells us a more profound
truth without which we can never be.

14. “For the proper purpose of the sensory perceptions given me by nature is simply
to inform the mind of what is beneficial or harmful for the composite of which the mind is
a part; and to this extent they are sufliciently clear and distinct. But I misuse them by treat-
ing them as reliable touchistones for immediate judgments about the essential nature of the
bodies located outside us; yet this Is an area where they provide only very obscure informa-
tion.” Descartes, Meditations on First Philosoply, pp. 57-58, Ed.




Third Lecture:
Body and Person—Modern
Philosophy

LfTogcthcr with the discovery of the personal dimension, the dis-
& icovery of the originary, direct access of persons to themselves,
. Descartes also discovered the phenomenon of the personal body
which is not only the object of perception and abstract reflection
“but in a certain sense what we are, in which vital functions take
‘place and which is the basis of our orientation in a context.
“Anatomy and physiology cannot grasp any of that because they
start too late. Their analyses begin only after the body has devel-
-oped its contacts with the outside to such an extent that it has
p]'l(:(.d itself among things, when the body has become so objecti-
fied in its contact with objectivity, with the world, that it can inte-
«grate itsell within the totality of things. DLSCQltLS, however, no
‘_"S‘ooncr noted than he lost this phenomenon—or, perhaps, devot-
‘ed all his might to getting rid of it, to discovering, as soon as pos-
sible, an objective substrate for the ph(.llOm(.llOﬂ of the body, a
‘correlate that would deprive it of the character of something
‘essential, of an aceess to things, and would limit it to its pragmatic
X Slfrnlfcmcc (Sixth Meditation). It is a discovery and an attempt to
: bc rid of that discovery. For the phenomenon of the body is for
“Descartes an archetype of what he calls confused thought, irra-



20 Third Lecture

Descartes’s thought is suffused with the substantialistic tradi-
tion of Greek philosophy, that is, the philosophy of the object.
All post-Cartesian philosophy and psychology followed this path
back to the realm of the objective, of the impersonal, of the third
person. This became most: manifest in the philosophy and psy-
éhology of British empiricism. John Locke takes up the idea of
the sclf-certifying cogitatio. His intent, though, is not the same as
that of Descartes who sought to gain an indubitable foundation.
Locke doces not take up the sclf-reflection of the cogito with the
intention of finding certain knowledge; what he wants is to dis-
cover the inner constitution of our cogitatio, of our conscious-
ness. For him, that is an object like other objects in the world,
only somchow subjective, reflecting in some sense all the world
within itsclf. Locke is interested in the way this reflection is con-
stituted. His answer is that it is built up cssentially the same way
as things themselves, that is, it is made up of simple and complex
formations. These formations can be designated as ideas. Ideas
are cither simple or complex. Complex ideas are derived from
simple onces and all ideas are ultimately derived from ideas which
were once our impressions (of particulars). Thus the investiga-
tion of the genesis of our cagitatio becomes an investigation of
the genesis of our complex ideas. Primary contents are impres-
sions—colors, sounds, smells, and so on. Locke is interested in
composition. He often virtually loses the distinction between the
cogitatio and the cogitatum. He is aware of the cogitatio which is
in contact with itself.15 Yet, in his work, Descartes’s remarkable
discovery of the fundamental structure of experience—ego cogito
cogitatum—gradually vanishes. In present-clay phenomenological
terminology, what is lost is the awarencss of the intentionality of
consciousness. In Descartes, there is at least a hint of the inten-
tional nature of consciousness, that cvery cogitatio, cvery mental
activity, every mode of being aware of something, has its object,
its specific content, doubt having the object of doubting, percep-
tion the perecived, and so forth. Locke does not deny that, only
loses awareness of it. He does not draw a sharp distinction. What
interests him is the content of consciousness which for him

15. L., Locke’s concept of “reflection.” Sec An Essay Concerning Human
Understanding, ed. Peter Nidditch (Oxford: Clarendon I'ress, 1990), bk. 2, chaps. 6-7.
Ed.
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at times seems to merge with what we might call the act of
consciousness.

The recognition that our conscious functions always have their
object docs not appear to be linked to the personal standpoint,
Already in antiquity, the impersonal tradition (Plato’s Charmides,
Aristotle’s De Anima) stressed the object-orientation of our vital
functions.}6 There is a difference between seeing and the scen,
between science (as one of life’s functions) and what science
knows. This difference, basic to the conception of the intentional-
ity of consciousness, thus nced not be tied to the personal dimen-
sion. Aristotle distinguishes between aisthisis, the act of intuition,
and aistheton, that which is intuited: the color red is distinet from
the seeing of red colors. Animals have aisthésis, an ability, given by
the nature of their vital functioning, to orient within their life’s
context, they have organs that make it possible. It is, we could say,
the ability to reproduce an objective quality, an external object.
There is a certain agreement between the object and the image.
Aisthesis is the ability to accept and contain within oncself a cer-
tain ezdos, a semblance devoid of a material substance. The eye
does not take in the thing physically though it does take in the

j. same cidos, the same quality, so that there is here an identity of

specics but a difference in the material substrate.} Eidos, quality,
is the object of our functioning, it is something purely objective.
It is the determination of an objective thing. Descartes’s prob-
lem—what objective guarantee is there that my idea captures the

¢ thing?—docs not arise at all; Aristotle overlooks it.

Locke and his followers proceed similarly. What empiricism

' took over from Descartes was only the self-certainty and the clo-

 sure of consciousness. Our corporeity is only one of the objects of

b cxperience, of no specific interest. Tt is a body like all other bod-

y ics. This tradition totally lost the personal dimension discovered

16. (a) Plato, See 157¢1-169¢2 of Plato’s Charmides. The discussion here is about the

[ meaning of temperance (sophrosyn?). Afier Critias introduces the theme of self-knowledge,
g the question arises wherher temperance could be a knowledge of knowledge, or a “science

+of science.” An important part of Socrates” attempt to cast doubt on this definition js the

f usc of a scries of body-metaphors—e.g., a vision that could “see” vision itself and others);
3 ! b 1

® 2 hearing that could hear itself and other hearing, ete. (b) Aristotle. Sce De Animan
431a1-433b30. £d.

17. See Aristotle, De Anima 416132418226 (on the difierence between aisthsis and

R, nisthétus) and 424218-424b19 (for the definition of aisthésisas a taking in or actualization
4

of eidos without matter, or hyf§). Ed,
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by Descartes. Ego-cogito-cogitatuimn, the personal moment, is
replaced by a subjective process and an object. This British teadi-
tion seeks to simplify the schema as much as possible and to
reduce the personal moment (ego) to a structure of the
cogitatum—so Flume, Condillac.!$ The ¢go is an aggregate of cer-
tain cogitate. That is a depersonalization of the ego, its transposi-
tion into the third person (transforming the ggo-structure into a
particular structure of the cogitatum). It is like observing my own
body: my own corporeity, too, is an aggregate of cogitata. These
cogitata, to be sure, have certain distinctive traits which are noted
though not explained: while other cogitatn in my experience
change, these remain constant. These cogitata constitute some-
thing of a core which is always required for my experiencing—and
that is all. Tt is a paradoxical situation: a philosophy which is at the
same time subjectivistic {self-enclosed consciousness, reflection as
a method) and yet has an impersonalistic thrust; it is an imperson-
alistic subjectivism. Though subjectivistic, it follows the model of
the natural scicnces—its task is to demonstrate the constitution of
a particular reality from the simple to the complex in conformity
with objective laws. A further consequence of depemomlmnuon is
that it renders the subjective passive. The subjective is no longer
understood, as in Descartes, as sclf-verifying, grasping itself and

reality in its knowing, carrying out a revision and a reconstruction

of the edifice of its knowledge, cte.—all that is activity. In Locke,
the subjective is an aggregate of ideas subject to definite laws
(essentially the laws of habitual association) and so generating def-
inite constructs.

That became the focal point of the first modern reaction
to this conception, Kant’s critical philosophy, stressing, in the

18. (a) Hime. Sce section 6 of hook 1 of the Treatise, “Of Personal Identity,” where
Hume declares that humans “are nothing but a bundle or collecdon of different pereep-
tious, which succeed each other with an inconceivable rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux
and movement.” He goes on to argue that, given the absence of a lasting impression of
Self, the latter can only be an “identity” in the sense of an associative quality of parts.
David Hume, A Treatise of Fiman Nature, ed, L. A, Selby-Bigge (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1964), p. 252. (b} Condillne, [Etienne Bonnot, Abbé de Condillac (1714=1780)].
I his Essai, Condillac argues that reflection arises from, and is in a dynamic relation with,
the mental constitution and reinforcement of the powers of attention, imagination, and
memory. In this way Condillae seeks to improve on Locke, for in his own approach only
sensaton is recognized as the origin of ideas in the strict sense, See especially section 2 of
Essay on the Origin of Human Knawledge, in Philosophical Writings of Etienne Bounot, Abbé
de Condillac, vol. 2, trans, Franklin Philip (London: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1987). #d.
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opposition of passivity and activity, the activity of the subject with a
new emphasis on the ggo. Here the personal character of experienc-
ing is emphasized more than in Descartes. However, in reviving the
personal character of experience, Kant overlooked certain phenom-
ena, especially the phenomenon of the body as subjective. In Kant,
the activity of consciousness, the I, means no more than that in the
stream of experience we are not exposed onfy to the pressure of
impressions and of idcas derived from them which would, so to
speak, build us up objectively. Activity consists in our subject having
its own fimdus instructus, a treasury of certain components which it
supplies to experience. Kant agrees with British empiricism that this
Sundus instructus of ours is not autonomous cognition but rather is
always a component, never freestanding. That is the positive hei-
it'lgc of empiricism. (In Descartes, the turn is to pure ratio; in
cmpiricism, we are (.\poscd to a stream of impressions.) This com-
ponent has no meaning in itself; it is not cognition of itsclf, only in
combination with what is exterior. Activity alone is insufficient for
gaining knowledge, it has no meaning of itself. Kant cxpresses this
by saying that the subject supplies the form of knowledge. That
includes the receptivity of intuition and the spontaneity of thought,
of our judgment. The receptivity of intuition, our sensibility, con-
tains in itself a certain germ of order—wve intuit next to ourselves
(spatially) and in sequence (temporally). We still have to think what
we have intuited. Thought completes the constitution of a continu-
ous and definitive order which does not relate only to the givenness
of impressions but to their deeper aspects, their causes, their lawlike
order. Sensibility and rcason both relate to impressions. The objects
of our experience are a product of both. Both are a purcly spiritu-
al /mental activity. Our body is once again an object among objects.
Experience is built up on a purely mental foundation. Thus person-
ality is preserved (and stressed further in practical philosophy), but
it is abstract, floating freely outside human corporeity. Thus both in
the tradition of empirical impersonalism and in the tradition of the
personalistic criticism, the body is only an object, an object among
objccts a product of experience which takes })]’ICC essentially in an
incorporeal subject. That means that corporeity is not denied but
the fact that we have a body is a contingent datum like other
impressions, incapable of being explained further. The question is
whether our corporeity, too, might not belong among the condi-
tions of our experiencing.
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Not long after Kant came the French philosopher Maine de
Biran, a younger contemporary of German idealism (at the time
of Napolcon and of the Restoration).!? He is not usuvally counted
amodg the great philosophers though he is important for our
problem. His starting point is a Kantian cmphasis on personality
and activity which he sees lodged in the spontanecity of freedom
and will. Fe rejects Kant’s method and once again discovers per-
sonality and the subjective body. Kant’s method is that of a logical
analysis. Unlike Descartes, Kant does not carry out a reflection
that would capture the internal experience ggo cogito; he has no
confidence in the empirical method. Descartes’s cogite is originally
a captured fact; reflection is a type of experience which gives us
facts, unique facts. Kant does not rely on facts, he relies on the
conception of palidity, on what is valid—so he relics on logic, on
logical consistency. Logic, however, is always general and
abstract—and it is precisely this abstractness of Kant’s method
that Maine de Biran rejects. Kant’s ggo of the transcendental
apperception is not a personal, individual I, it is only the concep-
tion “I,” a generic conception that must be capable of accompa-
nying all my apperceptions. Maine de Biran wants to capture the
individual, personal I. He returns to Descartes, to the method of
reflection of our consciousness on itself. Here he would capture
the primordial fact represented by ggo cogito. In a sense, he works
empirically, with reflection as an internal empiricism.2? He
believes, though, that he can capture the active I in it. For that
there is no need for a logical method and for the artificial con-
struction of Kant’s conception of the activity and autonomy of
human cognition. The difference between passivity and activity
can be noted in inner experience. That experience is manifested in

19, Marie-Francois-Pierre Maine de Biran (1766-1824). The most: pertinent texts
here are Essai sur les fondenents de la psychologie et sur sev vapports avee Pétude de ln nature,
in Oeuvres de Maine de Biran, vols, 8-9, ed. Picrre Tisserand (Paris: Alcan, 1932); and
Ménroive sur la décomposition de In pensée, ed, Tisserand (Paris: Presses Universitaires,
1952), Ed.

20, Maine de Biran has a number of expressions for the mental capacity that makes
this “internal empiricism” possible—e.gs., %ens intime,® Saperception immédiat,” For a dis-
cussion in English of de Biran’s methodology in contrast to the approaches of Condillae,
Locke, and Descartes, see B, C. T. Moore, The Psycholagy of Maine de Biran {Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1970), pp. 9-80. Sce especially pp. 56-60, where Moore includes a
translation of an elegant journal entry of de Biran from 1823 that illustrates his concept of
“introspection,” Fd,
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the primordial phenomenon of effort. That effort can stand out
of the world, that it can say I, rests on the reality that we can will
freely—and that we are able to act fieely. Willing is mcaningless
when I can not.

I have a primordial awareness of cffort, of having certain possi-
bilities, for instance, of moving my hand. The meaning of effort,
of my purposive manipulating of my body, stems from myself.
BErom this effort 1 know immediately that the movement stems
from mc as from an autonomous center. Awareness of effort is no
peripheral impression, it cannot be reduced to mere sensation.
Maine de Biran does not thereby deny muscular impressions,
dependent on the conditions of our sensitivity. The consciousness
accompanying automatic movements—that is just a passive mode,
cxperienced as an alicn will. In the case of cffort, the stimulus is
not external, yetr a muscular movement does take place. There is
no external force to which this power (effort) is subordinated. We
are primordially an active I, exercising effort.2!

Effort has its bounds: something resists it. It is not boundlcss
energy, it is an efficacity in a body, a bodily effectiveness. Here it
becomes evident that the I is possible only as corporeai—the 1 is a
willing, striving I and, consequently, a corporeal one. This includes
various modes—freshness, fatigue, exhaustion, etc. The hyper-
organic powecr is onc naturally related to its own resistance; even
its own organism resists. An 1 is possible only in a biological
organism. A biological organism becomes a real person in the
moment when T ¢an do something on my own (i.c., move). There
is a double mutual relation here: the I is conditioned by the
organism, on the other hand the T is no less real than a sheer bio-
logical reality. Like Descartes, (who dismissed the discovery),
Maine de Biran discovered that the spatiality of our body experi-
enced in the fecling of effort is different from the objective spa-
tiality of our senses which locates things in an external space,
partes extra partes, so that they have their limits, their neighbor-

21. “Le sentiment de la force mr0f, qui produit le mouvement, et Peffer senti de con-
traction musculaire, sont bien deuy: éléments constitutifs de ln pereeption d’effort volon-
taire; mais le premier de ces éléments est si néeessairement un A autre dans lr méne
pereeption complete, qu’il ne peut en étre séparé sans que certe dernidre soit entidrement
dénaturée, ct réduite A la simple sensation passive.” Maine de Biran, Mémoire sur fa décom-
position de ln penste, vol. 1, pp. 54--55. Cf. Besai sur les fondements de In psychologie, chap, 2,
“Recherches sur Porigine de Peffort et de la personnalité,” pp. 189-203. Ed.



26 Third Lecture

hoods, their relations among themscelves and so on. The original
spatiality of our body lacks this character of partes extra partes
(outside itself).2? Bodily spatiality is not articutated in that way. If
for some reason we could not govern a body or if we were
unaware of such a capability, we would have no opportunity of
carning any movements. This ability comes first, there is a certain
clementary differentiationy an awarencss of what belongs to me
and what does not. (Here Maine de Biran comes up against a
more modern conception of bodily schematism, drawn from psy-
chiatry: a general semiconscious awarencess of the difference
between my body and other objects; that is distinct from the
experience of individual organs of my body on which I focus as
on external objects; before I undertake that, T already have a gen-
eral awareness of the location of organs in the body.) Maine de
Biran’s conception remains linked to Cartesianism. He does stress
the dependence on the organism, but he stresses no less sharply
that the cffort stems from a hyperorganic principle, an
autonomous one, and his overall conception ultimately results
once more in the pure spirituality of this principle.

Chief Traits of the Phenomenon of the Subject
Body as It Appcars in Coming to Terms with
Recent Authors

Since Maine de Biran’s time, the problem of the body received
further attention. There is, first of all, Husserl’s contribution in
Ideen I1. Then there is Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, and, in a broader,
morc speculative form, Gabriel Marcel. Among the common traits
of these authors there is the awareness that our own body is
something that cannot be objectificd, an “arca of darkness needed
if the projection on the cinematographic screen is to be visible,”23
something we are without being able to objectify it, something

22, See Maine de Bivan, Essaf sur les fondenents de b psychologie, pp, 208-16. fid,

23. Sec Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenamenolagy of Perception, trans. Colin Smith
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1962), pp. 100-1. Hume also makes usc of the
metaphor of the “theater” when describing the unity of the self; butr makes it clear that we
should not understand thereby the need for an “obscure place” in which the perceptions
that make up the mind are projected: “The comparison of the theater must not mislead us,
They are the successive perceptions only, that constitute the mind; nor have we the most
distant nation of the place, where these scences are represented, or of the materials, of
which it is compos’d.” David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, p, 253, Ed.
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we are, though not physiologically. This we nre is present here in
the form of a certain knowledge. That includes a distinctive spa-
tiality of the body, unlike that of other entitics, of objects. We can
describe its function as continuously leading, rooting the body
amid things; we are the central point of perspectives, a center of
our orientation in the world. The body is the absolute zero-object
(Heideggcer), that is, onc so near that it is not thematized—it is
something that we do not experience in our experiencing, what
we overlook in most cases. However, under certain circumstances
it becomes thematic unlike any other object: as an affective object
(only in our body do we feel pain and pleasure), as a sensual
object (only by my body can T feel, intuit, my own body; only this
object is simultaneously active and passive—I can touch myself
with my own body), as a kinesthetic object (I can move my body,
without that it would not be a living body; a wholly paralyzed
organism is dead). Sinking roots amid things leads us from the
space of our body to spacce as such, to objective space. This
process has its stages. Our body is a moment of a situation in
which we are; it is not a thing. Just as a situation is a moment in a
sequence of events with a definite structure and ficld of action, so
our body is always a moment in an impersonal situation. Because
our body is a situational concept, it has also the traits of human
situation as such, that is, we cannot speak of it without noting
that it places us in a certain reality which is alrcady present while
at the same time lifting us out of it, in a way distancing us from it.
Maine de Biran’s hyperorganic power actually means that in a cer-
tain sense we are entirely body, no more, but in a certain sense
also that we elude ficticity.




Fourth Lecture:
Personal Space: Reflection,
Horizon

How can we formulate the spatiality of our body as a personal
spatiality? What is the difference between this spatiality and that
of the impersonal world?

It was Merleau-Ponty who noted the difference between a
being in the third person and being which is in principle imper-
sonal. The being in the third person exists in a relation to two
other persons, even if the personal aspect nearly escapes notice. It
alone of the three has its own dignity, the others being only
moments devoid of a relevance of their own. By contrast, in the
case of impersonal being the personal aspect is secondary, accom-
panying the impersonal, devoid of all autonomy and disappearing
from view. Thus all being acquires an impersonal mien. The per-
sonal appears as dependent on, as derived from the impersonal.
The model of impersonal being is geometric space as Descartes
understood it. Democritus’s conception of space heads in that
direction—Dbeing in no person. Unlimited space in which there is
no natural location, no privileged point, no possibility of oricnta-
tion—that begins with Democritus.”* In antiquity, Demoecritus
was quite alone with that conception. If the report of the fall of
atoms in a vacuum from top to bottom were taken literally, it
would attest that not even Democritus could free himself entirely
of a personalized conception of space. For that is already
the beginning of orientation; above/below are relations which
make no sense as purely objective. A Newtonian space is one of

24. In Leucippus and Democritus, “space” (or, in Democritus, “void™) is the eopty
intervals (diatémata) between atoms. Ed,
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contiguity of punctile clements wholly indifferent to each other, a
continuous coherent continuity.

Saying that ancient philosophy is philosophy in the third per-
son does not imply that it is a philosophy of impersonal being. All
its impetus, to be sure, aims at grasping being as it is in itsclf, as
substantival being, existing autonomously, devoid of further rela-
tions, there for pure perception—what can be grasped at a dis-
tance, as an object. The definition of these objects, however,
meaning concretely their integration within a whole, their proper-
ties, their relations, are derived from our personal experience. So
for instance in Aristotle the whole is a spherical world in which
cach thing has 7ts natural place in which it is fully itsclf, where it is
at home. There is a hierarchy of such places which constitutes the
natural order of the universe. Here there is an up and a down.
There is the living aspect of an organic whole. Doing philosophy
in the third person thus does not mean sheer impersonality. Two
other persons are present here, unmentioned, while all interest
focuses on the third, on what we see at a distance.

By contrast, modern post-Cartesian philosophy, Spinoza in
particular, strives for impersonality, Universal substance, the
ground of all particulars, is fully impersonal. This substance deter-
mines all order, all law in its foundation, it is what makes it the
substance that it is. It is expressed in attributes—extensio, cogitn-
ti0, and others. The impersonality of the substantial foundation
beneath the surface of these attributes lends an impcrsonal charae-
ter to the system as a whole. That impersonal character manifests
itself in the principle of psychophysical parallclism: ordo et con-
nexto rerum. is the same as ordo et connexio idenrum.25 There is a
correlation here between the psychic and the physical, psychic
cvents being dependent on a substantival foundation conceived as
impersonal in principle. What in Spinoza might scem a metaphysi-
cal exaggeration is actually the principle which guides the thbught
of most modern philosophy, natural science, psychology.
Translating this into a scemingly empirical sphere: nature is an
objectively impersonal foundation to which mental events are
added as a corrclate, an cpiphenomenon. What is needed is to
understand their relation, the relation of the personal and the

25. Sce prop. 7 of part 2 of Benedict de Spinoza’s Ethics. Ed.
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impersonal, giving precedence to the impersonal and secking in it
the foundation, explaining the other as a “translation,” as some-
thing intrinsically dependent.

This metaphysics of the impersonal, stemming from an cxces-
sive ‘emphasis on the third person in the primordial structure I-
thou-it, is something quite extreme. Every speculative thought
must start with a certain phenomenal basis, something to which
we can point so that the meaning of the speculative theme can be
persuasively grasped and verified. The extreme emphasizing, abso-
lutization, and substantialization of being in the third person in
the experiential schema of I-theu-it does not take into account
and cannot cxplain the experience that and how we arce spatial
other than objectively. We are spatial, yes—but the question of
how and of whether our localization in space is the same as that of
objective spatiality is not even raised. .

The awareness that we are in space, in the contexts of exten-
sion, assumes a special structure which has nothing in common
with objective cxtension in space (partes extra partes). There is a
fundamental difference between being in space as a part of i,
alongside other things, and living spatinlly, being aware of being
in space, of relating to space. That represents a certain addition to
mere being in space. A merely corporeal being can exist in space,
can rclate to space, nonctheless the lived spatiality of our body
cannot consist in its objectively gecometric relations as a thing.
Our body is a life which is spatial in itsclf and of itself, producing
its location in space and making itself spatial. Personal being is not
a being like a thing but rather a sclf-relation which, to actualize
this relation, must go round about through another being. We
relate to ourselves by relating to the other, to more and more
things and ultimatcly to the universe as such, so locating oursclves
in the world. When IHeidegger says that existence is something
that in its very being relates to its being, it sounds metaphysical
and speculative. We shall show, however, that it is something that
can be exhibited descriptively.

Sclf-relation involves the subject body insofar as one of its
basic functions is to determine that we are somewhere and where
we are. That cannot be done by a purely mental /spiritual I—such
an I cannot be somewhere. Its self-relating could have the form of
reflection; the I includes an original capacity for reflection. What,
though, could it grasp except its own self? In the case of a purely
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mental /spiritual I, we cannot find a reason why it should grasp
anything else.—Kant’s teachings do place such an I in space, but
by means of an objective body. The I is always accompanied by
certain experiences, so for instance the sense-appearance of per-
sonal body is constantly present as an empirical fact that integrates
the pure Iin space. The pure I is integrated into space as my con-
tinuously obscrved presence. Yet the I is never in space. That I
only accompanies all this structure, the body is a purely objective
accompaniment of the I. What is in spacc is my objective body
which docs not, as such, have any privileges over other things.20
My own body as I imagine it is in no way privileged except that it
has some exceptional traits—constantly present, sensitive, etc.—
which other objects lack. Already Maine de Biran stresses that nei-
ther the subjective body nor the I can be something 1 visualize
because it is a center of effort. The I cannot be purely spiritual.
The T is not a blind force but a sccing onc. That the T is capable
of seeing is not a mere property. Without being at the center of
our own attention, we yet live constantly with and toward our-
selves. Already Aristotle knew that all seeing and knowing is a see-
ing and knowing in order to (for a purpose).?” Aisthésis and feindsis
are inseparable. Our seeing is always linked to movement.
Knowing where we are is a necessary foundation and starting
point of life.

An animal lives in an unceasing mmedintely relevant relation
to its context, in the present, related to something that interests it
immediately, affecting it. Humans, by the attitudes they assume,
are constantly placing themselves into situations other than the
dircctly present ones, into the past, into the future, with all their
quasi-structures—quasi-present, quasi-past, etc. (remembering is

26. This split between the pure T of apperception and the T that is placed in purely
objective, or objectified, space is essential for Kant {though for him it is not so nuch a
quesdon of the lived body as the difference between “nature” and “freedom™). For per-
haps the most poignant example of Kant working out the philosophical implications of his
doctrine (the main components of which are laid out in the Transcendental Dialectic of
the First Critiqne), see Kritik der rveinen Vernunft [hereafter “KeV?; for English see
Critigue of Pure Reason, trans, Norman Kemp Smith (New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1929)], A446/B574 to AS59/R587, Here Kant claborates the difference between the
“intelligible character” of human agency (i.e., the human being as a free being, a pure will)
and its “empirical character” (i.e., the human being as an observable, empirical phenome-
non—which includes its physiological being). Ed.

27. See Aristotle, De Anima 416b32--35, E4,
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going into the horizon of the past where a course of life that once

had been present is repeated in tokens; we move in the past as if it
were present, hence quasi-present), going into imaginary worlds,

into the world of reading, of thought sequences, of tasks not met,

of dutics that place us into a special space which is and yet is not.

At the same time we must be always actively localized wherc we

are, integrating oursclves into the now. For us humans, what is

immediately present in each moment is also a focus of other possi-

bilities, of partial worlds and so on. What is characteristic of us is

our variety of possibilitics, a freedom from the present, from the

immediately given. Fluman orientation, that is, is not an orienta-

tion in a context. Rather, given the plurality of possibilities thanks

to which we are not rooted in only one context like the animal

but free with respect to it in virtue of our tangential worlds and
half-realitics, our living with respect to what we are not is a living

in a world, not simply in a context. The animal, by contrast,

depends on its context. For that reason, in the case of humans the

present is distinct from the immediately given; what is prescnt,

dircetly present, exceeds what is originarily, immediately given.

For humans, the directly relevant and the immediately given grow

far apart. If the objective pole of lived experience (what we arc

not) is excessively differentiated, cxceeding the immediate given,

then the subjective pole—the I—must accordingly have the char-

acter of something capable of transcending immediate givenness

in its differentiation. It must be that which, in spite of its unity

and simplicity, bears varicty within it, a variety of possibilities, of
modes of diverse relating.

That brings to mind the old dilemma: the I as a bundle of per-
ceptions, an aggregate of conceptions, or the I as a simple con-
ception which in its unity is the foundation for the unity of
experience. Such dilemmas occur frequently. So for instance a
table is one, a unity, given in various perspectival views, the same
object given in various perspectives with cach individual perspec-
tive pointing to all others. In the same way the world is one in the
infinite varicty of regions into which it can be divided. In our
experience, the world or the object are not only a variety but also
a unity. We can sum it up in a definite reference which can be
explained, explicated. We say that it has its own inner horizon, its
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way of presenting its varicty out of its unity in an orderly manner
for our experience.

Concerning the conception of the horizon: horizon is some-
thing that circumscribes all the particulars of a given landscape, its
visual part, but transcends it. We always see a scgment but we
always fill it in vo a full circle. If the center moves, perspectives
change, objects change, shifting from the periphery to the center
and vice versa, but the horizon remains constant, always here,
changeless. It is imperceivable, unindividuated. An object can be
reached by a movement from the center to the horizon. A fixed
horizon is the self-presence of what is not itself present, a limit
that shows that it can be transcended. A horizon shows that the
absent is nonctheless here and can be reached. A horizon is the
ultimate visible in a landscape. Everything within the horizon is

defined in relation to it. The lines of perspective, the tangents of

our visuality, mect at the horizon. The most distant, least fulfilled,
determines the meaning of what is nearest, most concrete, most
fully given. Where we can see least, there the content is richest.
Spatial placement is linked to the bestowal of meaning. The hori-
zonal metaphor applies when the same physical object comes up
in different context. (For example, in his story “On the
Mississippi,” Mark Twain gradually places himself within the
experience of the boatman and of the pilot who interpret every-
thing in terms of danger to navigation, losing sight of the land-
scnpt. as such; gaining a new hon/on and ]osmg the original,
“poetic” onc)

The world is often defined as the horizon of horizons, the
horizon of all reality in which cach partial horizon has its place,
where everything has its place—even dreams, the past, the future,
imagination, schematization, nature, history—socicty, home, for-
cign contexts. We are always within it and never fully enough.
Existence within it is the presupposition of thought. Our life ordi-
narily masters this entire continuum prior to all reflection while its
conscious articulation exceeds all our mental possibilities.

Every individual reality is given with its horizon, it is never
present fully but rather in various perspectives which our experi-
ence unwittingly synthesizes. This bricfcase is present to me in
various perspectival views while T know with certainty that those
arc perspectival views of once and the same thing. The object, that
which is here given directly, that is a perspectival view and a hori-
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zon, which is also given directly, implying, enclosing, and contain-
ing in token all the possibilitics of moving from one perspective to
another, To have an experience of things means to explicate hori-
zons, to reach out into predetermined horizons, Even a thing 1
ignore captures me in its horizons. Every thing has an inner and
an outer horizon. These horizons are not storchouses of memo-
rics as much as living fields which grasp us and lead us from cxpe-
ricnce to experience. A certain continuity of expericnce makes it
possible to carry out a synthesis of superimposing and fleshing
out—of operlapping. That something is the same, that depends in
great part on the continuity of specific concrete data which over-
lap with the change of viewpoint, at most supplementing cach
other and introducing further contexts. At other times, the expli-
cation of references uncovers a disagreement with preceding expe-
ricnce; that, too, is a synthesis, a synthetic act not of agreement
but of discrepancy which cancels a certain experience.

IHorizons are not mere possibilities but are always already in
part realized. To live in horizons means to broaden actuality
immcmcly to live amid possibilitics as if they were realitics. That
is so banal that we tend in advance to consider such possibilitics as
realities. To live in horizons is typically human. We are wholly
unconscious of the perspectivity of things; in our awareness they
arc as primitives paint them, without perspective, in themselves,
so to speak, though still given in perspectives, in aspects from
which we cull a self-identical core, transforming a horizon into a
massive existent. We leap from one implication to another, flitting
about amid the possibility of realizing these 1mp11C'1L10ns We
move about in the sphere of the virtual as if it were a sphere of
realitics. It is not, yet our experience petrifies possibilitics as reali-
ties. That is why we can never fully explicate them. This transfer-
ence of actuality is the significant, far-rcaching motif of our
experience. Imaginary supplements, that about things that cannot
be actually presented, ave real for us in a certain way, cven when
only anticipated, adumbrated, precisely because they are continu-
ous with things which are given themselves. The sclf-given is what
presents itself in our experience as the thing itself, in contrast with
mere imagination. There is a difference between imagining
Vesuvius and standing before it. There are cases in which things
themsclves stand before us, This table is there before me in visual
experience, it is not a representation of the table. We live, though,
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in relations which transcend such self-givenness. With the help of
the transference of actuality, far more is present to me as real than
what is actually given: whatcver stands in some relation to the
self-given is also actual. Things beyond our senses are present to
us. Even what can never be given in the original, like the experi-
ence of others, becomes actual. We live by relating constantly to
the experience of others in the world as to something actually
given. Living in horizons, the transference of actuality, points to a
powerful centrifugal stream that governs our life—out of our-
sclves, to the world. We live turned away from ourselves, we have
always already transcended ourselves in the direction of thc world,
of its ever more remote regions. Here, in the world, we put down
our roots and return to ourseives. This cycle will be a subject for
further analysis.

Anticipating: on the one hand we are the stream of this cen-
trifugal energy and on the other hand we are simultancously that
which this stream discovers in its rcturn, that which finds itself as
the axis of this stream. The projection into the world never ceasces,
we never live in ourselves, we always live among things, there
where our work is, living in horizons outside oursclves, not with-
in. In a certain sense this never ceases, in a certain sense this impe-
tus returns to itself because it encounters a mirror—in entering
the world, in moving away from itself, it encounters a place from
which further continuation is a return to itsclf. This place is the
other being—Thou. We shall show further that this placing one-
sclf into the world has the structure of Thou-I. Nictzsche says
that the Thou is older than the I. The I aiming outward in the
sense of a centrifugal energy, preoccupicd with things while over-
looking itself—that is only an I with some reserve, since the full-
ness of the I, the personal I, is always the correlate of a Thou. If
we start from that centrifugal stream, it is an I only insofar as the I
is a horizon summing up within itsclf the references to all the pos-
sible reaches of this energy. 1t is what is present in reflection prior
to reflection. As a unity, the horizon implicates; as a varicty, it
explicates. The I as a horizon differs from the objective horizon—
in it the perspectives which exhibit the character of contempo-
raneity encounter cach other. The subjective horizon is structured
differently.

Let us return once more to the metaphor of subjective energy.
Energy projecting itself into the world is a seeing and an affecting
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force (Maine de Biran). Projecting into the world means affecting
the world. We can bring about changes in the world through our
bodily presence, our motions. As a seeing force, the ability to
affect the world is equipped, so to speak, with a sm1ci1l1ght which
opens the way into the world for it. Clarity about this way—those
re the fields of sensations of our experience. Our sensibility can
be also investigated purely objectivistically, in the physiology of
the senses (nerve chains and so forth, purely objective terms
positing a purely objective sequence of seeing). How significant,
though, can such results be for us if we want to understand sensi-
bility not only from a purely distantiated viewpoint, as for an
objective obscrver, but in its living functioning? In that case we
must bracket such results, not letting ourselves be misled by
purcly objective outcomes. For instance, the very principle
according to which fields of sensations are something separated,
linked only by association, by conditioned reflexes—Dby analogues
in the nervous system. Can we maintain this when we look at the
living life as lived, analyzing it without the spectacles of a third-
person, impersonal view? The separatencss of sense fields becomes
problematic; the light that guides us is a unity of a kind,



Fafth Lecture:
Lite’s Dynamics:
Intentionality and Movement

Last time we presented the thesis that the I, too, is a horizon of a
kind. What philosophical use can we make of the metaphor of
horizon? In the concept of the horizon we have to do with a_spe-
cial phenomenon which, when we seek to describe it, leads to
strange or downright contradictory tensions, for instance the con-
tradictory turn that the horizon contains the presence of what
strictly speaking is not present, what does not present itself to us
fully—a presence of the absent. The horizon belongs to all mani-
festation, everything manifests itself within some horizon. Yet a
horizon does not manifest itself in the same sense as the givens we
encounter within a horizon. The horizon does not manifest itself
as something that manifests itselt from it. The thing before us is
presented to us one-sidedly, it manifests itself in perception from a
certain aspect, it is a phenomenon in the true sense of the word.
By contrast an object as such, that which is unitary, identical, per-
sisting through various perspectival aspects, is not a phenomenon
in the same sense. It is something that is not actually laid out,
something that is only anticipated, suggested by experience, and
can also be climinated by expericnce. What does not appear to me
is present in a different sense from that which does present itself,
in the original. The horizon is the appearance of what doces not
appear, appearing only in a certain sense and belonging to an
appearance; what appears can never be without it but its mode of
appearing is such that it forces us to use peculiar, virtually contra-
dictory characterizations. The concept of a horizon is profoundly
significant, important for the nature of what we undoubtedly have
in our experience but what is yet not present with the fullness of
the seen, so that it would appear fully. Our experience abounds in
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such things. In our experience there is a great number of what we
could call demi-phenomenn which secem to want to but cannot
become fully actual, to make themselves manifest; phenomena
which announce themselves, press forward but which we seem to
be shouting down, ignoring, not taking into account. It can go so
far that the phenomenon is no more than a bint. Our experience
would be unthinkable without such demi-phenomena.

Our primary experience of ourselves is of this kind, an experi-
ence of the primordial dynamism that manifests itself in our
awarencess of our existence as a moving, active being. This
dynamism appcars as distinctively linked to that which orients us
in our movements, that is, to the phenomena appearing in our
sensory ficlds, and that in such a way that our energy is always
focuscd on something, on what we are doing. I listen and T am
stretched out in the direction of the lecturer. When T am writing,
the energy of my sensory ficlds and the posture of my movements
focus on what T am doing; that becomes the center. Individual
functions aimed at this goal are interchangeable to some extent,
able to substitute for cach other. What matters is that they con-
tribute to the same goal. In this focusing on things our experience
takes such a form that it is things that interest us, it is they that
matter to us, it is their identity that involves us. We virtually
ignore all clse, including the changes in our experience, that indi-
vidual components in sensory fields displace each other; all that
we suppress, so to speak, all that becomes a demi-phenomenon.
For instance the intuition of an object takes place in such a way
that I carry out a synthesis of individual aspects presented in sen-
sory fullness, as when I turn a picce of chalk in my hand. This
synthesis scems to take place of itself. It is not an active synthesis,
as for instance a judgment, the active connecting of conceptions
(I constituting a relation among various conceptions); it is rather
an ignoring of the changes that are constantly taking place; it is
not an addition as much as a forgetting. IHere our corporeal act-
ing, the presence of the body, plays a constant role. Our body is
originally present to us as a definite dynamism which does not
originally appear to us—what appears are things, the chalk, the
table . . ., interchangeable and partly interchanging parts of our
context. That is connected with the dynamism of our body which,
however, is not present: we are simply dynamically aware of it.
That is the passive character of the synthesis of the percept. We
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arc aware of ourselves as of something that is here but is not a
phenomenon in the true sense of the word, only presenting other
things to us, causing things to appear to us.

That is immenscly important for understanding the nature of
our I. The agent I, the I that acts, never appears before us. When
we speak of energy, of a dynamism, we 11(:(3(1 to Fhink away all thflt
is physical; we are simply articulating the n}imatwc expcrlcnccq in
carrying out movements. This dynamism 1s a phcnomcnon. in a
different sense than that on which it is focused, than that which is
its object. That on which it focuscs is a ULy of a kind. If we con-
sider perception purely physiologically, it is as if we had before us
individual functions, mutually unconnccted; such a view fits in
with the conception of sensory channels, centers, ctc. r\; phc_nomc—
nological description of the living function of experiencing, 'of
immediate reflection, however, shows us that our various activitics
focus in the unity of an appearing object. This unity contains
within itself individual sensory fields, accepting them as contribu-
tions to a unitary act. Tt is as if this unity were there prior to the
individual contributions, not made up of them. This is an
immensely clementary function. We have to assume its presence
even in animals. A dog recognizes one and the same thing, onc
and the same person, in most varied sensory data, and focuses on
it. Various types of sensibility are various means of 1'ca1izm:§on, act-
ing out this focusing on the object which is our most prm?ordsal
dynamism. Sensory ficlds belong to the primordial dynamism ’of
intention and fulfillment that characterize our life as such. Our life
focuses on objectivity, the sensory phenomenon is oni;f an answer
given to this, our pressing “question,” this primordn}l longing
drive of our intention. Our physical existence presents itself to us
as affecting things, not as a presence among them. Were we
among things, we would have to appear as they do. We do not
live among things but by following things and going out to thc‘:m.

The primordial dynamism, as we experience it, charactcrizes
the spatiality of our physical presence. That becomes apparent in
the orientation of space around us, our orientation in space as we
live it, with its up and its down, right and left, f"ox..'ward and. back.
Up and down make scnse insofar as the primqrdml dynamism of
our corporeal existence represents a certain cffort, that our pos-
cure is an effort of a kind, overcoming resistance, defying gravity;
right and left are the original symmetry of our active corporeity,
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of hands and feet, the symmetry of our body, of our movements;
torward and back is the direction of our activity, of the dynamics
of work, of a force that sees. Our dynamism docs not present
itsclf to us in the way that things do, and yet it is always an orien-
tation among things. This is why we encounter the characteristics
of forward /back, up/down, left/right in what presents itself to
us, in things, not in sclf-reflection. This specific subjective trait
which we encounter in things is a trace of our primordial personal
approach to the world, a hallmark of our corporeity as it appcars
in the world that surrounds us. That is our being toward. things.
What is manifested here is the mutual interlocking of the kines-
thetic and the aesthetic aspect, of that which appears and of the
way our body orients towards it.

Another fundamental characteristic of our bodily existence is
that it is only in our body that we sense pain and pleasure, vigor
and fatigue, and so on. That is a part of our experience of our-
selves, of the way we are, or, as some languages express it, how
we find oursclves: sich befinden, nakboditsin. That shows us the
starting point of activity, that I am here among things with spe-
cific traits of my own. It is a matter of a state, of something that
1s finished, given, not something we intend, it is a factual,
received basis of our acting, of our possibilitics—of what we have
in mind. Pain and pleasurc arc continuous with the dynamism of
our body; we sense pleasure, pain somewhbere in our body. It is the
fulfillment of something in corporeity that is suggested in some
unfulfilled manner. But it does not present itself to us the way
things do. Pain is not before us, as things are, it does not unfold
in a unitary space. States of pain and joy are far more a special
focusing of our dynamism on a certain situation of our corporeal
cxistence. At other times it is not simply a bodily, existential situ-
ation but rather a bodily existence in its entire context, in all in
which it belongs—especially in the condition we call a mood. In
moods the situation in which we are presents itself not as some-
thing that has to do solely with our corporeity but rather as
something that has to do with our environment and with the
world at large. Some such states seem to narrow us down (acute
pain encloses us, concentrates us on our corporeity, on its
momentary statc), others seem to-open us outward. In the
dimension of “how we are” there opens a factual sitnation in
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which we are placed, as the start of further doing, a preceding
disposition which is here before we do or proposce something.
© Such proposing and doing always take place in the framework of
a preceding disposition (for instance, we are thrown back on our
corporeity, our attention can reach out to nothing clse, the situa-
tion scized us). Corporeal experiencing is the necessary condition
of all further activity. It presents us with a factual opening of
1 access to the world offered by our corporeity, by our actual state.
¥ That does determine our acts, not totally, but still to a consider-
- able extent. The modes of our activity vary, we wotk in spite of a
headache, or with verve, absorbed in a task. Various moods mod-
ify our activity. We sce how we arc grasped, predetermined,
placed into a certain region, cast into a situation. Even before we
B¢ started acting, the world already has us (in a mood). Preciscly

it this aspect of our corporeity first tells us “where we are.” We are.
fi always alrcady somewhere in the whole of the world. This is the
¥ basis on which our active doing takes place. I do this and that
i within the framework of the possibilitics T have scized. Acting
always takes place in a particular stance and movement. The
 world placed us in a specific region, the world addressed us—we
8l speak of interest, of absorption. Various rcgions have their pre-
suppositions in terms of moods. Sobricty, a cool distance, is also

b cual indication; even the coloring can be brought out, explicated.
g A Chopin composition has its mood. As the composition
t unfolds, the hearer enters the horizon of a mood and explicates
B all it contains. All our acts are explications in a sense and have to
§'do with definite physical stances and movements, even the most
k spiritual acts. Bven a thinker meditating must assume a certain
‘physical posture; even quicting down, ncgation of movement and
Fdynamism, even interrupting the immediate thrust toward
i ‘things, are physical accomplishments.
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Our doing, our projecting always has the character of the
explicit “1 do.” That is no longer simply a matter of the world
having seized mc, the world having placed me somewhere, in a
particular situation. Here is the I’s response. And the I do assumes
that T can, T have the ability. I do—that means, I make move-
ments selected among possible oncs. The chosen movements are
successful interventions, rites which keep the object within our
reach and for our purposc. The perennial presupposition is that
we have at our disposal the abilities (coordination, etc.), that is,
that our body is at our disposal. My body has to co-respond to the
“T do.” A body which does not respond, which does not yield,
which is not skillful, ccases to be my body in one sense and
becomes an object for me. Thus there is always available to us a
body with cerrain skills and habits (for instance, I can play the
violin). That is nothing trivial. All our activity presupposcs this
disposition of the body. Every level we reach with a learned skill
has to be achieved, presupposes a certain type of mastery over the
world. To learn something assumes that there is a body at my dis-
posal. That is not a volitional activity, that élan, that is not voli-
tion or from volition, it is the activity itself. We master our tasks
and projects in a semiconscious mode so that our dynamism is
present but it is not that which presents itself, the phenomenon-—
the matter we are mastering is that. o ,

Movement is always a manipulation of things and is defined by
its meaning, that is, it has the character of a goal, a dircction, it is
purposive, with its whence and whereto. Taking a step, reaching
for something, a serics of movements—a journey—can serve as
cxamples. That gives it the character of a unified action: writing
an article, preparing for an examination. There is always a whence
and a whereto. Within the framework so defined, a movement: is
something unitary, indivisible. This movement is unitary just like
experienced corporeity, as if it participated in the unitary spatiality
of the body. Even though individual components are interchange-
able (assuming a constant function, a goal), the movement
remains intrinsically the same, for the same purpose. Aristotle
made this peculiar unity of bodily movement the starting point of
his analyses; thus the basic definition of movement in books 3 and
6 of Physics: movement must always have its starting point and its
final goal. That is just what modern mechanics denics. Aristotle’s
text makes sensc to the extent to which we realize that he was
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drawing on the region of subject experience of the movement of
our body, not on the region of mechanical movement.?®

The lived body must always be at our disposal, must be obedi-
ent, docile. It responds to our impulse. That has a paradoxical
character. Our dynamism is never an object, it docs not present
itsclf a8 a manipulated object which is just what it appears to be.
We do not learn movements and coordination by analyzing and
objectifying them. That is why 1 always need an object and am
focused on mastering it (a musician, a clown). The cntire
dynamism is a thrust beyond itsclf, toward matters. Certainly,
there arc schools of music at which the student of the piano goes
through a conscious drill, with the automatization coming only
later. That, though, is a wholly sccondary and cxceptional phe-
nomenon. It is virtuosity on the level of conscious reflection. Tts
basis, though, is the direct mastery which first shapes our relation
to things and fits our dynamism to them. Merleau-Ponty tells us
that it is as if our movement had a magic power, as if our finz! had
a magic effect not mediated by anything objective.? An objective
mediation can be analyzed into components in space. Flere we
encounter nothing of the sort. I will, and my hand moves. I do
not intend the movement of my hand: what I will is to write a few
words on the board, I will to reach for an apple. The entire inten-
tion is meaningful as a mutual coordination of my dynamism and
of'a thing appearing to me. There is here something like a mutual
coincidence of lived experience and reality.

Subjective movement is lived effectiveness. This fusing of
cffectiveness and lived reality is not complete; a movement fulfills
an intention but not fully, since a movement is.not a reality but a
reafization. Anticipation, too, is a part of it, its mcaning is a

- change in what there is. For that reason the coincidence of the

subject and the object has the character of a process that manifests

© a disagreement with what is, including a disagreement between

my lived experience and the experienced. For that reason a move-
ment is a realization of somcthing that is not yet. There is a cer-

. tain anticipation here. Every action has as its goal, making things
appear as we wish and can. When we de-realize reality in play,
- what we seek to do is to broaden reality so that it would present

28. See especially Plysies 20001202630, EA.
29, See, for example, Maurice Mcrleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception, p. 94, Ed.



46 Fifth Lecture

to us one possibility among others, Our thrust toward the world,
toward the object, takes place in reality and in possibilitics, it
starts with the given and transcends. it in planning, projection,
imagination. Besides the concrete movements in the realm of cor-
poreal dynamism, with their meaning and purposcs, creating the
rhythm of repetition—habitual melodies corresponding to organic
rhythms—there are also abstract and symbolic movements, imagi-
nary, transcending the ficld of the immediately given, of actuality,
and following pure possibilities. Those, too, represent a thrust
toward the world, embracing cver broader spheres.

In what sense is the I a horizon? The I as a secing force thrust-
ing toward objectivity passes through a range of relations to the
world. It can transcend actuality in various breadths, various ways
and dimensions, for instance, it can be marked by a predominance
of possibilitics or it can shrink to almost a mechanical repetition
or to organic rhythms. The personal I contains these possibilities
as something that can be unfolded, as a promisc. There is a range
of possibilities, of possible stances in reclation to objectivity—and
that is always already present preciscly in the horizon, whether we
are living on a spiritual or on a primitively organic level. This
thrust into the world has its basc where the I can return to itself
and discover itself as a part of the world.

;
i
f
;
;

Sixth Lecture:
Recapitulation. Personal
Situational Structures

Summing Up the Attempt at a Phenomenology of Our

" Own, Lived Corporeity

Our own corporeity presents itsclf to us as a force, a dynamism
- which “throws itself” into things, into objectivity. In this outward

thrust we recognized certain phases or moments. There is, first of
ali, the general moment of emotional focalization: what my dispo-
sition is, how I “find myself.” Then on this basis there is my own
activity with its projected possibilities. Precisely because it is a
dynamism, a force bringing about an effect, this force has the

- character of corporeity. This dynamism is a phenomenon in a

wholly different sense than external things that present themselves
to us in their fullness, exhibiting themselves to us, perspectivally,
yet in an originary manner. This dynamism is here, it manifests
itself, it has an effect, but it does not present itself in its fullness:
its givenness is that of a horizon. That differs from phenomenal
givenness in a strict sense. A horizon manifests its presence but

f: beyond that it points only to the nongivenness of what is implied
g in it. It is the givenness of what is not given. Corporeity,
¥ dynamism in self-localization amid things, is at the same time
- somcthing concealed, a horizon manifesting itself in a special way;

it is, as Mcrlcau-Ponty described it,30 the darkness of the cinema
weeded to make the image on the screen visible. Dynamism sees

B other things though we ourselves are not given among the things
k' at which we aim. The way the dynamism is manifested is that

30. See Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception, pp. 100-1, Ed.
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dynamic characteristics appear in #hings; for instance, the original
spatial perspective within which we locate ourselves receives its
orientation from the possibilities of our corporeal activity {(on the
left, on the right . . . ). The thrust towards things, the corporeal
dynamism, has the trait of something that is here but does not of
iself manifest itself in its fullness, its originality. Yet it is aware of
itsclf, of its activities and functioning, of grasping things.
Merleau-Ponty speaks of a magic relationship between our inter-
nal consciousness of movement and the obedient corporeity.
Tnvolvement in things is only onc dimension of our self*
localization in the world. We localize omrselves, that is, this move-
ment 75 aware of itsclf, i.c., in moving outward, toward things, it
turns, returning to itself through the world. This return to the
self is only a special mode of continuation, a stage on the way
from the self outward. It does not break the original impulsc that
sceks to penctrate other regions of what is; it only, so to spcak,
bends it. Beyond the region of the immediate sensory given we
encounter a reality whose objects we ourselves are; that is, if we
seek to penetratc it, we become involved in jts impulse and therc-
by turn back to oursclves. That is a further moment of our corpo-
real activity—the personal moment. Our original dynamism,
summing up our organic corporeity, given in the mode of a hori-
zon, encounters other dynamisms and does so essentially—our life
in flesh is thoroughly interpenctrated by this personal structure.
Such personal structures do not have the character of substance
and attribute or of terms and relations but are, rather, situational
steuctures. One might object that situation is a relational concept,
¢hat a situation is something complex, having components. To
that we need to reply that a situation is something different from
an objective refation that assumes termini external to it and to the
relation; a relation is something other than its termini. I am in a
situation in such a way that the situation is not distinct from me
and I am not bereft of influence on it. We need to distinguish a
constellation of conditions, of circumstance, and a situation.
When we spoke of corporeal spatiality, we said that in a certain
sense we localize oursclves in the world and that we relate our-
selves to our selves in this localization. That is reminiscent of the
claims of existentialist philosophers. A situation is something exis-
tential, derivative from the relation of humans to themselves.
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Therein we are in agreement with the existentialists. At the same
time, though, we differ from them fundamentally. Existential phi-
losophy, for instance the carly Heidegger (in the period of funda-
mental ontology),3! who is an analyst of existence, defines
existence as a mode of being such that beings characterized by
that mode of being arc concerned with that being itself, that is, he
defines existence in terms of sclf-relatedness.®? Heidegger derives
the concept of situation from this. Existence is cssentially a being
in a world, that is, somewhere; self-relation already contains some-
thing like self-localization. Heidegger understands the relation of
existence to the world as a fa// into the world. Existence must
fight its way out of the world, must be liberated from it by caf_ry-
ing out a certain “purification.” The fall consists of the important,
phenomenon that we fall into things, devote ourselves to them,
and thereby objectify oursclves. Thus we become alienated from
our original nature—we relate to ourselves. Liberation from the
fall into the world is a liberation from this objectification, a return
to existing in the strong sense, as distinct from mere being. The
task is not merely to reflect on being but to relate to oneself, in
existing, and in existing fully, authentically, not just vegetating like
a twig of wood.33

Herein our conception is fundamentally different. The relation
of humans to the world is not negative in that way but rather pos-
itive, it is not a self-loss but the condition of the possibility of sclf-
discovery. What is characteristic of Heidegger’s analysis of being
in the world is how little space is devoted to the concrete phe-
nomena involved, for instance to the phenomenon of corporeity.
Heidegger’s entire analysis takes place in the dimension of the
moral struggle of humans for their own autononty. Only by the

“way does Heidegger recognize that the struggling being is a

31. Martin Heidegger, “Sein und Zeit,” in Jahrbuch fiir Philosophic und pl;ﬁﬁame-

. nolygische Forschung, vol. 8 (Halle-Sarle, 1927); Gesamtnnsgabe, vol. 2, ed. Triedrich-

Willielm von Herrmann, (Frank(urt am Main, 1977). (For a uanslation in English, see
Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson
[New York: Harper and Row, 1962.]. Ed.)

32, Sein und Zeit, §9. (Being nnd Time, p. 67, Ed.)

33. See Being and Time, §38. Ed.
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corporcal one, without explicating it.3* Yet precisely in the course
of that cxplication does it become apparent that our relation to
things is fully analogous to our self-relation, that it is a continua-
tion of our lifc in the body. It is not something sharply different
from the way we live in our body, relating to ourselves. Our being
thrown into the world is at the same time the movement in which
we become embodied in something other than oursclves, become
involved, become objective. This becoming involved in what origi-
nally we are not but what we become reveals our possibilitics to
us. For instance, the emergence of writing—of controlled memo-
ry, (the possibility of controlling something that is originally given
mentally), makes possible for humans systematic knowledge, sci-
ence, life in history, organizaton of lifc in great wholes, poctry,
creativity in imagination; those, though, are internal matters,
relating to internal life itself. Life is made possible by a primordial
impulse that transcends us, that relates to what is without, consti-
tuting what is external, or nature, as Hegel would have it, as our
nonorganic body. Therein the sphere of new possibilities opens
before us. That in turn makes it possible for us to look back at our
organic body. Further, for Heidegger the dimension of shared
being (that the thrust toward the world always involves being
with others) plays a minor role; it is mentioned but not adequate-
ly analyzed and made concrete. In Heidegger’s analysis of being
in the world the entire problem of personality is not concretely
developed.

A Study of Personal Situational Structures

Contemporary philosophers often emphasize that the other
being, the other 1, plays an important role insofar as only on the
basis of our experience of the other do we become something
objective for ourselves (so for instance Sartre’s ontology of being
for onesclf, being for the other).35 That is rather exaggerated. T
am always to some extent an object for myself, cven if 1 abstract
mysclf from my relation to the other. T feel myself, to some extent

34, Scc Being and Tinme, p. 143. Ed. .
35. Sce parts 2 and 3 of Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness: A Phenomenoloygical
Bysay on Ontolygy, trans. Flazel Barnes (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1966). Ed.
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I see mysclf (as for instance Mach painted himsclf—the scholar
lying on a sofa: we can sce the sofa, the feet, a part of a nosc, the
cycbrows; in an ironic reference to Fichte, he called the painting
Sclbstanschauung des Ieh, the self-perception of the I). Yet the
phenomenon of the sclf as something objective is always partial
only; we can never enclose ourselves in the phenomenal field as
we do objects, as we do the other 1. The T is a situational concept,
the I is simultancously also an it; I perceive the objective
moments of my sclf. The truth in Sartre’s claim is that T become a
total object only in a relationship to an other, only because T live
constantly in a personal situation, because I constantly see myself
in the other who resembles me, as in a kind of mirror; 1 am myself
with respect to a Thou.

In our expericnce of the other being, the other person is
something present but not fully given; in this experience there
persists the presence of the other, the awarceness of the other’s
reality even though there is no direct givenness. We are ever with
the other on whom we count without having the other present in
the original, ever oriented to the other, reacting to the other’s
experience even though we never experience that experience our-
sclves. The other being is primordially given to me as an object,
but just as in hearing words we do not remain content with them
as acoustic phenomena but rather pass through their sensory
appearance and focus on their meaning so that the words them-
sclves scem to vanish, so, too, is it with the other person. We pass
through the objective, sensory phenomenon of the other to the
other’s “within,” to the dynamic impulse, to what the other is

~and does internally. However, I am again one of the objects of

that impulse—I as the other’s object. Thus I become a total
object. I secec myself in the eyes of the other, The other need not
be concretely instantiated. Tt is a constant structure of our experi-

¥ cnce; T sce myscelf ever as the other, as the other sees me.

This return to the self through the other is the first type of

y explicit reflection. Not that the original dynamism is not itself
' somchow given, sclf-aware; it is, though of course not in the mode
. of explicit self-relation but rather in terms of a constant self-
- forgetting. It is a peculiar horizonal awarcncss, aiming away from
- itself, the awarencess of the self as a self-forgetting. In the return to
. oncself from the world through the other, however, we encounter
¢ the first explicit reflection. We see oursclves as an object, as we sce
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the other, The other secs an object in us, though in the same way
that we sce the other, as an inner dynamism. The reason is that we
have a common world to which we both turn and in which we
engage in an activity which we understand in common. The other,
too, deals with this and that, gets dressed, orients in the world—I
see that. T see the same in mysclf through the other. I sec mysclf
through the other not as an object only but also as a dynamism
contained in the bodily presence. The Thou is the other I. The situ-
ation in which T find myself with respect to the second T is a dou-
ble one, a mutual mirroring. 1 sec and I am seen. T integrate this
mirroring in myself. We could repeat that infinitely, but this repeti-
tion itself belongs to the meaning of mirroring. I am a Thou for
the other, the other is a Thou for me but an I for the other’s self,
what for me is here is there for the other and vice versa, etc. This
mutuality is the foundation of the structures without which lan-
guage would be incomprehensible.

Tt was Hegel who first analyzed this double relation of the I
and the Thou in depth and did so with a special metaphysical
emphasis.3¢ Hegel seeks to show that the Lis not possible without
a Thou. The I in the sense of a reflexive identity presupposes the
experience of the other I. The I is not something in isolation, as
modern subjectivistic philosophy since Descartes sought to sug-
gest. The I intrinsically contains the other I. In Hegel, that is
complicated by his far too specific metaphysical idea of what an T
is, that we as spiritual beings are personalities which transcend,
leave behind being in the mode of nature. The mecting of the
two D’s as Hegel secs it is not as innocent as it is here; it is a life-
and-death struggle.3” Bach of the two I’s needs the other for self-
assurance, needs the recognition of itself on the part of the other
1, as this free individuality which can rise above all of reality and
even life itself, For this rcason, the relationship is initially a mutual
threat of the two I’s, a struggle. The two arc enemics to the very
root of their being. The way we understand it, by contrast, is that
the I, an existence projecting itself into the world, into objectivity,

36. Sce G. W. F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. A. V. Miller (Oxford: Oxford
University Dress, 1977), pp. 10438, Ed.

37. See ibid., pp. 113-14; compare o §431 of the Ensyelopdiic, where corporeality is
stiessed as exemplary of the Fiirsichsein of sclf-consciousness at this level of the dialectic.
Ed. .
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is only sceking its meaning and content, so that we cannot say a
priori what it is. For that rcason we can save ourselves this whole
metaphysical entanglement from which Hegel derives his entire
philosophy of history (which, according to Hegel, is a product of
a struggle for recognition in the relation of the master and the
serf; that is the seed of history from which the whole problem of
class struggle and class relations follows).

Initially, the Thou always means a presence or an imagined
presence: it is present as a Thou. A Thou that departs from pres-
ence is no longer in the mode of Thou, just as a perceived 1, T as
seen, not the active I, is no longer an I in the strict sense. From
the contact, from mutual mirroring, from exchange, the Thou
departs into the realm of the 7t (which is itsclf multifaceted), that
is, into its personal component (weakened personality). From the
Thou a transition is possible both to the region of the it and to
the region of we or you(-all). The reason is that the world is a
shared world. The dynamism which forms a nonorganic body for
itself, transcending my own I, can in turn be articulated, cither

" coherent with or antagonistic to the broader context. That is how

the we or the you(-all) are constituted.

This involvement in the world bears a primordial structure
with it: its center—my own I; the courtyard of my I’s involve-
ment—it; the center of that courtyard is the Thou. The structure

- of our perceptual world is profoundly shaped by the reality that

this perceptual world has an other 1 as its entelechy, its teleologi-
cal idea, That Thou is what we want to see, what interests us, the
focus of our world. That is true even in its perceptual aspect, pre-
ciscly because the Thou is a presence. We convince oursclves that
our corporeity is profoundly personally defined. In some respects
that is quite evident, as for instance in gender difference. The per-
sonalistic cast of our lifc, of our dynamism, however, is evident in
all our cxperiencing, in all our self-placement in the world.



Seventh Lecture:
Personal Situational Structures
(continued)

Our existence with its subjectival (“substantival”) core, the I, is a
thrust towards the world, a sclf-localization in the world. As such,
it has something of a circular structure. It is not only a thrust
aimed at mere things but primarily a thrust towards other beings
like oursclves. Other beings are the corcs of analogous
dynamisms. These beings in turn focus on us. Thus it is cnough
to continue in the same direction in order to return to ourselves.
The guiding thread of our reflections is the grammatical struc-
ture of language. The core of language as discourse (that is, in a
situation—we speak in a definite situation and we understand
what we say in terms of that situation) is the primordial situation:
T am speaking with Thee about it (her, him). That follows from
the fundamental personal situation which in language is always
already presupposed. Note here the role of pronouns: they are

- intelligible only in terms of a personal starting point. The primor-

dial structure of I-Thou-It, however, is only the starting point, it
needs to be continuously corrected.

The primordial personal structure appears on closer inspection
even where at first we would not expect to find it. Even in the
structures derived from analyzing our corporeity and our sensibili-
ty we already find that primordial structure of a being dealing
with things, surrounded by things in perceptual contact—all that
points to our being together with an other.

Community with others co-determines the structure of
our context as it is presented in perceptual intuition. In visual
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experience there is a marked differcnce between the sphere of the
near and the far, which psychology recognizes. In the sphere of
the near there is a constancy of the size of an object; in the sphere
of the remote, distance and size become separate until finally in
the plane of the most remote we no longer register distance, the
object distancing itsclf; only differences in size. In the sphere of
the near, that is, the distance of a thing docs not determine its
size, we see the object as ever the same.

The distinction of these two spheres determines at the same
time the region of co-being, co-operation, of co-living in all the
concrete modalities. The sphere of the near is precisely where our
contact with the other takes place and that is what provides a
measure of what is large and what small as a phenomenal trait. We
sce, we live, great and small phenomenal size differently than
objective concepts. Those are relative, they represent objective
relations, while lived great and small size are absolute, determined
essentially in terms of other persons. The other persons as we see
them, their appearance as they present themselves to us, are the
basis of this absolute measure, the standard of what we call 7or-
malsize.

Only in the sphere of nearness can I be cffective, can I use
objects; only here do things present themselves for my practice.
The meaning of the other I’s is attached to these things.
Everyone using these objects must be understood as the same as
I. Understanding objects is at the same time the sphere of possi-
ble uses of those objects. If T note something in my perceptual
ficld that manifests comportment, meaningful dealing with
things, I register it as an other, analogous being. Comportment,
meaningful dealing with things, means understanding things as
things for something (chalk is for writing, ctc.). Those are practical
characteristics testifying to the openness of things to my thrust
into objectivity. However, thereby they are at the same time open
to cvery similar thrust and from the nature of things I can read off
the meaning of that comportment and so also the mcaning of
other subjectivitics. Here we encounter something similar to what
we noted about the primordial spatial characteristics relative to
our bodily experiencing, with our subjective physical structure (at
left/at right . . . ), with the nature of our dynamic existing in the
world. We do not experience it primordially in ourselves, in our
bodies, but in terms of things external to us. That is analogous to
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the case of the sphere of subject practice which may involve my
subjective dynamism aimed outward (and not inward-turned lived
experiences), yet I do not initially expericnce its characteristics,
meaning, ctc. as belonging to it but read them off things them-
selves. It is the same with the meaning and characteristics of other
subjectivities.

The original thrust toward things is thus at the same time a
thrust toward other beings like myself. This is what makes possi-
ble a return from the world to the self. The rcturn to the self is
not analogous to a reflection in a mirror; rather, it is a process in
which we scek and constitute ourselves, lose ourselves, and find
ourselves again. It is a process of sclf-retrieval from the world, onc
of the fundamental episodes of our life’s drama.

There is a possible objection that has to do with the nature of
all that is subjective: it is said that we can acquire an explicit I only
in a return to ourselves that begins with a special reflection. Flow,
though, can we acquire an 1? After all, the 1 is minimally some-
thing that is aware of itself, that cannot be unaware of itself; it is
in principle a part of its definition that it is not only consciousness
but sclf-consciousness. Flow could a consciousness without self-
consciousness be possible at all? Ts not this quest for oneself some-
thing far too speculative, overdramatized? That is the objection
that Fichte raised against older theories of the self; especially
Kant’s. According to Kant, the I is a conception that contains no
clement of passivity, not something accepred from without, but
rather something that constitutes itself in its act, the act of reflec-
tion. For that reason, the conception of the I does not teach us
anything about our nature; it is not something that would “testify
to” our being. It is a mere product of our thought activity, of the
act of thought turning away from things and to itself. When 1
carry out an act of abstraction from what is given as content and
draw back purely to the act of thought itself, T sce that the funda-
mental possibility of reflection, of turning to thought itself, is
always a given. The I is a conception which must be capable of
accompanying all other conceptions. The I'is an act of spontancity
free of all passivity, all receptivity.3® To that Fichte responds most

38. Sec Kanr, KrV B131-39, with respect to the coneept of transcendental appercep-
ton (i.c., the I as a pure spontancity present only within the act of reflection as that
which “accompanies™ all representation). That knowledge of this “I”—i.c., characteristics
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appropriately: such a reflective theory of the I (the T constituted
in reflection) is circular. What is the subject on which reflection
turns? Either we cannot say it is an I, in which case the cquation
1=I docs not hold and that on which we reflect is not I but rather
non-I, an object. Or it is I, but then that T is present already.
When I posit the reflective equation, I=I, that is, I who reflect am
the same I on whom I reflect, then either T must be aware of
myself already (knowing the identity of the I with the I) or else 1
have no way of reaching such knowledge.3?

We shall respond with a distinction. In a sense it is truc that
the dynamism thrusting itsclf into the world is aware of itself, but
this knowledge does not take the form of an explicit oricntation
to the self but rather the form of not attending to the self, forget-
ting oneself in the course of our living. So for instance in moving
around an object I do not see the movement, the change of what
presents itself to me in this way; in perceiving 1 am not aware of
what is presented in it but rather of that on which I focus objec-
tively, that is, the identity of the object. I do not, for instance, sce
a griven perspectival aspect but rather, in the sphere of nearness, I
sce objects as they are, nonperspectivally. Among the most cle-
mentary phenomena of consciousness there is a great number of
phenomena such as that something is and simultancously is not
conscious (just as consciousness of a certain object presupposes a
perspectival view of the object and at the same time scems itself to
deny it). Our initial relation to ourselves is analogous: we are aim-
ing, in a sensc, away from oursclves. We arrive at the self at the
point at which we become anchored in things and where our
thrust into things makes it possible for us to continue along the
objectival route, though now in the dircction of ourselves. On
this route we discover oursclves, though initially as an other sces
us, as the Thou of the other 1. The polarity of the I is given with
the Thou. There are various 1’s, various types of 1, each with its

that the “I” may have “in itself” qua “soul” or “thinking substance™—cannot be deduced
from the functional characteristics of pure apperception, see the Paralogisms of the
Transcendental Dialectic, Ed,

39. See, for example, J. G. Fichte, Foundations of Transcendental Philosophy
(Wissenschaftslchre nova methodn) (1796,/99), trans. and ed, Daniel Breazeale (Tthaca,
N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1992), pp. 114-18, 126-30. TFor passages where Kant
excludes the possibility of an “intellectual intuition” (which would presuppose the “I”
being in a passive relation to its own activity), sce Kr'V B68, B72, B158, and B307. Ed.
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meaning, its significance. The T of this first reflection is not I in
that primordial originality of the original dynamism—originality
in the sense that only T can live myself, a singularity that cannot
be transposed into the plural. The I of the first reflection, present-
ing the I in the eyes of the other, is therefore an 1 like Thou; the T
in the plural always presupposes a Thou. Even in reflecting on my
original I (the only I that lives expericnces, the only T that can fecl
my pain, that can live my perception of the world) T acquire this
original I only in comparison, in a differentiation from the Thou,
with the plurality of what I am and how I see myself in the eyes of
others. Here, too, the way to the sclf Icads along the way to the
world and to others. Only then do I distinguish the I that I live
from the I’s that I am not. Reflection does not constitute the core
of my I; reflection purifics my I of others, selecting me out of the
subjective sphere in the world and making me myself, We shall
leave suspended the question whether this purification is a purely
intellectual act. (To make myself an I requires more than an intel-
lectual act, there are also affective experiences that lead us further,
not only experiences of the intellectual kind.)

Sartre sces the fundamental episode in the drama of human
relations in this relation of T and Thou, I, my subjectivity, and the
other. What Sartre says is instructive, but his starting point is dif-
ferent from ours. Sartre neither knows nor acknowledges the I:
there is no identity of the subject being whom we call I. We say: I
is a horizon by its very nature. Sartre does not use these concepts
in his analysis of subjcctivity. For Sartre, subjectivity is essentially
characterized by a contradiction. There is no identity I=I, an inner
unification, rather, subjectivity is cssentially what it is not and is

.not what it is, Every attempt to describe it distorts it in some way.

The attempt to define its character stems from a model of being

“other than the one appropriate to subjectivity. Subjectivity is

always something other than what can be said about it, it is always
more than what is given in it, it is whelly in the thrust of self-
transcendence; wholly—that means, it is nothing other than this
self-transcendence. It belongs to the thrust of self-transcendence

. to be always a subjectivity that has its past, its integration in the

world, that is, circumstances that determine its thrust; those also

- include our corporeity. When a second subjectivity appears in our
‘vital self-transcendence, we are for it what it sces, something

given, complete, a thing. The moment I realize this situation my
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thrust is frozen—the look of the other being in that moment fun-
damentally threatens me in my whole being. It is the other’s look
that threatens me. Hence the unceasing effort to come to terms
with the other, to win over, to attract and transcend the other.
(That is analogous to Hegel.) Here Sartre recognizes a number of
gripping situations, struggles of two subjectivitics sceking to seize
the other subjectivity without objectifying itself thereby.*?

Sartre’s fundamental rejection of the phenomenon I, or, per-
haps, if he acknowledges it at all, placing it on the side of a mere
“phenomenon,” not belonging to the core of subjectivity which is
by naturce transcendent, contradicts fundamental phenomenal data
to which we are referring. We believe that the phenomena we
have analyzed (linguistic structures, experiences of the lived body,
self-localization) lead necessarily to structures that cannot do
without such terms (the “I”) though we do not think that we
have already scen through them, exhausted them; rather, we need
to continue analyzing them. We cannot cut them off, as Sartre
does. In this respect, Sartre is a metaphysician, terminating analy-
sis by fiat, once and for all.

Now concretely about the personal structures: we have distin-
guished two senses of the 1. There is the T capable of being plural,
the I appearing as a Thou, the 1 for others. The Thou is the sce-
ond T as present, in reciprocity, in a mirroring, an [ with whom
we are in the contact of mutual understanding, the process of
exchange, in this double situation (I here—you there, etc.). Then
there is the I in absolute originality which only it itsclf can live,
incapable of plurality. Every experiencing I is for itself an original
L. Our terminology is inadequate here, we have the same term for
two distinct things. The I is in this sense always double. That
which the T is for itself encloses it within itself, making it inaccessi-
ble to all that is other. Yet I do know about other I’s, abstractly,
what I know of myself, that they are equally original, that they
find themselves in the same situation of the absolutely experienc-
ing 1.

In addition to this I-Thou reciprocity, there exists another
rclation in the subject sphere of the world, a relation in which

40. See Jean-Paut Sartre, Tle Transcendence of the Ego: An Existentialist Theory of
Conscionsness, trans, Forrest Williams and Robert Kirkpatrick {New York: Noonday Press,
1957}, pp. 93-106; also see Sartre, Being and Nothingness, p. 394, Ed.
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reciprocity and mutual presence do not matter, more of a rela-
tionship of a certain solidarity of various subjectivitics, a relation
of belonging and mutuality, not excluding reciprocity but not
urgently or necessarily presupposing it, parallel but distinet from
it—the relationship of we. For these reasons it is an originary rela-
tion, not reducible to the structure of I-Thou. Thus if a sccond
person leaves the sphere of presence, the mode of Thou, that per-
son need not yet leave the practically personal sphere into the
mode of It, in which I think of that person only as an object,
where the other is but a thing devoid of a present practical rela-
tion, but rather can remain within the sphere of the we. The
sphere of coexistence can be divided into the sphere of shared
practice (I-Thou, we) and the sphere of mere coexistence. The
sphere of the we extends as 1 extend my practice into the world,
as it penetrates among things. The relationship of solidarity with
the ancillary relations of distance, difference, perhaps also antago-
nism, is what creates the relation of yor(-all). The spheres of the
we and of the you(-all) are not exclusive but rather relative, Thesce
are the most ordinary structures of our experience, though diffi-
cult to reach in reflection. Tt is not yet the phenomenon of the
personal network, only observations towards one, its components.
The all too ordinary we, you(-all), . . . thatis a problem even phe-
nomenology has barcly begun to raise.



Eighth Lecture:
I and the Other:

Appresentation and
Being-With

Let us first introdtuce a concept important in Husserl’s phenome-
nology, that of appresentation, presentifying: rendering present
something that is not present, rendering it quasi-present.*! That
is possible only in a certain sense; the object becomes present in a
sense while in another sense it remains absent and hidden. That is
a very important concept for us. For instance, the back of an
object in space is appresented, not given originarily though it is
given rogether with what is given in the original, as intimately,
cssentially linked to it. Appresentation is particularly important in
perceiving another person. Other living beings are not accessible
to us in their original expericncing, in their stream of living. We
never have the lives of other persons as they live them in the origi-
nal. The others are presented to us through their appearance, as a
phenomenon only and not in their primordial being, approxi-
mately as we are given to ourselves when we look at our body, as

8 when we have fallen and are fecling oursclves. At the same time
b and in spite of that we have constantly the impression that others
- are not before us only as the front side of an object, a wall behind

which something is taking place. All we see of them in the origi-

nal is but a passage to what we do not see and what preciscly

interests us. Thus the other as a life is present to us after all. It is

“the same way with the read or spoken word. When we are read-

.ing, we are practically unaware of the visual impressions. We do

41. See Edmund Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, trans. Dorion Cairns (The

Hague: Nijhoft, 1960), §§50-54. Ed.
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not linger over graphic shapes, sound configurations, we overlook
them and go on to the meaning behind them, passing through
what is presented to what is not presented but is only appresented
through it.

The memory of something that was present in experience and
is so no longer offers another analogy.*2 The thing intended in
memory is a former original presence. In memory I am aware of
that mode of original presence but that presence can never repeat
itself there. A memory never presents the thing in the original but
rather in a quasi-present. I can recall a concert that takes place in
a quasi-time as a quasi-present, that quasi-present has its quasi-
past and so forth. We consider memory as the expericnce of the
possibility of going into the horizon of the past, as something
absolutely evident—repeating something once more as the same,
though we can in no way compare or control the accuracy of that
memory. The experience in memory is given in its fullness. The
past is not originally presented to us in memory but rather in
immediate recall, in retention, which is a special mode of forget-
ting, of de-presentifying the present in which we still retain the
present in hand. Such retention opens up the past to us. In reten-
tion, what is no longer present still remains present, directly.
Memory is built up on this retention, as a retroactive movement
building up on the meaning of the retention—the passing of
being, the depresentification of the present. Re-presentation of
the present: what had been is here in the mode of nongivenness.
A memory is an experience of a unitary past. By its very nature, a
remembrance is fragmentary, distortive, confused, and yet it is the
only mode of cxperiencing the past. That is the originality of
remembrance. In a way, an original mode of experience can arise
from the nonoriginal mode of givenness. A recollection is an
awareness of a former present. It intends the present, though it
cannot present it: it can present only a quasi-present and this
quasi-present is the sole possible access to the past as the past.
A remembrance is not an appresentation. An appresentation pre-
supposes a presentation, the appresented is presented through
something that is present. A remembrance is not presented
through something present. The original here is secondary.

42. Cf. ibid., pp. 115-16. Ed.
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A remembrance is a making present of a past present., The charac-
ter of the past is cssendially different from, for instance, the appre-
sentation of meaning through acoustically given words. The
cxample of remembrance, however, can serve to show that with
respect to secondary originality there is something similar in the
appresentation of the other 1.

In appresentation, there is a component that shows me as
incomplete, as needing, as receiving, as lacking. The experience of
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appresentation shows that, from the start, our shared life with the 7%%8/¢,

other is not a mere projection of our own person. Similarly as in
the case of remembrance, 1 can be mistaken in my reception of
the other, my understanding of an other life can be fragmentary,
marked by gaps and so on. In principle, though, precisely here,
with this experience, a new dimension opens before me, first qual-
ifying me as a fellow being, not as the author of the other Being;
life shared is no mere copying but rather mutual enrichment,
increase.

Life’s drive into the world, to things and to other beings,
makes us what we arc. The most important drive is that toward
other beings; reflection is a continuation of the drive toward the
world at the point of encountering another being within our pres-
ence. The primordial act of reflection is probably something that
belongs to the realm of appresentation. 1 appresent mysclfas I am
in the other life. Most of our mental contents come from tradi-
tion, that is, from others; what we add to it is minimal. That is
just what we can deposit for our part in other life streams.

Appresentation might carry with it a certain unfortunate sug-
gestion of something mercly spatial and temporal, as if being with
an other meant no more than being next to each other, as things
are next to cach other in space. That, though, is not what is most
important. Making the other present is a mode of access to the
other. It docs not mean simply bringing the other into spatial and

. temporal proximity. But we do need to have some access to the

other. The path leads again through perception; that, however,
does not mean that the experience of the other is a perception,

g that it is whatever the other being offers to view. Heidegger’s
. analysis of Mitsein shows that being with others is neither a juxta-

position in space nor some psychological translation of this juxta-

f position (mutually mirroring sender-receiver). Even Heidegger’s

77
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overall analyses of Mitsein®® show that being together (the rela-
tion I-Thou, I and the other 1 in the mode of We, We-You[-all])
is a relation of mutual nonindifference, of mutual internal contact;
the other is relevant to me; indiffercnce, irrelevance are only the
negative mode of this initial relation of mutual relevance. Humans
arc never indifferent to each other, never alongside each other like
two stoncs. What being together means, what humans are to each
other, we cannot say at the beginning of our analysis. Humans are
close to each other in person in certain fundamental relations
characterizing their being together. Bugen Fink once tried to dif-
ferentiate thesc basic relations of being together into the relations
of cooperation, struggle, love, play, and the relation of the living
to the dead.* These relations constitute the field within which
we live. None is transferable to another even though they
do influence and shape cach other mutmally. We, though, do not
wish to make any such claims at the start of our analyses. We
have only got as far as the rccognition that the personal field is
no mere geometric juxtaposition or a force field. The other is
the most powerful component of our experience, revealing to us
what we ourselves are and can do. So much for the concept of
appresentation.

Now let us return to the structure of the personal field. We
have scen a fundamental distinction between the original T
through which life initially streams, which is the wellspring of
experience and whose achievement ail the meaning of our experi-
ence is—and the second 1, nonoriginal, plural I in the form of
Thou. The original I gives meaning to everything, it is the source
of meaning. This originality it cannot delegate, no one else can
live it. Flusser] occasionally says that the categories of uniqueness
and universality in their ordinary sensc do not apply to this
absolutely original I. This T is unique in a wholly unique sense of
that word. The plural I is cither I as the other sces me, or another
life stream for me.

Appresentation presupposes a ficld common to more than one
life stream. This field is constituted as T, the subjectivity originally

43, Sein und Zeit, §§25-27. (Being and Time, pp. 149-68, Ed.)

44. See, for example, Bugen Fink, Bxistenz und Cocxistenz: Grundprobleme Aer men-
schlichen Gemeinschaft, ed. Franz-Anton Schwarz (Wiirzburg: Konigshausen und
Neumann, 1987). Ed,
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comporting toward an object, giving it a certain meaning which
then belongs to it as to an object. The meaning of a practical
object is presented as a correlate of our comportment: a chair is to
sit, a chalk is to write. The meaning that the subject places in the
object—that is the subject in the object. Our subject is thus given
in practical objects. Consequently the comportment of any other
organism, as it presents itself in my visual ficld, is for me also a
carrying out of the same meaning, comportment in the same
sense. Here we have that shared field.

The subject in the object is a subject in this objective field. It is
subjectivity cven though it is not experiencing. A chair—some-
thing to sit upon—is not life, life is something that I and not the
chair live. There is here a realm of something common that is
open to our comportment as it deals with things. It is an objecti-
ficd subjectivity which we can project back into our own experi-
ence. Thus another level of I-hood arises—an impersonal I-hood.
Here is the real root of what Heidegger calls the impersonal I, the
impersonal subject (Man-selbst)*® In contrast to us, Heidegger
does not derive the impersonal T from the realm of sensibility but
posits it as the original form of Mitsein, being together. For us,
the impersonal T is continuous with appresentation, an essential
structure of our mutual contact. We have somehow to reach each
other, we are not primordially open to cach other. For that we
must project ourselves into the object. The projection of subjec-
tivity into objectivity constitutes the shared sphere.

How does Heidegger characterize the Man-selbst? It is easy to
say that our experience takes the form of “I experience this or
that.” But who is this I? Is it so certain that the persisting I is the
truc, adequate way of depicting existence, our experience?
Persistence in continuity is the modus essendi of things, not a trait
of human dwelling (Dasein), of a stream of cxperience. What if a
true I is hidden behind this I? The true I originates from the
Mitsein. Mitsein is a constant concern for others. In living togeth-
er with others we are constantly comparing ourselves with them,
catching up to them and surpassing them. Being together always
includes this distantiation. If somcthing new, interesting appears

45. See Being and Time, pp. 167-77. Ed.
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in Mitscin, all involved appropriate it immediately (the leveling
effect of “progress”). For all the distantiating, a public mind
emerges, making the private public (the leveling public). In the
distantiating and leveling tendency lies the essence of the original
subject Mitsein, the mode in which we originally live. That is what
we have in mind when we say “L.” It is neither my original life,
nor yours, rather, it is what is common to us. Here a cereain noth-
ingness of that I is manifest; this I is nonbeing. Man-sclbst is
something behind which our authentic existence is concealed.
This also shows Heidegger’s bias, his partisan stance—his tenden-
cy to add something that is not derived from matters themselves
but rather from his bias against everything common, everything
public;*¢ that is understood as a fall. To be surc, Heidegger docs
sce that the Man-selbst is a necessary part of existence, an
inevitable stage in it.

46. As illustrative of this bias, see the sections in Being and Time on “idle wlk” and

“curiosity” (§§35-36). Ed

Ninth Lecture:
Being-in-the-Body and
Phenomenology

We have assumed the standpoint of phenomenology, systematically
elaborated by Edmund Husserl and his followers, cspecially
among the French. Phenomenology is a philosophy that remains
(or strives to remain) on the grounds of experience, of what can
be experienced as original reality; in this sense, phenomenology is
a philosophy of the concrete. Philosophy wants to penetrate to
the whole, to the core of what makes reality a whole, to the core
of what is. Phenomenology in its cffort at concreteness sticks to
what can be Seen in cxpericnce. Phenomenology elaborated its
drive for concreteness, for grasping what is essential, in a distine-
tive manner by focusing on what is essential in individual experi-
ences rather than on what totalizes experience. In its descriptions,
phenomenology developed ever more precise methods of grasp-
ing the perceived, the givenness of the particular, of what thought
is in the sense of intention and fulfilled intention, what remem-
brance is, what the difference is between the awareness of a pic-
ture and the awareness of the past, and so forth.

However, as Husserl claborated it, phenomenology never got
around to the question of what it is that links individual experi-
ences together. They are the expericnces of a definite living being

. who poses the question about the whole of all that it cxperiences,
~of what is the common bearer of all the individual experiences.

Phenomenology in Husserl’s sense did tell us that the subject of
all individual experiences {of intending, encountering the particu-
lar; going into the horizon of the past, etc.) is consciousness, a
transcendental subject, differing in all its fundamental structure
from the finite being we call a human. Within phenomenology, it

- seems as if that ultimate subject, the center that gives meaning to
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all experiences and carries them out, was no morc than an aggre-
gate of individual activitics, as if that ultimate bearer had no con-
rent other than that relating to the world, to objectivity, and as if
it became completely diffused in this relating, in the cxpericnces
of objectivity. We keep encountering the question of the differ-
ence between the being of humans and that ultimate, meaning-
bestowing transcendental subject that bestows meaning even
upon that “human.” A human is a being among other beings in
the world. Husserl’s phenomenology never tells us concretely
how the meaning “human” is constituted, what is the relation of
humans and of that ultimate ground upon which the bestowal of
meaning and all accomplishment of meaning take place. About
that we find only scattered remarks in Husserl’s work.

Husserl points out that the relation of humans to the things
before them is not onc of a higher level, of a higher grade of
objects (as mental objects are related to percepts they presuppose
and on which they build). Humans are integrated into the world
alrcady by virtue of their corporeity. Precisely corporeity is what
places humans into the world as intrinsically living beings, living
a life. Our relationship to our corporeity is different from the
relation to the objects to which we relate through it. Our corpor-
city is, so to speak, the condition of all our relations to objectivi-
ty. It is a lived corporeity, not an observed onc, onc which
belongs to us intrinsically, not as the object of the natural sci-
ences. Husserl presents some analyses of corporeity in Ideen 1147
Perception is relative to the capacity for movement. In Husserl,
however, it seems as if, in addition to the analyses of perception,
remembrance, anticipation, phantasy, ctc., there were still a spe-
cial topic, that of the body, a phcnomenology of corporeity.
Husserl did not reach the radical question—what is a human?
The way from the transcendental subject to humans leads
through corporeity. We might ask whether, in this chapter deal-
ing with corporeity, Husserl is not a Columbus in reverse. ke
seems to have thought that he had found a new island in the
ocean of human meanings; it may be that he found a new way to
an old continent, to the continent of the whole, not only to onc of

47. Bdmund Husserl, Ideas Pereaining to a Pure Phenomenology anid to o
Phenomenolgical Philoseplyy. Seeond Book: Studdies in the Phenomenology of Constitution,
trans. Richard Rojcewicz and André Schuwer (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1989) (hereafter “ideas
IT7). See especially §§18, 3512, Ed.

Being-in-the-Body and Phenomenology 71

its parts, to one particular experiencing, but to the very nature of
being human.

If we want to understand the place of the problem of the
nature of being human and its relation to the level on which we
constitute meanings, possibilities of experiencing, significations,
and so forth, then we need to set phenomenology aside and pro-
vide our reflection with an overview of the history of modern
thought, turning to its greatest achievement, the philosophic
cpoch since Kant—that is, the epoch in which we still live, and we
shall not get beyond it until we clarify this problem. Whercein con-
sists the difference of the problems of this philosophic era from
those of previous philosophy? It is that the thinker now inquires
not only about the products of our experiences but also about
who it is who experiences them, whose achievements they are.
That means that we make the transition from what is scen and
considered as finished being to what makes this being be as a par-
ticular meaning. We move from firm results, finished and at 1'-cst:,
to activity. An activity always precedes the finished result, and it is
always some form of practice. The final stage in the development
of the idea leads to practice. Even though there may be different
theo'ries> the entire epoch which so posed the question constitutes
a unity.

‘ To this cra, there belongs Kant’s attempt to ground the objec-

tivity of human knowing in the autonomy of our mind and at the
same time to ground the objectivity of the principles of our acting
on the idea of moral comprehension, of a moral understanding
which does not reccive its principle from without but is itself a
creator, a reason which itself becomes an agent. Kant raises the
problem of autonomy and finitude. Kant thinks the two simulta-
ncously by affirming finitude. Post-Kantian thinkers understand
autonomy, human freedom, as an activity that encounters no
resistance, that is unlimited, absolute, backed by infinity. That
leads to insoluble metaphysical problems.

If we define metaphysics as the study that asks about the
nature of being and responds by referring to substance, the high-
est being, then post-Kantian philosophy, especially Hegel’s, may
well be the last grear fruic of the European metaphysical spirit.
Not humans, but the absolute spirit is the ultimate source of all
activity, absolutely free, creating not only thought but cven being
as such as meaning, and containing within it the totality of
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cverything spiritval. For Hegel, in the end everything leads back
to this metaphysical conception. Yet it has been shown that this
conception is possible only in contradiction with the idea of the
new inquiry, that the new question that wants to think freedom
plus finitude would lose itself if it were to end in an absolute
substance.

Kant’s philosophical question had not been exhausted, only
one version of ity the inquiry traced out only one specific direc-
tion. Post-Hegelian thought—Feuerbach and Marx—thinks the
question of autonomy and finitude from the standpoint of
humans as conerete beings constituting themselves in their con-
crete daily form by working within definite social relations.
Concretencss is here sought in corporeity, in community, in his-
toricity. Hegel’s method. for resolving the problem of autonomy
and finitude—dialectics—is a method of thought in which every-
thing given, everything finished, is always considered only as par-
tial, as being surpassed and bearing the seed of that surpassing
within it. This method received a new form in the version of the
return from the absolute spirit to human concreteness, the form
of the self-constitution of human life, building up human possibili-
ties on the basis of the fact that humans at every stage of their
relation to objectivity constitute new possibilities of their own
selves, of their own lives, and so return to themselves by acting in
objectivity.

The word objectivity has many meanings. Pre-Kantian empiri-
cism and rationalism emphasized it as well. That is objectivity that
does not scek to base itself on what gives it meaning but rather is
massively accepted, simply as fact. Tcis facts that count in science;
whatever is observed, is—and we do not inquire any further. The
sum of facts is what humans need in life and what makes it possi-
ble for them to orient among realities; knowing is prediction and
so power. The positivistic bias is contained in the stress on obser-
vation of what cannot be changed, what cannot be disputed, what
can only be observed and described. Self-constitution through
objectivity and objectivity as a fact are two different things which,
in the nineteenth century, entered into a counterintuitive and
paradoxical personal union. That led to building positivist per-
spectives into the foundations of the solution of the question
of autonomy and finitude. For that reason, we nced to
think through ancw our Kantian heritage from the standpoint of
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activity and practice, which Kant and his successors left suspend-

ed; we need to think through all of philosophy anew.
Phenomenology is a part of this complex, not just an episode,

formation, but logically intcrnal to the unfolding of this funda-

mental problem. It found an inner mecthod of approaching the
finitude of the human, not as scen from without, as mere fact, but
from the perspective of life as lived, from understanding, as
humans are accessible to and understand themselves. That is its
merit. Here we can sec all the ambiguities. When we say that
humans are bodily beings, it can mean (a) an objectifying natural
scientific perspective (mass in motion . . . ), or (b) an analysis
from the standpoint of living concreteness, of humans, beings
who have a multifaceted and dramatic world, lifc in the tension
that finitude and facticity, autonomy and activity bestow upon it.
Finitude is not casily described though we can say what must
belong to it. Human beings are always threatened; in all their acts
they deal with their limitations. Humans are not delimited like
stones or like animals who are not aware of their own perishing,
humans know their limitations, are constantly relating to their
own finitude as to their own being, caring for and looking after
their needs. A phenomenology of corporeity is a phenomenology
of this concreteness of ours. It is a matter of dialectical relations.
Our relation to objectivity is a dialectical leap into objectivity, liv-
ing not within ourscelves but in what we are not, finding oursclves
in what we are not. Flere we apparently have the “dialectic of the
concrete.” That is not mutually exclusive with Husserl’s pedantic
intentional analyses in which he explores the individual acts of our
life. Quite the contrary, those analyses arc a presupposition for
discovering those dialectical structures, discovering the philosophi-
cal problems of being human. Here we have what Feuerbach did
not manage; he sensed that we need to turn away from philoso-
phy of the absolute subject to the concrete human being but he
returned to empiricism instead, to a pre-Kantian position.
Kicrkegaard and existentialism represent a further step into
this problem. They, too, belong to the context of German post-
Kantian philosophy, that is, to the context of autonomy and fini-
tude. What is the difference between the philosophy of existence
(Heidegger) and the philosophy of concrete humans in their cor-
porcal world? Existential philosophy singles out certain structures
from the whole of active human relating to the world and to our-
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selves and places them in opposition to certain other structures.
Existentialism only lets humans, who are fundamentally personal,
subjectival, fall into the world, so that the relation to the world is
always ncgative while the positive means wresting oneself from
the world by a negation of the world (thrusting the world aside,
liberating onesclf). Already Hegel analyzed the fundamental exis-
tential structures, showing that the way of humans to themselves
is not an innocent and painless reflection, a magic act penctrating
to the essence, harming no one. To penetrate to the core always
means somehow to pierce the organism. Hegel showed that
reflection, the encounter of humans with themselves, leads
through h'ud conflicts, is a result of a struggle. The gmndlo‘;c
optimism of Hegel’s phliosophy is that, though it does not mask
the hardness of reality, it understands '111 the sorrows of the spirit
and of life as mere stages, as a way to an cver deeper reconciliation
and peace, a passage to onc’s own interior, deepening both life
and spirit. While existential philosophy does not go beyond pri-
vate existence, saving only my soul, FHegel’s philosophy (Hegel
had Hamann*® before him, as an example of existential reflection)
sacrifices the soul so that all may gain spirit.

We are sketching the final period of philosophy from the cight-
eenth century to the present as a unitary problem per apices, leap-
ing from pecak to peak. This problem will no longer be
understood as a succession of systems (dogmas), these are themes
that ask to be understood as a whole. Understanding Kierkegaard
presupposes understanding Kant, etc. The so-called collapse of
German idealism did not come from without, it was, rather, an
intcrnal development of the problem itself. In Hegel speculative
philosophy reached its apex, constituting an all-embracing system
including the dimensions of history and of personal corporeity—
that is its enrichment as compared with Aristotle and
Scholasticism; then came the critical examination of this grandiose
achievement that brought a sobering, a return; a stage we left out
in our overview. In the German idealist experiment, the new
problems at first appear in old forms. It is, though, ever the same
problem of finitude and autonomy: beings placed in the world,

48, J. G. Hamann (1730-1788), German philosopher and radical critic of the
Enlightenment, Ed,
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aware of the world and of themselves, beings in the world among
others and dependent on them (on others and on things) and yet
living as free, not as a stone, as animals in merely external rela-
tions, but rather living an inner life.

Phenomenology, which might point the way, was at first
unaware of its continuity with the tradition, with German idcal-
ism. At first it even turned sharply against it (for instance Scheler

& Aristotclianism and of Scholasticism).#? In the work of Husser]
and of thosc who had been affected by existentialism the phe-
b nomenological questions soon led to the problem of the subject,

the questions posed carlier by German idealist philosophy.
Hlusserl, however, managed to avoid the difficultics of cighteenth-

wrought and oversystematized affair, even if it is based on deep
insights. Husserl’s a priori is more flexible and does not involve a
fundamental gap between sense experience and thought.
Phenomenology emerged at a time of giving up hope for phileso-
¥, phy. Brentano, in his innoductmy lecture in Vienna in 1870,
B Reasons for Dmoumgwnnt in the Field of szlosophy 50 obsuvcd
i ! that philosophy is over, that positivism alone remains. Ever ythmg
belongs to the spcclal scicnces, knowledge is only special, n
knowledge is left over for philosophy. Brentano sought to show
through psychology that something might be saved from philoso-
phy after all. In the beginnings of the twentieth century, philoso-
f phy draws a new breath. Science itself turned out not to fit the
positivist conception of science as a collection of facts. Science is
hot passive observation. The new wave of philosophical activity
i around the year 1900 found a vacuum into which new initiatives
b could enter. And here it turned out that phenomenology, which
sought no continuity and started wholly anew after the positivist

49, See the First Part of Max Scheler’s Der Formalismus in dey Etlil und die materinle
Vertethik, which was published in 1913 in the jabrluch fitr philosoplie und phinomenely-
gische Forschung. Tt has been republished as volume 2 of Max Scheler, Gesnmmelte Werke
I (Bern: Francke Verlag). Also sce Scheler’s essay “The Idols of Self- I(nowlt_cibz.” (*Die
B Idole der Sclbsterkenntnis”), in Max Scheler, Selected Philosophical Essays, trans. David
§ Lachterman (Evanston, Tll: Northwestern University Press, 1973), Ed
50. Brentano, “Uber die Griinde der meungunb auf philosophischen Gebict”
Wien: 1874). (In Franz Brentano, Uber dic Zukunfr der Philosophic, ed. Oskar Kraus
[Hamburg: Meiner, 1968]. Ed.)

at first shows a tendency to build on the objectivity of

of subjectivity, and in the course of those analyses to a revival of

century system building. Kant’s a priori is an exceedingly over--
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interlude, the positivist interruption of the tradition, arrived at
traditional problems once more and proved a continuation of the
¢radition that began with Kant. What we attempted here was to
determine the place and the role of phenomenology within the
tradition of Kant-FHegel-Feuerbach-Marx-Kierkegaard as a whole.
In the lectures of this past semester we have sought to show
how the phenomenon of corporcity—of being-as-a-body—Icads
us ever deeper, how the phenomenon of the subjectively lived
body is continuous with our personal existence. Our life takes
place in a personal ficld and so through corporeity. For a personal
field is not possible except through corporeity. I never live the
other, I necd have the other presented in the form of an object, as
a body. The return to subjectivity takes place through the thrust
into objectivity. Our concrete prehension presupposes the struc-
ture of the personal field—contact with objectivity takes place in
the field of I-Thou-It. These words, though, merely hint, we
need to go beyond such distinctions. Various forms of the I, the
Thou, the We correspond to various degrees of the 1. The origi-
nary I—never experienced by anyonc—comcs to itself through
objectivity, though not in the form of a mere synthesis of natural
entities but in the far more differentiated form of the spirit.

Lenth Lectuve:
Three Types of

Phenomenology

We started out with the question of how experiencers are in space.
We saw that they are not there like things, in mere adjoining loca-
tions; rather, expericncers must gain access to space and to self-
localization in space in order to be experientially in it. It is not the
case that as a part of our spiritual life we have some subjective
space; rather, we have only our own access to space and to the
things in it. Spatialized things are common to us. It is the unitary
space _Of shared things. If we are to gain access to space, things
must in some way appear to us and orient themselves, relate
themselves to us. Thus we see that experiencers do not appear in
the object ficld as its components; that would only mean their
pbjcctiﬁcat1011. Rather, each of them appecars as a center, as order-
ing the basic dimensions of near/far, ilp/dOWm cte. This order-
ing shows us experiencers as corporeal, as living as bodies. They
arc not subjccts of thought, they are not Kant’s I’s that have to be
able to accompany all apperceptions. These concrete dimensions
are meaningful only with respect vo the bodily. Expericncers
Ellways stand, lie, ctc—they are dynamically present. The I is an
Indubitable fact but it is not a pure act o[“spoimtancity (Kant), but
rather represents a unity of bodily dynamics. The I defines the
experiencer in a horizonal manner. Tt is an overalt balance, a unity
Pf’ the components of corporeity. For instance, I feel my position
my body and. 1 suroundings. When | sic down, he corpored

. 1 , poreal

¥
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schema assumes a different configuration. The corporeal schema
is constantly present without being an object of awareness. I feel
my position, the dynamic configuration of my momentary posture
in space. The corporeal schema is nonthematic (thematic means
literally at the center of my attention); by its very being, it is
something I do and is present as such, not as an object of atten-
tion. The corporeal or dynamic schema is something entirely origi-
nal; it is not a residuum of impressions, of perceptions. A
functioning corporeity is an a priori of all experiences I have with
my body. These experiences flow easily into the original clarity,
the schema accepts experiential components into itself, as when I
learn to swim. But its foundation, the fact thac I am always aware,
in a distinctive, practical mode, of the functioning of my corpore-
ity, that is prior to all experience.

Thus we are something mobile, penetrating in definite direc-
tions, we have a sense of our situation. The corporeal schema
points to something deeper. Phenomena like standing, sitting,
holding on to something, and so on—these phenomena are
anchored in something. The functioning of my body, of which I
am nonthematically aware, is not sclf-enclosed. It has to do with
the way we comport ourselves with respect to things in space.
Stances, movements, always have some meaning. They belong to
a certain continuity. That begins with our being “conscious” in
some sense of our overall situation. That, though, is not a con-
sciousness in the sense of “having something as an object,” it is a
certain clarity about ourselves, a practical clarity which yet does
not focus on the way we are clear about ourselves. It is a clarity
without an object, unclear in its objectivity, a primordial undiffer-
entiated clarity about our situation. Normally we cxpress it by
speaking of fecling in a particular way. The lack of differentiation
in this phenomenon can also be expressed by the word mood.
How we nre includes an entire scale of feelings and emotions, all in
a practically undifferentiated mode. We do not reflect on this our
situation, we do not objectify it. Bven without objectification,
there is far more to a mood than we might objectify, something is
implied in it, more than merely a certain quality, more than a
mental state. That is why a mood can be explicated, why we can
ask why we feel as we do, to sclect the motivation of a mood from
the way we are feeling. Not all persons can understand their
moods. In a mood we find ourselves more authentically than in
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states of thought and reflection. A mood “comes over us” but it is
onr mood, we are in the mood. We are wont to say, “How are
you feeling?” Tn many languages it is, “How do you find your-
self?” To find oneself—in a mood we encounter oursclves, we
mecet ourselves, though not objectively, as we meet a thing. In a
mood we feel how we are. Depression or elation that rises up
within us can tell us more about ourselves, about our intercst
about what it is in which we have become involved, than :m’
explicit, willing decision to act.

Mood is %'.Ioscly linked with corporeity, with being as a body.
\Cﬂ)ur posture is rooted in a mood. Our attitude betrays our mood,
Even language testifies to that: clation, depression, all these are
g terms capturing the continuity between @ mood and the way we
§ ave doing. Mood constrains or encourages us. We grasp it corpo-
. really, we feel it in our dynamism. We grasp certain possibilities in
iF: at times we live in a mode of defying all, at other times we float
b lightly, as on wings. The corporeal, dynamic subject is rooted in
:wch postures. Further components of the way we are feeling—for
g instance, pleasure, pain—are corporeal states in the matrix of a
. sclf-understanding lived experience.

& Our activity, leading into the world, into possibilities in which
b we have placed our being, for the most part unwittingly, and
¥ which thus represent our interests, grows out of such situational
y States. To live means to realize possibilities, to live in involvement,
p i interests. Those are possibilitics with which we have, so to
speak, identified ourselves. We do not have these possibilities
cforc us as goals. There is a clarity about oursclves which is not
bjective, which is not a knowledge of onesclfas of an object; it is
A practical knowing—I act and, in some sense, it is clear to me. I
-;:uccd not, though, be clear about my aims; the goals we follow arc
joften illusory. My aim, that for which I strive, is often concealed
4 from me, I mysclf conceal it from mysclf. That is possible because
f.our life in possibilitics is an engaged life. T need not be clearly
g aware of my intercests and yet they guide me, that is, I have a cer-
i tain (nonobjective) clarity about them. We realize ourselves. we
bC'l]lZ(. the possibility with which we have identified; in our 1):)ssi-
¥ bilitics we are always before ourselves (Heidegger: Dascin, bcing
n tht, world, is always a task for itself).

- We realize possibilities only by moving, by being physical.
i Every realization takes place ultimately through movement.
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Abstention, holding movement back, inactivit;f, also belong
among the movements of our body. Movement with the help Qf
which T realize possibility is given in the sense tl‘mp I can carry it
out; I am clear that I can do it. But woe to me if 1 were to treat
this clarity as an objectival one, if 1 sou ght to carry out my move-
ments consciously, with an objective awareness—I would not do
well. o .

Our life, caught up in possibilities, with its n_onobjt.:cuvc clarity
about itself, is at the same time the precondition of things appeat-
ing to us. For things arc correlates of and responscs to pos§1b111-
tics. A chair is a sit-upon-able, a room is there for presenting a
lecture. The thing, preciscly, is the correlate of }?OSSlblll.lZy. Qu.r
dynamism {of possibilitics) is for that reason also .somcthmg t.lmt
manifests us and the world around us. The dynamism we are aims
into things, out of itsclf, toward realization, toward gl'ntlfy.mg
possibilities. Sociality is the most impormpt component of objec-
tivity—the others who existin the world _1ch we do. .

We started from the recognition that T myself am not mc.ludcd
in my own perceptual field. I situate myself in space b)‘r relating to
things. I receive my place in the world fmm 9thc1ts. The pcrs.onal

component of this structure is impossible without corporeity.
am for others and others are for me as bodies. Through‘ the cor-
porcity through which I understand thcAothcr: as Sl‘l‘:ll'll‘lg. lived
expericnce with me I can com municate with Ol:.hCI'S. T l.mt is why
the structure of the world as it naturally is, which can in no way
be transcended, which every cpistemology presupposces, is “I with
others in a shared world” (“I”=bodily I). .

Tlow then are we as experiencers in space? As subjectively cor-
poreal, by carrying out a movement to things, a 1}10\'cmcnt wlm?h
docs not happen to us but which we are. It is movement In
Aristotle’s sensc: it is an incomplete energein, an incomplete 1:(::}13-
ty tracing out possibilitics, it is a realization ofrcma.in.ix.ng possxl?m-
dies.5! Movement continues as long as some possibility remains.
Every movement has its whence and its whither. Our llfc‘xs
a movement in Aristotle’s sensc: it has its whcncc——-.thc bodily
subject (which does not manifest it:sclf’)—m}d its wlthc1:—~our?
doings in the world. What lies in between 1 the realization of

51. See Aristotle, Physies 200025-201b15, Ed.
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possibilities. Our actual movements are based on a primordial
movement, an ontological movement in the strong sense of the
word—this movement sheds light on the world. The world is the
universe of all that is. Only this movement makes it become possi-
ble to say of things and people that they are or are not. In that
sense it is ontological. How then are we as experiencers in space?
On the basis of our own subjective corporcity made clear in a
transparent medium in which the world appears to us, by means
of the movement we are, explicating itsclf in the realization of
possibilitics which are already movements in the sense of concrete
kinestheses.52

Methodological Notes to This Presentation

Let us now look at what we are doing here from a methodologi-
cal standpoint. We seck to proceed phenomenologically, but phe-
nomenology takes a number of forms:

1) There is naively ontological phenomenology—Scheler and a
number of the adherents of the Munich school.53 Tts chicf aim is
to grasp the necessary essence in contingent things, to sce,
through contingent fact, a deeper structure which is no longer
contingent, which makes a thing what it is—makes a person a per-
son, makes red the color red, a work of art art. This phenomenol-
ogy madc a virtue of opening up a naive perspective on the world
and thereby bringing to view what had been obscured by schema-
ta derived not from the way a thing presents itsclf, not from look-
ing at things, but from some theory, from some explicative
schema. Some of its adherents were inspired by Husserl’s Logical
Tnvestigntions®* (expositions of pure essence and its relation to
singular realities, or, in the second volume, a treatise of the whole

52, “Kinestheses”™—i.e., kinesthesis is the compound of “kingsis” and “aisthesis,” thus
is a movement {in Aristotle’s sense) that “sces,” or a movement for and in which the world
“appears.” Sec First Lecture, p. 5. Ed,

53. We have already met Max Scheler in the previous lecture, The “Munich Sehool”
refers to a circle of philosophers associated with Theodor Lipps that included Adolf
Reinach and Moritz Geiger, both of whom later collaborared with Husserl on the
Jabwbuch fiir philusophic snd phinemenologische Forsclning between 1913 and 1923, £d.

54, Edmund Husserl, Lagische Untersuchuugen, vol, 1, Prolegomena sur reinen Lagil,
Hua 18, ed. Elmar Holenstein (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1975); vol. 2, Unter-
suchungen sur Phinomenologic und Theorie der Erkenntnis, Fua 19.7 and 19.2, ed. Ursula
Panzer (The Flague: Martinus Nijhoft, 1984). English translation: Lagieal fnvestigations, 2
vols., trans. John Findlay (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1970). Ed.
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and its parts—the whole always precedes the part—a sensitive and
fruitful formal ontological treatise).

2) Husscrl’s transcendental phenomenology is a theory that is
no longer naive (naive: preoccupied with objects as they present
themselves without attending to the mode of experience which
opens the way to them). Husserl also deals with objects but
specifically from the viewpoint of experiential access to them. The
fundamental thesis of Husserl’s phenomenology is that access to
the objects of any experience whatever can be studied only when
we make that access itself the object of our study, following solely
this access itself and not permitting anything else to enter into
and distort our study. We must set aside any belief concerning the
object of that experience. I can study the way experience
approaches things without believing in the existence of its object.
Even then experience remains objectival. But that means that con-
sciousness {of objects; in Husserl, consciousness always has an
object) is by its very nature independent of the cxistence of the
world.?® That does not mean asserting that the world does not
exist. Husserl is only pointing out the superiority of consciousness
in its very nature and in the full scope of its experience to the
objectivity of which consciousness is conscious. Thus Husserl
asserts that a (critical) examination of our experience, of its struc-
tures, of its verification (testing its validity) is not only indepen-
dent of its thesis, of positing an object, but that, if it is to be
radical, the positing of an object must be suspended. Only that
way can the inquirer reach pure experience, without any addi-
tions. At the same time, this mode of phenomenological study is
supposed to set aside all possible prejudice, it is to be the founda-
tion of philosophy as a science guided by an ideal of total respon-
sibility—it must be able to take responsibility for anything it
asserts, give reasons for every step, and that in the sense that it is
supported by what alone is valid, by the experience of the thing
itself, the thing as it itself presents itself. Since it presents itself in
reflection, reflection is the final court of appeal—that is a

55. Le., world of “beings™—consciousness docs not need any “being” in order 1o
exist (nulla “re® indiget ad existendum). See Edmund Husserl, Ideas Pertaining to o Pure
Phenomenology and to a Phenomenological Philosoply. First Book: General Introduction to a
Pure Phenomenolagy, trans. F. Kersten (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1982) (hereafter “Idens 17),

§49. Ed.
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Cartesian ground, ¢go cogito. On this ground the cogitatio is itself
an object—it is sclf-cvident.

3) The phenomenology of Heideggers first phase (that of
Sein und Zeit; preceded, to be sure, by a formative period,
Heidegger forming his views out of the Rickert school).56 we
are now not concerned with a broad presentation of his position
and of his phenomenology but only with his position with
respect to the problem of a possibility of studying experience in
reflection. Were phenomenology a study of consciousness in
reflective aceess, in cvidence, as Husser! thought, then today’s
entire presentation could not be considered phenomenological.

ltis true, as Flusserl points out, that the act of consciousness is

itself focused on the object and not on itself, that it is not the-
matic, that it cludes itself, but it is capable of being thematized,
of being grasped, by its nature—and that because already prior
to the reflective act it has an objectifiable form; its objectifiability
is, it seems, self-cvident, unconditional. Heidegger took over
from Husscrl the most substantive idea that every being (be it a
stone, an animal, a number, a word, a mathematical theorem)
instantiates a certain type, and each type is given by an experi-
ence of a special kind, given in the typical mode in which this
type of being is understood. From that Fleidegger deduces that
understanding is the ground of access to the being of what is,
which is only subscquently a basis for access to beings them-
selves. For instance, we could not perceive things in space if we
had no notion of the sort of being a spatial object is, we could
not understand a word if we did not understand language. After

- ally we do not mix numbers and animals, cach group represents a

page of its own. Understanding being is basic for the determina-
tion of being. However, from that we cannot deduce, as Husserl
docs, that the study of our experience, which makes possible
access to beings and to being, is a study in reflection (alone), an
objectification, that that on which I reflect already has in itsclf
the character of an object which we need but set before our
cyes—and there it is, in the original. In Flusserl, reflection is
privileged because it putatively provides us with consciousness in

) 56. l.e., Heinrich Rickert, a neo-Kantian contemporary of Husserl. The “school” to
which he belongs had, in part, its intellectual origins in the so-called “Marburg Schaol”
founded by Hermann Cohen. Ed.
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the original, only grasped in reflection. That means that.COn-
sciousness is already itself grasped in the mode of object given-
ness, that consciousness has the being clml'nctq of an objective
object of perception, there before our view. For that reason
Fleidegger does not use the term consciousness, because it has
been preempted by something which may exist, thgugh only asa
special case and under certain conditions—consciousness as an
explicit positing of the object. So for instance the type of con-
sciousness we confront in scientific judgment, when we explicitly
posit this or that proposition, knowing that its content is cither
evident or nonevident. This act of positing can then be retro-
spectively analyzed but we cannot go beyond it. 1 cannot‘i.n this
way grasp the meaning of this act within the process of life as a
whole. Consciousness as a static structure of positing an object
is a fact, but not all life (all “conscious” life) can be subsumc.d
under this modcl. For instance, handling a pencil, a hammer, is
also a mode of knowing but it makes no sensc without a certain
context from which it cannot be separated. Husserl does under-
stand consciousncess as a series of acts, but acts always pertaining
or relating to an object. Objectification constitutes the ﬁltl}]
structure of consciousness; the fixation onto an object is the pri-
mordial basis of knowing. The objective guide for analysis is the
primordial model of phenomenological work. Consciousncss I“'ms
fundamentally an objectival structure. If we can show n.c]aE‘tl:y
that is in principle nonobjectival, and if all objectival, Ob](l(:.tlf}’-
ing clarity, all modalitics of this objectification, m:ciroopcd in it
then we have gone beyond Husserl with the help of a Husscrlian
motif.

A further difference is connected therewith. Husser!’s philoso-
phy is a philosophy of pure theorin, of pure observation. An
absolute science with an absolute responsibility. That was
Husserl’s immense courage—that drive to responsibility. Tt places
life under the norm of the demonstrable, of truth. Husserl was an
antipragmatist, an antipracticist. Carrying that idea out concrctcly,
however, leads to the opposite of the original intent, that o'F a phi-
losophy free of presuppositions and fully 1‘csponsiblc.' The ideal of
philosophy as a rigorous scicnce can, under some circumstances,
be a misleading one. We cannot relent in it, we must assert only
what is demonstrable, otherwise we should open the floodgates to
arbitrariness. But that does not mean that lived experience in all
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its scope is a demonstration, that experience aims at this meaning
alone. Not every evident givenness need be objectival, demonstra-
ble, not every consciousness need be accompanied by a self-
consciousness, not everything evident need be cvidently given.5”
In the course of our presentation we have encountered numer-
ous phenomena which are instances of a practical clarity, not
turned in to itself, not having itself as its object. In that sensc, this
lecture follows the style of Heidegger’s phenomenology though it
is critical of it on the grounds of its (i) being far too formal, not
stressing sufficiently the ontological implications of embodiment,
of corporeity, and (ii) not posing the problem of consciousness in
the literal sense of the word, even though Heidegger poscs it
more than anyone clse. Heidegger was perhaps the first to pose
the question of #he origin of consciousness, not in the sense of natu-
ral causcs (that belongs to psychology, biology), but in principle,
in the sensc of the ontological conditions of the possibility of clar-
ity concerning the world. A living being lives ahead of itself in its
possibilitics, realizing its possibilitics which it understands in a
specific way—nonobjectivally, by carrying them out. Practice does
project before it a certain clarity about our cxperiencing: a spatial
reality has to be seen. That is the distancing presupposed by all
consciousness. Things then emerge out of possibilities as what
objectively corresponds to them. Only in this context can things
cmerge, not, that is, in mere observing but rather in an involved
living which identifies with its possibilities and realizes them. That
is the primacy of practice. That is the grand scheme which domi-
nates present-day philosophy and in which many see what

“Heidegger and Marxism have in common. Yet in Marx and

Feuerbach this is understood far too much in a subject-object
context. In Heidegger we have an ontological theory of the origin

- of consciousness (and of the subject), the origin of clarity in gen-

ceral. We have noted the difference between this type of evidence
and a theoretical, objectifying one. Marx always expresses himself
in terms of the subject and the object. He takes the subject for
granted. Heidegger sceks the ground which is prior to this

57. Cf. Heidegger’s own assessment of the importance—and limitations—of
Husserl’s phenomenology in chapters 2 and 3 of Histary of the Concepr of Time:
Prolggomena, trans. Theodore Kisiel (Bloomington: Tndiana University Press, 1992),
especially §13. Ed,
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quality. This ground is dwelling in the world, the life of humans
in the world, Da-sein. FHlumans are in the world—that is a single
continuum, not an opposition. It is so prior to any theoretical
distinction.

PART Two

Bewnyg in the World:
L wo Phenomenologies




Eleventh Lecture:
Husser!l’s and Heidegger’s
Phenomenology

Flusserl defined his phenomenology as a fundamental philosophi-
cal discipline, a prima philosophia, with the help of the idea of the
phenomenological reduction.®8 That is a distinctive methodologi-
cal approach aimed at rendering all of our cxperience, of things,
of ourselves, of others, accessible in the full scope of its signifi-
cance just as it naturally functions, as it puts us in contact with all
such realitics. Experience, that is, is to be scized in its primordial,
original meaning, without any interpretation, without any theoris-
ing. Our experience, on the other hand, contains all assertions
and theories within it. If it is to be seized in its integrity, then

such scizing of our cxperience must not presupposce any theory of

either what experience or of what the world really is. Everything
has to flow solely from following out experience itself. A philo-
sophical approach must not include any supposition, it must be
entirely free of any prejudices, any preconceived notions. Only
then can we have a chance of grasping expericnce as it is, in its
inner meaning and development, integrally. For that reason we
need to set aside not only all sciences, theories, scientific discover-
ics, psychological discoveries, developmental theories, etc., but
also all philosophies and all naive convictions that humans

58. Sce Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, §§2-11. Ed,
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ordinarily carry in their minds. That does not mean rejecting
them. Philosophers do not delete them, reject them, are not skep-
tical about them, only must not take them for granted, usc them
as starting points, for that can contribute nothing to their activity.

Among the presuppositions with which our mind constantly
operates and which—unlike scientific theories—are not our prod-
ucts, is the unquestioned belief in the existence of the world.
Philosophers must not accept it as a general presupposition. The
world in one sense docs not vanish for them—they are, after all,
examining lived experience, the integral functioning of a life
focused on a world, a life in a world. The world as an object of
experience does not vanish, only the existence of a world is no
longer taken as a premise. What is being examined is experience in
its intrinsic, autonomous sense. That is a universal unfolding of an
idea we encounter in the seventeenth century in Hobbes, partly
also in Descartes. It is expressed by Hobbes’s idea that our experi-
ence of an object would remain whatever it is, for instance per-
ceiving or imagining a table, even if the world did not exist. The
table belongs to the experience as its objectival meaning. But this
objectival meaning is constantly manifesting itsclf as expericnee
unfolds. Experience is only the gradual process of convincing our-
selves of the existence of the table, demonstrating its aspects. That
retains its validity whatever we initially believe concerning its exis-
tence. Demonstrating experience constitutes an experiential
meaning, not the entity itself. The structures of our inner life
that is the demonstration.5? For every type of objectivity there
must exist rules of demonstration, a mode according to which this
objectivity enters into our experience. For instance, objects of one
type are the necessary presupposition of access to objects of
another type; we cannot have access to numbers without having
expericnce of things first. That is no random scquence but a nec-
essary one, following from the nature of the matter,

To pursuc experience in all its inner integrity—that is the task
of phenomenology as prima philosophin. That is why Husserl also
calls it transcendental phenomenology: from a primitive way of
dealing with experience, from understanding objects as objectively
given (to which we testify and about which we theorize), it

59. Cf. the first three chapters of the First Part (“Of Man™) of Thomas Fobbes,
Lepiathan, ed. C, B. Macpherson (Penguin Books, 1985). i,
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transcends to the mode of bow these objects are given (how such
testimonies and thcories are demonstrated). A priori mecans, for
Husserl, an internal necessity of the relations under examination;
they are necessary relations about which inner perception can
convince us that it is so and can be no other; not that we could
know something before we have the object. On the basis of
the method of phenomenological reduction Husserl scts about
grasping expericnce as an autonomous, internally coherent whole
of lived experiencing, independent of all clse, which presents
itself to us and can be grasped in the original; on the basis of this
originary givenness we can determine not only what there is in
fact, but also the internally necessary structures of this lived
experiencing, ‘

The result is to be a reversal of the position to which mathe-
matical natural science had led our thought, namely, the belicef
that material nature, the external world, is a universally internally
coherent whole of a mathematically formulated causality into
which disjointed and discontinuous islands of conscious lifc are
injected in a distinctive—and problematic—way, an addendum to
material processes which are a part of that universal whole. Nature
is supposed to be continuous, mind intermittent, causally depen-
dent and sure to belong in some way—though so fir we do not
know how—to this universal whole. Husserl sccks to reverse this
position: spirit, universal experience is a single continuous whole,
logically built up within, forming a continuous unity in which the
exterior does not intrude because in experience the exterior
always appears as the meaning correlate of certain expericntial
coherences. A delicate problem for this Husserlian conception is
the relation of individual subjects’ experiences to each other. For
Husserl, the experience of the other is something that has its
determinate structure (typical, specific). The other is always pre-

sented to me as the other, always an object, never given in the

original (otherwise it would have to be the experiencing T itself).
Yet a part of the meaning of my experience of the other is that the
other is living an cxperience just as originally as I live mine, and

* " that these expericnces enter oné into another through the external
..~ world (externalas an experiential meaning; the world is originally a
“world of meanings, not of objccts). That is typical of my cxperi-
ence of the other. Individual experiences ingress in cach other in

that way and so form a continuous whole. To describe experience
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is a supraindividual task. In a way it is an idcalism that differs from
other idealisms in that it is not concerned with polemics about the
existence of an external reality but rather simply does not take it
into account; not because it underestimates it but because it turns
out that for the fundamental task—illuminating experience, the
primordially given—it is irrelevant.

Phenomenological reduction was to be the apex of philosophi-
cal frecdom from prejudice, it was to realize the Cartesian ideal—
sctting aside all prejudices, all unverificd presuppositions which
spell catastrophe for philosophy in its effort to verify all it assumes,
to subject its viability to a test. If some presupposition escapes
that, then the philosophical conception is compromised and we
need to start all over again. And yet there are unverified presuppo-
sitions in Husserl’s conception. Husserl’s phenomenology as a
prima. philosophin was to be a rigorous science formulating its dis-
coverics with total certitude, guaranteed because what phenome-
nological observers formulate as the results of their investigations
is the result of a direct secing of the object in question, in the orig-
inal, in pure givenness. Otherwise—if the object were not given in
the original—there would be no sense in building a phenomenolo-
gy, a radical critique of experience. EpochZ would make no sense if
it did not Jead us to something that is purcly given. Bvident given-
ness means that the thing itself stands before our gaze. The idea of
pure givenness is, in Husserl, derived from a tradition—a tradition
that is both very definitc and yet undefined, the Cartesian tradi-
tion. Ego cogite cogitatim—the basic structure, form, of our expe-
rience is bound up with another of Descartes’s idcas, that ggo
cogito certifics itsclf, that cqgitatio is at the same time something
that is certain of itself. Husserl formulated this idea so as to con-
trast the givenness of experience in reflection with external experi-
ence, for instance, with perception. He asserted that the object of
external perception is a being which is always relative with respect
to the modes of its givenness. A thing is inexhaustible in its
aspects, each aspect referring to ever further experiences. This
thing 1 hold in my hand is present to me in the original, and yet its
givenness is relative, the givenness of a being which can never be
known exhaustively. By contrast, the being of our inner experience
does not have such a relative character, it is not given as an infinity
of aspects referring on to other aspects, it is given at a stroke,
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absolutcly—absolute being.99 That is apparent also in that to have
access to a thing I must somchow live it, a thing implies a lived
experience. Verifying the existence of a thing presupposes ongoing
experiencing, that is, a different kind of being. By contrast, experi-
cnce is always the experience of something but that something
need not exist to make it so. For that reason, experience is pure
being. That is a replay of the Cartesian thesis that cogitatio is guar-
anteed absolutely, casier to know, closer to knowledge than things
which are knowable only through a cegitatio, which are mediated
by cogitatio.

Tllc thesis of the immediate givenness of the cogitatio was to
cost Flusser] a great deal of effort, especially when, in his analysis
of expericnce, he discovered that experience is never quite so
completely instantancous and immediate but rather is spréad out,
has a temporal extension and contains also what is not given.
Bvery experience must contain a retention of what had been and
anticipate something not yet here. That is a part of its meaning,
‘that the nongiven belongs to the given. Fusserl himself showed

that, by the very nature of it, every temporal sequence contains

essentially a multifold temporal horizon which makes that tempo-
ral sequence what it is.

Husserl’s metaphoric schema of time consciousness is shown
on the following page.!

What is given to me includes a double horizon of the non-
given, of what is only suggested—the past and the anticipated.
The givenness of the nongiven is the inner structure which we can
note in immediate givenness, forming the inner link of experience
pointing to cver further experiences. Yet how are we to under-
stand the peculiarity that, in our conscious life, there is at the
same time so much that is nonconscious, so much half-clarity;
how are we to understand that retention—that things are some-
how here, yet not objectively? (For Husserl, to be sure, that was
not a sufficient objection.) What is experience, consciousness? A
clarity interpenctrated by obscurity. Ts it really something T can

60, Sce lusserl, Ideas £, §§42-14. Ed.
6‘1. Cf. the timc-(li:lgl:am given in Edmund Husserl, On the Phenomenology of the
IC:"?nmanmm of Internal Time (1893-1917), trans. J. Brough (Dordrecht: Kluwer), §10.
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grasp in full clarity in inner vision, making it fully transparent to
itsel? Or is human experience by its very nature something essen-
tally different from what can be given in object cxmrigmc? That
is a question which Husserl ncver raised. Experience itself does
not give itself to us in the original evidently, as a thing, or at lca'st
does not give itself to us in its entirety. Is the idea of givenness in
the original one that can be applicd to experience? That is not to
say that we cannot objectify experience. The question, though,‘ls
whether, if we so approach our experience, if we simply look at it
we do not already thereby transform it into something other than
what it originally is, whether we are not depriving it of its own
mode of being—whether, that is, we do not nced to approach
experience entirely differently. This approach, to be sure, does
yicld some knowledge, but it is a derivative approach to some-
thing whose more original mode of being might be different. I
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look at experience as at a thing, as something presented to view,
turning towards it; yet that towards which I turn is no longer
truly the living I, the seeing I, the acting I. That is the whole
problem of reflective philosophy. Reflective philosophy under-
stands reflection as an inner intuition, as cxperience of oneself,
experience turned within, Reflection on our own experience leads
to a cleavage, to a duality of what is lived and the one who lives it,
falling into a contradiction between the experiencing and the
experienced. I look at myself—it may be I, but that at which T
look is already passing, it is not the I that is doing the looking.

That is the question posed by Heidegger as he sought to come
to terms with all of previous phenomenology. Heidegger asks
what our approach to our own being is.9? Is it a view of being? is
it a sclf-consciousness? a look turned to myseclf? An inward look is
naturally also a part of what we are, but our own being has a
more direct access to itself. The mode by which our original,
inmost being is accessible to us is that our own being is some-
thing we must do, create, achieye. We are not in the world like a
stone to which the fact that it is means nothing, like the animal
for whom its own being docs matter in some sense but which
does not explicitly relate to it. Humans arc in such a way that they
simultancously are and ought to be. That they are has to be their
achievement, they must literally fake it on. But what does “taking
it on” mecan? It means that we are not indifferent to our own
being, that in our present we always already anticipate, project
something that we are not yet. Projecting is our present, Our past
was like that, too, living means accomplishing our being. So it is
not the case that we first arc and then do something; our being
takes place entirely in that doing. Our being is always on the way,
we have a spatinm before us, We are for the snke of something, we
not only are and nothing more, we are for something. For what?
For ourselves, for our being, for our life. In that way our life
relates to itself, not in the mode of observing itself but rather in
the mode of doing itself. The question of experience is the ques-
tion of our relation to ourselves as beings who are carrying out
their being, the question of how such sclf-constituting being is
structured.

62. Cf, Heidegger, Being and Time, §§9-11. Ed.
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It foliows from our interest in our own being that such a mode
of being includes a certain clarity. A being interested in its own
being cannot be devoid of clarity. At the same time, however, it is
not its own object, it does not objectfy itself in its doing; it is
constantly doing somecthing for the snke of continuing to exist. It
c’fcrwf itself from present to present. It relates to itself in its doing.

r that there must be certain open possibilitics, since it docs
vlnL is possible for it. Those are the possibilities of its own fur-
ther being. In this most primordial structure—interest in own
being——a temporal schema is given and nonobjective possibilities
open up. Possibilities arc not something objective, they are not
there to see so we might look at them, rather, they are our possi-
bilities insofar as we do them, realize them, identify with them.
The possibilities that open up to us are present in a special mode
so that we are aware of them but not so that they would be objec-
tified but rather in the sense that we understand what surrounds
us in light of them. We understand practically: that is, we are able
to, we are familiar with, we know how to deal with. That is the
original meaning of “to understand.” That is how we first under-
stand ourselves and things. That is how a child begins to under-
stand a spoon, a saucer—as it begins to know how to deal with
them. Our original structure of our being relating to itself opens
various horizons which are not horizons of objects, of an objective
and-so-on, but rather prevenient structures in the light of which
objects appear to us. They are structures which direct me in the
way | relate to myself, in self-realization. One such prevenient
context in which I move in self-realization is that which brings it
about that all the correlates of individual possibilitics with which |
identify are not isolated and that I can understand them precisely
as not isolated.

What concerns Heidegger is naturally also consciousness, but
not consciousness in the classic sense of the correlate of an object
which can itself be objectified, which is itself a being of a certain
type whose mode of being does not distinguish it from an object.
In Heidegger’s conception, consciousness—if we can ask about it
at all—is something that first arises in the primordial clarity of a
being that must accomplish its being, that is preoccupied with its
own being. The point is the essential primacy of practice. At the
very protofoundation of consciousness, of thought, of the subject,
there is acting, not mere seeing. That explains why there is so
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much opaque, obscure, in our clarity. Such a being, concerned
with its own being, cannot in principle be grasped in its distinc-
tiveness by observation. A mere observing look can never capture
this active nature of our being for ourselves, its intercstedness, its
interest in itsclf: that is something we could never see if it were
not what we are. The presupposition of our sceing is that that is
what we are, not the opposite, that our sceing would be a prestp-
position of anything presenting itsclf to us in the original.
Further, such a being, concerned with its being, is constantly
exposed to its basic character, namely, that the being that it must
accomplish does not depend wholly
not realizing the possibilities with which it identifies. The primor-
dial interestedness does not give us only the fact that there is
obscurity in self-clarity, rather, from it comes also the tendency
not to sce our situation as it essentially is. So not only nonobjec-
tivity (original nonobjectivity does not mean nonobjectifiability),
obscurity in clarity, but also self-concealment, a tendency to con-
ceal oneself.

This nonobjectivity and tcndency to conceal onesclf are the
great advantages of Heidegger’s over Husserl’s phenomenology.
In virtue of that it can become the philosophical foundation of
human science. Husserl’s phcnomcno]ogy would do as a philo-
sophical foundation for the natural sciences. It shows how the
experience of nature can be understood so that our judgments
about nature would not be mere realitics in the world but could
become authentic truths about reality, even if asymptotically.
That, though, applies to human and social sciences as well—for
Husserl, that original absolute clarity of the spirit for itself poscs
no problem. Social sciences, though, are sciences because they
uncover something about personal and social reality that we can-
not learn by simple introspection. Social sciences normally appeal
to mere empirical data. However, they need also a philosophical
foundation in order to locate thcn' fundamental probiem, a foun-
dation demonstrated by our cssential approach to the subject of
social sciences, the principles of encountering this object. The
problem itsclf arises in the human disciplines as we penctrate to a
certain aspect of ourselves which is clear to us in onc sense and
not in another, For that reason, for all social sciences, the point at
which they become genuine sciences is penetration through
self-illusions, self-deceptions, our idols of ourselves. Providing a
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philosophical foundation for actual human scientific disciplines
demands that we find access to this situation, not an empirical,
but a foundational, justifying onc.

8

Twelfth Lecture:
Existence, Phenomenon,

Reflection

An objection might be raised against Heidegger’s new way of
doing phenomenology, sharply opposed as it is to Husserl’s theo-
ry of reflection. That objection has to do with the special struc-
ture, basic for Heidegger, the structure of existence—of being
that is charged with itself, must assume itself, must act itself out,
achieve itself, without turning that “doing” into a mere rework-
ing. A being, whosc being is its task, is 7#s own, own to itself;. it
must not include anything objective, thinglike, anything that
could be simply noted. It is.in its entirety in cach of its determina-
tions. Every determination which can be not so much noted as
spoken forth about it is not something predicated of it, rather, it
is something it itself is. Being its own being is marked by an own-
ness, by being own. That presupposes some kind of an I. And an I
is something enduring, something we must presuppose in all our
assertions. Every assertion presupposes an I, an I identical with
itself. Then is there not a contradiction in Heidegger’s way of
doing philosophy? Isn’t this attempt at determining the mode of
being represented by our existence self-contradictory in presup-
posing something that defies any such conception of being? Being
that has the character of ownness, own in every moment, presup-
poscs an enduring I. For what else would it mean “to be one’s
own in every moment??63

63. Sce Heidegger, Being and Time, pp. 67-68 and §18 of History of the Concept of
Time. Ed.
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To this we respond: in a certain sensc it is true that existence
does in some way entail a relation to an I (in a very indcfinite
sense of that word). Yet viewing existence as a wholly distinctive
modc of being, incommensurate with objectival being, should put
the concept of an I in question as well. The I as traditionally
understood requires some clarification first. We cannot say simply
that we always presuppose a constant I. The I as something evi-
dent, always clear about itself, as the initial presupposition of any
thesis—is this presupposition itself clear? Just the philosophical
controversies suuoundmg the concept of the I are reason (,noug,h
for answering in the negative. Heidegger’s assertion concerning
the ownness of existence is not designed to deny the 1, it is
enough if it turns out that the I—if we understand it as the last or
the first we have to posit, as the foundation of all other these
in this respect alrecady something derivative, something we see
from the viewpoint of a being that can be analyzed into parts so
that here is the foundation, here is a construct upon it, then fur-
ther and further constructs upon that. A being so structured is
not something I do but rather something I sce. So to approach
the phenomenon I means to miss the phenomenon I in its origi-
nality, not seeing the I as I. To attribute to it the role of the pri-
mordial foundation means to grasp the T not in its originality but
as derivative. The primordial T is being which can in no way be
transposed into objective being. We need to grasp the T in the
context of that being which relates to its own being, to which its
being is not indifferent, 1 as a task, being as a task, being which
accepts and achieves itself. Those, to be sure, are no longer
Heidegger’s terms. This doing and accepting—a dynamism that
has a temporal character—contains the possibility of transmitting
something to somcone. It is within this task that the I takes place,
here is the spatinm for the 1.

TTeldq,gu s idea of an existence which in itself is nothing but
existing®* involves one fundamental difficulty. It is being which by
its very naturc is practice—a lived life, not lifc observing and
observed, but one which acts and so brings about understanding.
That means that it includes some kind of clarity; precisely from
the nature of such being we can explain something like clarity

64, Le., a mode of being that FHeidegger claims is passed over by Husserlian phe-
nomenology—see History of the Concept of Time, p. 110, Ed.
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(while a philosophy corrclating subject and object always already
presupposes clarity, consciousness=clarity; here we have the
attempt to see the origin of clarity in the nature of a certain type
of being). The great problem is how such being might be grasped
philosophically. That, precisely, is how such an objection would be
formulated from Husserl’s standpoint: as philosophers we must
have some access to such being, just as to every existent and cvery
being, and it is just this access that interests the philosopher. How
is it possible to seize existence reflexively? If it is possible, then
how is this way of doing philosophy different from reflective phe-
nomenology which seizes what it sees when the mind turns in on
itself? Is that not just a replay of that transcendental philosophy
which cannot offer to itsclf any account of what it docs? A’
philosopher reflects. If Heidegger philosophizes about existence,
then he is reflecting on existence and thence derives the legitima-
cy of his approach. Phenomenology has to do with phenomena; a
phenomenon is what appears; being must in some sense appear. If
existence is a phenomenon, something that presents itsclf to the
philosopher’s view, then it is the object of such a view. If, how-
ever, existence is something that we do rather than see, then
nothing can be seen of it, then it is not a phenomenon. Isn’t this
transcendental philosophy trying to step over its own shadow?

To this, Heidegger has no answer. Let us attempt one our-
sclves, Let us try responding with another question: what is
reflection, and how is it possible? When Husserl speaks of the
reflective act which grasps the subject in the original, when he
claims that the radical reflective act means refraining from any
prejudgment, refraining from any act of faith in the world—
whence does he derive his assurance that such an act is possible at
all? What is the point of reflection? Husserl wants to be able to
assert what he says as a philosopher with absolute certainty, wants
to be able to guarantee it. He must guarantee it, be secs it.
Reflection includes a radical will to responsibility. But what is that
responsibility? Tt is a certain posture of life, a way life relates to
itself. The possibility of a will to be 1cspomlbic is rooted in this
trait of life, that life relates to itself. This being responsible means
doing cxphcﬁly something that already life itself makes possible.
Being that relates to its own being is at the same time unlocked
for itself in some sense. The possibility of reflection is rooted in
this openness. That is, the structure of such a being is what makes
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reflection possible. At the same time, however, we need to under-
stand the structure of reflection itself differently than Husserl
understands it. If we are to understand how a phenomenology of
existence is possible at all, we must in a sense go beyond Husserl’s
idea of cvident givenness, the idea of reflection, of a stream of
lived experience which grasps itself in the original. For Husserl,
philosopher’s responsibility consists in saying only what is and
what is accessible to him i the original, what presents itself to his
gaze. The presupposition of the philosophical judgments Husserl
makes, of his analyses of lived experience as such (acts relating to
objectivity), is that all of it is rcad off from lived experience. How
can we make that consistent with Heidegger’s thesis that such
reading off, such reading in the original, does not yield our being
in its own being? The same can be given variously, it can appear
differently. The sclf-presence of something in the original does
not yet guarantee that it is given in its originary mode. Husserl’s
criterion of philosophical truth, the requirement of responsibility
based on reflection, is not enough. True, in reflection T am in
some sense given to myself, but is that I in the most original
sense? Is reflection in the sense of sclf-objectification the gateway
to my sclf? Need we not go further, extending the concept of
reflection to include also that philosophical procedure which
grasps not only what is given but also the inward implication of
the meaning of the given, pointing beyond?

Here there is a difference between Jaspers and Heidegger.
Jaspers stops with the basic observation that existence is not an
object, that it is something that is not the object of reflection, or
that insofar as it is, then such reflection has only a practical signifi-
cance, is only an awareness, a focusing of the situation within
which the philosophizing 1 finds itsclf. Every attempt at grasping
it is eo ipso labeled as objectification while philosophy secks its
content and its possibilities in the region of attitudes and of what
intrinsically belongs to them. Attitudes are always subjective. Thus
philosophy reaches the verge of irresponsibility, of a bad subjec-
tivism without a binding, compelling, and in that sense objective
truth. Jaspers’s idea of philosophy is that philosophy begins where
binding, compelling knowledge like mathematics and natural sci-
ence end. Philosophy is not like that, it is an appeal to possible
existence. Jaspers sces existence like Heidegger, as being which at
its core is not inditferent, which is concerned with the meaning of
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its being and of being as a whole. Jaspers secks to locate philoso-
phy in this region, at this core, giving it a special status as distinct
from the status of mere knowing, of obligation in the relation of
subject and object. In Heidegger’s philosophical analysis of exis-
tence we have something of that sort but here there is the idea of
obligntoriness as an unfolding of the original clarity about oneself
which follows from the nature of our being.%®

Clarity about oneself is different from clarity about the nature
of things. It is a practical clarity entailed by the doing of our
being, of being that must have its spatinm, its horizon. This hori-
zon spreads out in reference to our own being, being that must
accomplish itself; which is not presented ready made, here fin-
ished, simply laid out—Ilike the being of a stone. Built into the
very structure of such being is a relation to what is not yct and to
what is no more. That is the basis of that clarity. Built into that
being is also an openness which does not mean knowledge or
introspection, self-knowledge. It is a clarity which belongs to
active doing, to living. Such being makes itself actual by identify-
ing with definite possibilities which it grasps and brings about. To
those possibilitics and to that actualization there also belongs a
partner, a correspondent appropriate to those possibilities. That is
what speaks to us from the world, those are the originally given
“objects.” “Object” is an unfortunate word for capturing our
original posturc with respect to things. An object is the corrclate
of a subject. Things as they are primordially given to us are not
objects in the sense of being given, being presented to some sub-
ject; there is no contemplative relation of a subject to an object
here. Things primordially are not objects—if they were given in
mere presence, they would not be what they are.

We might object that it does not matter whether, say, this eras-
er cloth, which is now here, also was here or will be here; that
does not change the fact that there is here on the one hand a sub-
ject and on the other an object in a sequence of moments Al, A2,

. ; extension beyond the present does not matter. Yet that is a
perspective which has already formulated time in the relation of
the subject to the object as a succession of moments. This, the
eraser, is an craser for me not because I look at it now and have

65. Sce Karl Jaspers, Philsophy, 3 vols., trans. E. B. Ashton (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1969), especially volume 1, pp. 1-100. Ed.
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looked at it before but because it is a cloth for erasing the black-
board, because it belongs to a context which, however, is not a
sequence of temporal moments. The cloth belongs to the table,
to the blackboard, it belongs to something being written on it,
that blackboard belongs to the function of this lecture hall, and so
forth. In observing the cloth within a subject-object schema I
shall see that it is wet and so on, but that it is intended for crasing
is something | do not see. Discovering that it is an erasing cloth
does not require that we add ever further dimensions, observa-
tions, but that we assume a wholly different posture. It requires
less a most scrupulous observation than a practical perspective. Tf
the cloth were not there and T needed to crase something, [
would reach for my handkerchief; thereby showing that the cloth
is an object for erasing. I did not discover that from observation
but within the functional practical context which falls within
my practical life. The way it works is that I open up the possibility
of teaching and so at the moment I nced, for instance, a clear
blackboard.

Thus I uncover, discover things on the basis of the primordial
open horizon of my life in which I grasp the possibilitics it opens
for me. Vitam ducere. We do not observe our life, that is not how
it is given to us, rather, we realize it, we are charged with living it.
For that reason also things as they primordially reveal themselves
to us are not objects, just as they are not substances with certain
attributes and relations. In order to designate things as they are
ficst known to us, Heidegger uscs a German word that is hard to
translate, Zenge.8 Let us try a translation, albeit not a wholly sat-
isfactory one: things arc originally revealed to us not as objects
but as pragmata.%” Their mode of being is not present givenness,
givenness in a certain moment, in some presence— Vorbandenlheit.
The mode of being of a pragma is Zubandenheit, that is, availabili-
ty. It means that it is good for something.%8 That includes a tem-
poral dimension as well.

66. Cf. Heidegger, Being and Time, pp. 96-97. Ed.

67. “Sluzby,” the word Heidegger’s Czech trapslators use ay cqui\vn.]unr of
Heidegger’s zubands, here rendered pragmata, in common usage means “services” or
“functions.” Trans,

68. Patodka here ctymologizes or perhaps puws on the Czech word for “suitable” to
point to a temporal dimension: vhodn—hod—hoditi=suitable~—a throw—to throw, so to
project. Trans.
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The world, the environment, being—initially, we do not cog-
nize any of that and yet we do basically understand it. There is a
fundamental differcnce between such basic understanding and
cognition. Originally we do not cognize the world precisely
because we do understand it. The possibility of cognition is rooted
in understanding though it is not identical with it. People under-
stand the way they breathe. When T take the chalk in hand, it
involves a certain act of understanding—I know what it is all
about. It is not a knowledge concerning a specific purpose but
only an integration within a certain internal context which func-
tions within me, grasping this as a chalk for writing. That way 1
initially understand both myself and that which is other than 1.
That is how I understand before I know.

This understanding and its special modalities are a part of our
being. And, in turn, a part of that is that humans can never be
amid a chaos. There are philosophers who imagine, erroneously,
that that is the case—that human conception of a world grows
from small beginnings, that an order crystallizes amid a primor-
dial confusion of impressions, first concepts are constructed, then
others and others added until the originary activity of the mind
constructs a clear image of a world. Yet humans, insofar as they
arc existence, always cxist amid something they understand. That
is one of the meanings implied in the assertions that our life is a
Dasein in the world, our existence an existence in the world. To be
sure, chaos is also a kind of understanding, we can also have the
experience of confusion, but that is something sccondary, that is
an anomaly, presupposing something clse. The philosophers to
whom we have referred sce it differently: chaos as something pri-
mordial that ought to be possible of itsclf.

Precisely because humans are always understanding beings
they can explicitly indicate, explicitly explain. The explanation is
present in my seeing this pragma (chair) in the original, practical
light (as something to sit on). That is precisely why humans can
speak, have meanings. Here problems of signification and mean-
ing are placed in a context different than in Husserl; it is a context
we cannot detect in Husscrl.

Let us return to the problem of how it is possible to reflect on
existence. Of itself, existence is solely a pure relation to itself, to
our own being, yet at the same time, thanks to this relation, the
world is revealed for it. Existence exists in most varicd modes of
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this self-relation. The difficulty lics in grasping these various
modcs. Reflective grasping is, after all; always also an alienation.
But alicnation in reflection is probably necessary for grasping that
most primordial structure of givenness. Thus radical philosophical
reflection, aiming at the primordial mode of givenness of sclf and
things, depends on objectification but keeps going through it in
the direction of that to which the givenness itself points. The
givenness itself points to the fact that this cloth is not given as an
eraser cloth in a self-contained present. In the present itself there
are hints which tell me, “go on!” I have to detach such references
from the objectifying meaning, I must cancel the objectification.
Out of that there grows a new mode of reflection, a reflection on
the primordial mode of givenness or, better, a new mode of
approaching the world. '

There cxists a more original mode of approaching the world
than objectification, than givenness in the original. This entails a
change in method, in Husserl’s method of objective guidclines
based on objectification, on the givenness of things in the origi-
nal. This is a new mode of doing phenomenology. Husserl’s
method consists in sccking out, in a certain object which is taken
in its originality as it is present before us, correlatively to this
givenness and to its regular sequence, those experiential structures
which make that object accessible to us. On the basis of the
method of objective guidelines we can then carry out the cntire
analysis in which lics the basis of the method of constitution of
the object in experience. If, though, therce is a more original
approach, a morc basic task for phenomenology, then the method
of objective guidelines loses its fundamental significance. That
which is most important in philosophy, that is, self-presenting
originality, must be uncovered differently—patiently, not at one
stroke, as in the phenomenological reduction, as in the gpoche. Bit
by bit we uncover the concealing moments of philosophical and
scientific tradition. Hence also the immensely diligent interest in
the history of philosophy. Not striking down history of philoso-
phy at a stroke, as Husserl had it—the epoch? which believed it
was striking down all prejudices in describing phenomena.

Yet there does remain a reflective kernel on which this method
relies. The idea of a more original access was, after all, based on
Husserl’s idea of the original and the nonoriginal; it goes beyond
it, making it more radical and problematic, by freeing it from the
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objective mode of the givenness of being. It seeks to go further
with respect to the way being is given. Instead of givenness in
sclf-consciousness—an essential sclf-relation, a relation of being to
itself. Here there is something analogous to the structure of
reflection, though reaching beyond it for the idea of the practical
nature of this relation, toward something that is not mere given-
ness, self-presence in reflection, but rather has a practical nature,
aiming at the idea of an original self-disclosing being. Thus
Heidegger does in a sense set Husserl’s phenomenology aside,
though not dismissing it as worthless, only making it problematic
as to its extent, how radical it is. It does not deal with ultimate
phenomena to which all thought points as to its foundation. It
does, however, remain immensely useful as a conceptual oricnta-
tion. Next time, we shall speak of the limitations of this
Feideggerean conception.



Thirteenth Lecture:
Reflection as the Practice of
Self-Discovery

The confrontation we have carried out is significant for under-
standing the meaning of phenomenological work as we have
engaged in it. Now we need to make explicit the debate between
Husserl and Heidegger which in fact never took place but which
is nevertheless to the point. It is one of the burning, unresolved
issues of present-day philosophy. Nor shall we resolve it here, we
shall only faithfully lay it out. For that, we shall now present some
of the objections raised by Husser’s pupils to Fleidegger.

The book we shall follow will be Gerhard Funke’s
Phinomenolagic: Metaphysik oder Methode?? Funke’s answer to
this question is that phenomenology is merely an cpistemological
method. It does not unveil ultimate being because the entire
mode of phenomenological inquiry is one of asking after the con-
ditions of the possibility of demonstrating being; those are what is
grasped in reflection. In a reflection which can never be brought
to a completion, since every standpoint, once assumed, poses fur-
ther questions. Bvery meaningful philosophical question falls
within the scope of this reflection. There is no philosophical thesis
about which we could not inquire on what foundation it rests,
how we arrive at it; and that can be carried out only in reflection,
in a theoretical, contemplative posture. In what sense is this a

69. Gerhard Funke, Phenomenology—>Metaphysics or Method? trans, David Parent
(Atheus: Ohio University Press, 1987).
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criticism of Eleidegger? Heidegger wants to make the being of
what is the object of his inquiry. He claims that the being of what
is after the manner of existence {fundamental ontology) is some-
thing to which there is no access through contemplation, through
direct sccing. Flowever, if being cannot be made a phenomenon,
then to ask about it makes no sense. In a way, Heidegger is right:
we cannot make the being of life as lived into an object in such a
way that the conception of it would be coextensive with it.
Fundamental ontology can formulate certain universals, but life as
lived is not a universal, it is something individual and inex-
haustible (as every reality).

Were Heidegger’s idea of nonobjectifiability to mean only this,
it would be trivial. Our approach in reflection is always conceptu-
al. The fact that we always grasp the conditions of access to objec-
tivity conceptually shows that in reflection it is possible to grasp
both being and objects conceptually without identifying with
them thereby. Here we should not let Funke’s objections mislead
us. First of all, Fleidegger’s question about the being of life as
lived, about existence, is not a question that would set asidc the
question of access, of the conditions of possibility. Fowever,
Heidegger secks them, looks for them in being of just a particular
type. According to Funke—Dbeing cannot be made a phenome-
non, therefore the question is meaningless. But is it the same
thing to make something into a phenomenon (to make it appear)
and to make it an object of secing? We nced to ask in just what
sense cxistence is unobjectifiable. It is not in the same sense as
Kant’s Ding an sich. Nor is it in the sense that it would wholly
clude reflection’s gaze. Nonobjectifiability does not mean non-
reflectability. The meaning of nonobjectifiability in Heidegger is
that in the case of being like ours objectification in reflection does
not suffice for grasping this lifc in its own essence, in its very
being. That does not mean that reflection does not grasp any-
thing at all. Why, though, is reflection not enough? We need to
pose a question which Husserl does not pose, a question concern-
ing the nature of reflection, what it is, what it means.

Husscrl, without any closer justification, regards reflection as
pure contemplation—as capable of grasping its objects without
having any practical relation to it, without affecting it. That is the
point of Husserl’s disinterested observer produced by the phe-
nomenological reduction, the something extra that reduction

Reflection as the Practice of Self~Discovery 111

offers which the belief in the world does not. Ts reflection really
something on that order? Is it not, quite the contrary, a means
which human kind of life uses to find and generate its own being,
its own person? Do we not reflect for this practical purpose? Do
we not reflect because by our very nature we relate to oursclves?
That is Kicrkegaard®s conception (from which the concept cxis-
tence is derived): humans are a relation that relates to itself, a rela-
tion berween eternity and time, individuality and universality,
contingency and nccessity, cte. Thercin—that this relation is con-
cerned with itself, that it cares about itself—lics the possibility of
reflection. Refection derives from the fact that we are not mitially
given to oursclves but rather must seek ourselves. It does not
mean pure sclf-perception, self-observation.”? That is Flegel’s
brilliant insight, on which all of Phinomenologic des Geistes is
based: reflection affects the nature of the reflected, of reflected
reality. That is not commensurate with Flusserl’s idea of absolute
contemplation. Besides, if we look closcly at Flusserl’s idea of the
reduction, we shall note that it, too, has a distinctly dialectical
structure. [t is the problem of the relation of the T within the
world and the T outside the world—in a certain sense, they are the
same, in another sense not. Husser] is at times tempted to use the
classic term, “the alienated 1,” for the T within the world, belicy-
ing in the world, which is the object of the observer’s vision, an I
which turns from subjectivity into an object. All those are terms
and problems brought up by German dialectical philosophy in its
classic form.

That, then, is the question of reflection, of its nature and
structure, Now from a different angle. Husser] himsclf raised the
objection to Heidegger’s ontology that it represents a regression
to psychologism.”! That then means naturalism, a naturalization
of the spirit, and that in turn an incapacity of the spirit for truth,
rendering a clear and consistent theory of knowledge and truth
impossible. Whence does Husserl derive this consequence? From
Fleidegger’s not carrying out the phenomenological reduction—

70. CL Sefren Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postseript, trans. Howard Hong
and Edna Fong (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992), especially section 1, chap-
ter 2; and section 2, chapter 2, Ed.

71. See Husserl, “Nachwort zu den Ideen,” Jabrbuch fiir Philosoplie und phinomenalo-
Jische Forsclung 9 (1930), p. 5515 and cf. the marginal notes of Husserl to Sein und Zeit
quoted in Alwin Diemer, Edmund Fiusserl (Mcisenheim; 1956), pp. 20f. £d.
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the abolition of the belicf in the world which, for Husserl, first
purifies experience and excludes the possibility of prejudice, gen-
erating the transcendental spectator. For that reason, Heidegger’s
attempt must end up in a naturalization of the spirit and in skepti-
cism. Heidegger’s fundamental ontology thinks it escapes this
objection because, (cven though it does not carry out the phe-
nomenological reduction), since it reduces objectival realities to
objectival meanings no less than Husserl’s phenomenology, it is
also a phenomenology of meaning.”? What concerns Heidegger’s
phenomenology are not concrete realities but the meaning of
such realities. It moves entirely in the dimension of understanding
meaning. We live in understanding meaning: the being of Dasein
is understanding oneself and others. For Heidegger, however, this
meaning is not primordially oriented to logical constructs but to
living meanings, to the original meaning of our own actions in
the course of our life and of what belongs to them as their corre-
late (pragmata). This Heideggercan world, however, is no less
self-enclosed than Husserl’s. Causal, objective effectiveness, as we
know it from the natural sciences, cannot penctrate into it. That,
though, does not mean that this world is wholly acausal. In this
respect, too, Heidegger is no better off than Husserl. Husserl, in
Ideas IT, where he speaks of the constitution of our own person,
of corporeity, speaks of the continuity of soul and body, of nature
and spirit—causal cfficacy is mercly a condition for the constitu-
tion of meaning, it is not massive as in physics, yct even Husserl
admits some continuity of this type. The distinctiveness of causali-
ty in the realm of meaning is that, for the mental region, only
those causil sequences are significant which offer an opportunity
for the constitution of meaning; that means, not a passive process
in the third person but rather something meaningful, something
that belongs to an intelligible context.”® Intelligible contexts
constitute a structure broad enough to cover understanding of
ourselves, of the world, and of others (as Merleau-Ponty puts it).
In both cases, the overcoming of naturalism is accomplished
the same way, and not by means of a reduction. Naturalism is

72. Cf. Martin Heidegger, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, trans. Albert
Hofstadter (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1982), §5. Ed.

73. The relevant passages on the relation of body and causality/material nature in
Ideas IT can be found in §§15-18, 41, 56. Ed. .
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overcome because causality means something different in the case
of a psychophysical sequence than in the purely natural (physical)
realm,

The next step in the debate did not originate with Heidegger’s
opponents but with Heidegger’s question addressed to the author
of the reduction. The reduction is to be a suspension of belief in
the world on the part of the philosopher (the phenomenological
observer). This suspension presupposes two things: (1) that we
believe in the world, and (2) that this belicf in the world is by its
very naturc something different from our belief in ourselves.
Those are tacit assumptions of Husserl’s position. For Husscrl,
what he thematizes as the natural standpoint and natural belief in
the world is oriented to the assertions of natural scicnce which rep-
resent explicit acts of positing a certain reality: this and that exists,
Yet our original experience contains such a thesis only implicitly. It
represents neither the positing of individual things nor of the
world-all. Husserl, Heidegger bclicves, projects an entirely scc-
ondary, derivative phenomenon, the explicit positing of theses,
into primordial experience, as if it were possible to draw a sharp
distinction between the positing and the posited. What, though, if
our initial experience is such as to preclude such opposition?

Let us turn to the way Heidegger thematizes the world.
Heidegger raises the objection that Husserl does not differentiate
the concept of the world sufficiently, that he has not posed the
question of what the world is. In cveryday life, we are constantly
using the locution, “to be in the world.” From that we can con-
clude that the world is something that figures constantly in our
experience, ever making itself heard, that it is not something
theoretical, something that concerned Greek astronomers etc.,
but rather that it belongs to our pretheoretical experience. The
question is, what is this prescientific phenomenon, the world?
what is the world of pretheoretical experience? In Sein und Zeit
§14 Heidegger distinguishes four conceptions of the world, two
ontic and two ontological.”* What is the difference? Ontic

74. Le., “world™ (1) as the totality of things that are present-at-hand (vorhanden); (2)
as one’s sirrounding world (Umwvelt); (3} in the sense of a realm that encompasses a totali-
ty of things in such a way that is definitive of their being (as in the “world of the mathe-
matician™); and (4) as “Weltlichkeit,” or “worldhood” of the world—the a priori charcter
of “world” as such. (1) and (2) are “ontic” senses of world, (3) and (4) “ontological” or,
in the case of (4), “ontologico-existential.” See Being and Time, p. 93, Ed.
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assertions pertain to existing things, be they realities or idealitics;
for instance geometric terms are ontic. Ontic questions arc those
posed by the positive sciences. Ontological assertions do not deal
with objects of a particular region but rather with the mode of
being of the objects of a given region. They have to do with the
mode of being, with the way a given objectivity is. For instance,
geometric formations have a nontemporal mode of being, time
has no significance for them. The world can be intended ontical-
ly—as a complex of all that is and can be given. There is an onto-
logical conception of the world that corresponds to that. If by
world we mean a certain region, for instance all renlity, every-
thing real in objective time, we do not mean by it only the com-
plex of all realities but primarily the mode of being of the real.
When we speak less strictly of the world in a metaphoric sense, of
the world of mathematics, the world of geometry, this, too, has
its ontological aspect. Renaissance thinkers speak of ascending
and descending worlds—the divine world, the angelic world . . .
—spheres within which reality is laid out.”7® What, though, do we
mean when we speak of the world of ancient Romans, a child’s
world, the world of the primitives, the animal ‘world’ (context;
cach animal has a distinctive context which belongs to it corpore-
ally, in a way appropriate to its bodily structure; there are, for
instance, original explorations of the constitution of the world of
the bee, enabling us to understand how it is built up)? That is
again an ontic conception of the world, though not of a world of
being that is simply given but rather of the world of a living
being. To that there belongs, analogously, an appropriate onto-
logical conception: what makes the world a world, the world-
hood of the world—a concept characterizing the being of a living
creature, eminently of a human being. It is the ontological
conception of the world that does not belong, so to speak, on
the side of the object but rather belongs with us. The world in
this scnse, as an ontological structure, is not something charac-
teristic of a being like a stone but, rather, of a being of the
human type.

75. Le., as in sixteenth-century Platonist writers, such as Pico or the Florentine
Francesco da Diacecto, who took up the theme of soul as a mediator of two worlds from
Plato’s Symposium. See Paul Oskar Kiisteller, Studies in Renaissance Thought and Letters
(Rome: Edizioni di Storia ¢ Letteraturn, 1956), pp. 287--327. £d.
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If it is an essential trait of humans to be in the world (just like,
for instance, being corporeal), then at least this aspect of world-
hood is not something that stands over against us, and in this
sense to belicve in the world is no different from believing in one-
self. However, the world in the ontological sense is, at the same
time, the condition of our encountering other beings in the
world. Their mode of being is of a different ontological type than
ours. Being in the world is a condition of the possibility of belicy-
ing in such beings. Thus the question of the world and of believ-
ing in the world is more complex here than in Husserl. Husserl,
to be sure, distinguished the world as a horizon (presence of the
absent, unexplicated but explicable structure of cxperience; the
particular as set within a horizon), which is a condition of the
way, of the sense in which the things we encounter are given. At
first sight it might seem that in both cases—Husserl’s world as a
horizon and Hcidegger’s world as an existential (an ontological
concept characterizing the being of our existence)—mean the
same. The difference is that Husserl sees the horizon, too, primar-
ily contemplatively, there to be scen, as the explicability of the
implied, the possibility of ever further explication, like a ball of
twine I hold in my hand and can unwind. For Heidegger, the ini-
tial continuity opened up in understanding is not such an explica-
bility but rather a context that is primordially practical, flowing
from our possibilitics and their objective corrclates, a context of
pragmata.’S

Here it would be appropriate to explain how Heidegger imag-
ines the structure of the world, what the worldhood of the world
mecans for him. He explains it in terms of several examples. Fle
wants to show that the world, the condition of the possibility of
encountering the particular, must inevitably retreat to the back-
ground, that it must not manifest itself to us, if things arc to
become manifest. That means that it is not a phenomenon. Under
certain circumstances, however, it can become one.

No pragmn is isolated, We cannot speak of a single pragma as
we can of a single atom. A pragma isolated like an atom is impos-
sible, a table belongs to the floor, to the room, to its furnishings.

76. As chameteristic of the conception of world (and world-horizon, lhorizon of the
given) thar Husserl works with, see Ideas 1, §§1, 2732, 69. Cf. Being nnd Time, §§15-18.
Ed,
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We do not explicitly explicate this meaning, we simply use it. Tt is
originally a practical meaning which we grasp, take up. We under-
stand that meaning in practical action in which we realize a cer-
tain possibility. We understand the world of the classroom because
you are students and I am a teacher; all of us here and at other
times do somecthing, take up some from among our possibilitics
which we actualize, and in their context there appear th\ings which
cnable us to make it actual. As things initially function, their
mutual internal coherence remains concealed—and so it should
be. Smooth functioning, indication of meaning (a door knob to
be grasped without thinking about its mechanism, without know-
ing its parts) is a condition for having reality before us in its ordi-
nary inconspicuousness as our working context.

It can happen, though, that the smooth functioning is dis-
rupted. For instance, something, some instrument breaks down,
the entire context no longer works. Now we have to watch what
we are doing, we look over the whole context which no longer
works. That precisely is how that context announces itself to me
and becomes a phenomenon.’” That does not mean that there-
with the entire context becomes thematic at a single stroke. We
do not have before us the whole sequence of means and ends, of
causes and cffects. Such a thematization presupposes an explicit
analysis, a theoretical interest. What we do have 'suddcnly before
us is that special understanding which at other times we merely
use while it remains inconspicuous in our dealing with
pragmatae—that understanding now encounters a void, no longer
ﬁndis? g that working context; suddenly we are surrounded by an
emptiness. With that we introduce into the phenomenal sphere
that distinctive mode of functional understanding which is a part
of practical dealing with things, an overview which understands
the interrelations of onc pragma with another and so, indirectly,
also the whole of such rclations, the original world.
Signification—pointing with signs—is the phenomenon which
already presupposes the manifestation of this overview. That is
possible only insofar as the references which function in our prac-
tice become clear and we make them even more clear by consti-
tuting special pragmatn whose function is to stress, to make

77. See Being and Time, §16. Ed.
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explicit, the original things whose practical functioning we
understand.

If this perspective, this overview, is what functions primordially
in the context of reference, then we need to ask about the mode
of being of that which appears in such a mode. That mode of
being is that of being as pragnia, as we have already noted. Might
we not, though, grasp and characterize that meaningfully? The
pragmatic nature of things means that they belong to the context
of our practice. We need to specify—in what way? An overvicw is a
certain mode of understanding. This understanding has a special
structure: T understand something as something. 1 always look at
something from some aspect. What is it that presents to me the
aspect T am now seeing? What 1 need to sce of all things is how
they are, their siitnbility for something. Things arc always in such
a mode that we get along with them in some way. As what do I sce
that thing? As a desk, but I can also stand on it, it offers an oppor-
tunity to lean on it, I sce that it is not frail, that it will not give
way. Another view tells me that it is wooden and could be burned,
should there be a shortage of fuel. Understanding the suitability of
a thing is something derived from a definite possibility I have.

A particular context in which a thing we meet functions is a
definite whole of references. If we now take the entire aggregate of
referential contéexts, I can say that the world is that within which
our selfrunderstanding and our understanding of things always
operate. Heidegger then tells us: that wherein our understanding
moves in its referring, as that with reference to which it lets appear
the things we encounter, as long as they arc in the mode of how we
internct with them—that is the primordial phenomenon, world.”8
Understanding means primarily understanding our possibilities; I
understand myself as he who does this or that, acts thus or soj; this
activity takes place within a referential context; within it 1
encounter pragmata, things in the mode of how I interact with
them. The framework within which understanding takes place, that
is the world, that is the original phenomenon of the world; that is

78. Cf. Sein und Zeit, p. 86 {Being and Time, p. 119): “Das Worin des sichver-
weisenden Verstehens als Woranthin des Begegnenlassens von Sciendent in der Scinsart
der Bewandtnis ist das Phinomen der Welt,” Ed.
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what characterizes the worldhood of the world. That is the exis-
tential which characterizes our being in the world. That is how
Heidegger thematizes the phenomenon world.

Fourteenth Lecture:
Phenomenology within the
Limits of Experience

Let us return yet again to the question of the meaning of reflec-
tion, to the debate between the viewpoint of absolute reflection
(for a time Husserl’s) and the conception of reflection as a part of
human life in the world, the moment of authentic human life
(Heidegger). The axis of the debate is the objection formulated
by Gerhard Funke, that the perspective according to which reflec-
tion is a component of authentic existence does, after all, presup-
posc a certain objectivity of reflection, a distancing perspective
which has the capability of grasping. It is this ability of grasping to
which we need to hold on; not onto any thesis which would state
once and for all what the object of reflection is, not onto any
absolute thesis, but onto that which reflection presents in this or
that instance. Reflection offers nothing absolute. Therein
Husserl’s philosophy would crr, were it a doctrine of absolute
reflection. Husserl’s philosophy is not the gateway to the
absolute. On the other hand—the view which states once and for
all that reflection is a component of existence and that existence
means bringing clarity into being etc. is also dogmatic. Both posi-
tions would like to be definitive and both transgress the limits of
reflection, the bounds of phecnomenology. Phenomenology is
something third. Reflection tells us ncither that it is the gateway
to the absolute nor that it is a component of existence. True phe-
nomenology will cling to Husserl’s principle of all principles: to
hold on to what presents itsclf, insofar as it presents itself and only
as it presents itself, remaining within the strict limits of the
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given.”? That means that in reflection we examine the way in
which any thesis is presented and what our approach to it is.
Phenomenology is a method which can never become a meta-
physics. Tt cannot be the gateway to an absolute thesis. Theses are
for it always only occasions for investigating the conditions of the
possibility of their givenness. Such inquiry is as nonabsolute, non-
definitive as every thesis. Theses are phenomena of being, not
phenomena of themselves.

According to Funke, the debate between Heidegger and
Husserl is one between two absolutist positions.50 (We have fol-
lowed it to the point at which it became necessary to carry out an
analysis of the phenomenon of the world.) Now we must include in
the debate, in addition to those two absolute standpoints, also this
standpoint which seems to be the true phenomenology, opposed to
any metaphysics. At first sight, Funke’s thesis (he is a sharp thinker
and a penctrating critic) does appear acceptable, as if it might be
the true phenomenological thesis (rejecting anything said to be in
itself and focusing on the sphere of what actually presents itself).
Funke’s position is very plausible if it is formulated abstractly, gen-
erally. Therein it is but a reformulation of Husscrl’s principle of all
principles: in philosophy, experience is decisive, experience means
the givenness of the thing as it presents itsclf, with all that presents
itself and nothing more than what presents itsclf. This principle
might appear rather impoverished. All philosophies believe that
they are following it, that it expresses nothing distinctive. Only
once Fusserl begins to make use of all he considers experience,
phenomenon, that wherein phenomena present themsclves, differ-
ences emerge. As a consequence of this principle, precisely because
he did not want to give it up in favor of some constructs, Husserl
was driven to pose the question of the givenness of the universal:
whether the universal is not in some sense given, not only thought
as a mere opinion—hence the problem of eidetic intuition. This
principle proves its fruitfulness only when it is concretely carried
out. So, too, with Funke’s gencral statement of the principle: we
need to ask whether it does not obscure concrete problems, for
instance the question of what, primordially, is lifc, the subject
grasped in reflection, what is the primary character of its being.

79. See Husserl, Tdeas I, §24. Ed. i
80. See Funke, Phenamenalogy—letaphysics or Method? pp. 124—42, Iid.
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At one stage of his development, Flusser] believed that reflec-
tion in the form of the phenomenological reduction is the gate-
way to the absolute, that it is wholly free of any presuppositions,
that it is a creative act which can in no way be motivated or
causally explained by the world, in human terms. Flumans have
no such need for reflection, they have no practical, vital reason to
engage in it. What it involves is grasping the world from within
and as a whole. Here consciousness, an island within the world,
within nature, overflows into something embracing the world, an
ocean surrounding all being. That is what takes place in phenome-
nological reflection. That reflection represents an absolute given-
ness: as soon as I carry it out, 1 realize that I can carry out this act
of absolute reflection at any time, that it is within my power.
Bracketing the belief in the world, disarming all mundane inter-
ests—that is a possibility I always have, therein I am absolutely
free.8! That, though, also cntails that the object of reflection is
understood in a definite mode—reflection, that is, must grasp its
object wholly, the object presents itself to it appropriately, it is
immanent to it. Absolute reflection includes a certain prior deci-
sion about the mode of being of what will be given in reflection,
what will be enclosed in its gaze. It assumes that it will be possible
to comprehend (the essential) totally, not only perhaps apodicti-
cally, but always partially—for then we would need to prove that
what we comprehended was indeed what was essential. If ever our
grasp were partial only, we could not help asking whether this
concrete life grasped in reflection is the sort of thing that can be
grasped in reflection or whether life by its nature, as an activity, a
doing, cannot be exhausted in the present, containing the present
and the absent fused within itself, whether the absent is not in
principle present within it.

Thus Funke’s perspective of relative reflection is no help. Nor is
it new. Phenomenology cannot avoid the question concerning the
nature of reflection. Even if we say that phenomenology is not the
gateway to a transworldly absolute and cannot yicld an absolute
thesis within the world, such as the essence of existence, once and
for all, and, conversely, if we were to avoid claiming dogmatically to
know what existence is (which is the sense in which Funke’s criti-

81. Sce Husserl, Ideas I, pp. 58-59. Ed.
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cism of Heidegger might be legitimate, if Heidegger presented his
thesis not as a pretiminary theme for phenomenological analysis but
rather as a final, absolute grasp of the cssence of life)—the point
would still be whether what is grasped in reflection as the naturc of
that illuminating lifc which relates to itscelf and so brings clarity,
contributes to understanding actual phenomena. Furthermore, are
the phenomena we have begun to analyze, for instance Heidegger’s
phenomenon of the world, phenomena at all, and in what sensc?

Let us now return to the phenomenon of the world as
Heidegger and Husserl sce it.

Heidegger sces the phenomenon of the world as continuous
with our practical activity which initially does not give us things as
objects but as pragmata, as tools. The point is not what to call a
thing or what nature to ascribe to it. For instance Scheler believed
that we see things—both natural realities and artifacts—first in
their thingness, their objectivity (color, geometric shape, ctc.),
only subsequently adding practical traits (that it is uscful for some-
thing, valuable, etc.), as a higher stratum. That is not the way it is,
that would distort the phenomenon. Pragmata are always in a
context. There can be no single pragma. A thing as an object is
always scparable (choriston), existing as onc object. As Aristotle has
it, a thing is whatever is capable of autonomous existence.
Pragmatn are not that. A pragma stands always in the context of
references, it is a part of a sequence, of a circle of rclations. (We
shall speak of the circular character of the world in detail later.)

For Fusserl things are first of all objects, as we know them in
traditional philosophy. In the analysis of perception, the object of
perception presents itself as the substrate of various propertics, a
unity of diverse predicates. It is given in perception, but a percep-
tion is always a series of unending references (the front referring
to the back, etc.), so that the object is in principle inexhaustible.
A perception doces not present the thing itself at a stroke, it pre-
sents the thing in the original, but always perspectivally. That is
what interests FHusserl. An individual thing as originally given is
always given as a series of references, so that its context, possible
perspectives, ultimately all the world, belong to it. Every thing
refers to its own various aspects, to its surroundings, to ever fur-
ther surroundings of various types. We are thus led from onc
object to another. As soon as we have an individual thing before
us, its meaning leads us on to the world.
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What is the difference between what Husserl and Heidegger
have to say? At first sight, it sccms the same, yet thuc i$ a sub-
stantial difference.

Husscrl proceeds from one thing to the next; even when the
next thing is no more than a hint, it still adds something. The
world is as if an aggregate of tightly linked things, one growing
out of the other, indivisible—it is a material continuam. It is duc
to the special structure of perception as such that things can be so
fused, solely on the basis of their nonadequate givenness. Not
cven to a god could things (objects) be given differently than they
are given to us, always only perspectivally, from one side.8? To
have things, finite objects in the original, is possible only in per-
ception. That is a mctaphysical thesis that runs counter to tradi-
tional thought (Kant spcaks of the intuitus originarius—god sees
reality in a perception which is simultaneously creation).83 For
Husserl, pereeption alone represents an originary access to
objects. WCI that not so, then perception would not be a presen-
tation of things in the onglml but only a shadow or at most a
representation, something that presents (nonadcquate) reflec-
tions, not the thing itself. That is how Husserl sees the phenome-
non of the world, at least for a time, as for instance in Ideas I
When he describes the natural attitude, the world of the natural
attitude, he shows that things are given on the one hand in actu-
ally present.impressions, on the other hand in horizons pointing
ever further. A horizon can always be explicated, that is, we can
reach into it and single out something actually present, a certain
aspect of a thing.34

For Heidegger, a priori, no pragma is possible in isolation. It
would seem that the same is true for Husscrl. Yet for Husserl the
meaning of an object is an autonomous being—an existent that can
be isolated. What cannot be isolated is its givenness. For Heidegger
pragmata themselves, in their meaning, are such that they belong
to a certain context which is not merely a sequence of things.

Let us return to Heidegger’s concept of a pragmaS® A prag-
ma is characterized by its utility, by being good for something.

82, Sce ibid., p. 95. Ed.

§3. Sce Kant, KeV B72, £d,

84, Sce footnote 76, above. Ed.

85. T.c., the concept of “das Zeug.” Sce footnote 66, above, Ed,
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Thereby it points to that which it serves. Primarily, it points to
other pragmata, to a coherence of pragmata. Then it also points
to that which that context of pragmata scrves: it is a certain
region of human activities. That points to the function of human
life, to human life as the foundation of possibilities. That way,
each pragma is integrated into a coherence which is not material
only. These references have a circular character in that under-
standing opens out life in virtue of life’s sclf-understanding, life is
a life in possibilitics, that is, it is not indifferent to itself; it is not
indifferent to whither it goes. Life has to hold itself before it, a
scgment of that life must be lighted up before life passes through
it. That presupposes a structured space into which something can
project. A part of that context is also shedding light on what
makes such self-anticipation possible, making it possible for me to
actualize possibilities. Light from life is shed on things. The light
shed on things—those are the references to this or that, referring
in turn back to life. Light going out to things is shed back on life.
Here the circle of the world, its circular character, is manifest.
Heidegger’s definition of the world in Sein und Zeit §18: das
Worin—that within which understanding by reference operates.
Understanding is always self-understanding insofar as I am con-
cerned for my being; that is something humans always understand
in some way, life matters to them. (That is so already in
Feuerbach: true being is that being which knows passion, suffer-
ing, pain, to which it is not indifferent whether it is or is not. For
Hcidegger, though, this is a wholly different mode of being than
the being of things, while Feuerbach continues to scc being from
the viewpoint of determining what it is and that it is, in the duali-
ty of essence and existence—being is here, it is given.) Self-
understanding lives in reference. T live for something, that for
contains the difference. If I want to make something actual, 1
actualize it by means of myself and of some other means, of some-
thing that is not I. That means that sclf-understanding implies
understanding that which is not I. The most basic reference is the
for the sake of, followed by the reference of the primordial iz order
that, the in order that pointing to the what for (purpose) or
whereby (means). That within which understanding in references
operates as that with respect to which being opens up before us in
a context—that is the phenomenon of the world. So I might be a
clerk, having to go to the office. Everyonc has somcthing to do.
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In ordinary understanding I am what T do. This is what T am and
do in order that I might be. What must I do so to be—I must get
to my work place. A workplace consists of a vast context of rela-
tions, as for instance transportation. Within the region of trans-
portation, there is a certain means of transportation. That belongs
to a certain context; streetcar means streets, tracks, signals, the
police, the tram itself and the place it occupics. Those arc the ref-
erences. '

Here we might object: all this—that is the world of human
work. Heidegger is presenting the world of humans, but a special
world, a derivative one. The world, though, docs not appear to us
only when we do our job, the world surely must be there already
before that. As a clerk or a worker I surely do not see the world;
as a clerk I only sce certain things in a certain way—as pragmata
belonging to the context of my activity. Surely T must have seen
a great deal of the world prior to that. Seeing, things—that
comes first. It would seem that Husserl is right. First there are
things, objects as we sce and hear them, to them there accrue
the formations of our praxis. Let us ask, though, what sccing,
hearing mean. Perhaps we might have to subject to a thorough
critique the way Husserl and traditional thought look at seeing
and hearing,.

How does Husserl look at seeing, hearing . . . ? With the help
of the concept of intentionality. Our consciousness always has an
object before it. What is the mode of givenness of such objects
when they are before me in the original? When T perceive them.

-What is perception? Though the thing itself be given in the per-

cept, surcly it did not jump into me. How do I do it, how do I
come to the original givenness, how is that original givenness
structured? {There are philosophers who claim that a transtempo-

‘ral Iis coordinated with the being of the whole world; we receive

the thing acausally on that basis.) Husserl starts out from a defi-
nite model phenomenon which he uses as a model for under-
standing perception. He does not speak of that model. The model
which guides him in all his philosophy is language. In language
there are formations: phonemes; wholes of phonemes—words;
wholes of words—sentences. We communicate by means of them,
but our minds do not rest on them. Language is a transient,
transparent medium through which something further shows
itself. Linguistic formations are as if animated by something that
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scizes them and drives on through them to something else. Our
minds rest on that of which we spcak, not on the words.
Perception is similar. In perception there is a given basis which is
the ground for intention, through which intention penctrates so
as to bestow a definite meaning. T sece a box-—that is a meaning
which cannot be scen with the eyes, it is something different than
the foundation which is only certain impressions. 'l'mprcssions are
not ploputms of things. White as a property of chalk is not my
impression, it is a proper ty of the thing while the impression
belongs to me. Still, some impressions must be there. Impressions
are as if the ultimate building blocks (therein Husserl learns from
British <.mpmc1sm) Our intention animates them and bestows

upon them a meaning distinct from i 1mpxt13310ns Still, impressions
arc uitimate, Husserl did not go beyond them in any of his analy-
ses of perception.

That is an immense difficulty for phenomenology which scems
to force it to produce some construct. What Husserl has to say of
intention which holds on to something is not crroncous. Husserl
attempted to analyze all that is present in perceptual presence,
what we actually scc there, constructing nothing. He docs not,
though, go further, decper. His writings do contain related analy-
scs which do go d(,cpc.l For instance, if a scnse perception points
to further and further pcxspuctlvw then perspectives in turn point
to walking around a thing—that is an activity, a s¢/f-movement, as
distinct from objective movement. (Already Aristotle noted a fun-
damental continuity between adsthésisand kinésis.) The question is
whether these phenomena do not point to a deeper unity, which
is the basis for that intentional act which perception reads off,

Fifteenth Lecture:
World of Objects and

Pragmata

Last time we posed the question whether the world as Fleidegger
defines it, as an ontological concept relative to Dasein (as that
wherein), is not merely the world of human work, a world which
renders what there is meaningful at a certain level of its meaning
constitution—a level which surcly presupposces something deeper,
aworld that is pregiven, in advance. Pragmatn, whose significance
can be unlocked only by the practice of working humans, surely
presuppose a perceived world, a world given in sensations, in the
scnses. Is not that world purely objective? Docs it not offer data
which are nothing but data? The world of immediate perception,

of sensing—docs that not testify that an obJ(,cU\f(. objectival layer
precedes practical characteristics? The world is revealed to us by
something other, on the level of what is given, not on the level of
manipulative practice.

To reply to that we need to reflect on the structure of the
world as Heidegger describes it. Anticipating: in one sense, the
objection is valid, while in another sense it is not. It is valid in
the sense that the world of practice which opens up the meaning
of things as suitabilitics, as pragmata, really does presuppose
something prior to it. To claim, though, that what it presuppos-
s is the sheer objectivity of massive givens, of sense data as
British empiricism describes them, that we cannot accept.

Heidegger’s world is a structure which contains both life and
its context without differentiating them, the intrinsic relation of
the living and the lifeless, self-understanding and understanding
the other. It is not a region which could be said to belong to the
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sphere of the subject or the object; it is something that is prior to
that division, something decper than the subject-object: structure.
The world is relative to self-understanding as the sphere whercein
Dascin understands its possibilitics. Dasein understands itself as
the one who realizes its possibilitics. Possibilitics become actual in
a definite context—that wherein they become actual is precisely
the world. The world is the condition of the possibility of under-
standing being internal to it. Initially we do not thematize things,
we do not objectify them, but rather deal with them, look after
them. That points to a certain structure of our being,

Our being is Dascin in the world and Heidegger describes it in
terms of a distinctive triple structure. Dasein lives by understand-
ing its possibilitics. Possibilities, that is, belong to it but not in the
scnse that it would imagine them, objectify them (then they
would be objects, not possibilitics), but rather by realizing them,
by identifying with them, by being “borne” by them. That they
might be possibilitics, not blind forces of which we would become
aware in retrospect—Dascin projects itself in these possibilities,
reaching ahcad of itsclf. Life in the projection of possibilities, life
before it, life ahcad of itsclfF—that is no anticipated experience. We
always enter a certain spatinm (possibility) which is open to us
and we know that it is open to us; at the same time that which we
enter is less than fully real. That “ahead of oursclves” means that
we who live so, in a certain way, in a certain mode, e these
possibilities. We project their realization, they ripen in our hands,
but in a way we are set among them. So (a) T am ahead of myself;
(b) I am set somewhere, I am always already somewhere—
where?—at that which unlocks those possibilitics to me, from
which I perceive what I can, that is, from the world—I am in the
world; (c) I am ahend of myself, and in that alrendy what I have to
do opens before me—which is how I encounter things, intra-
worldly cxistents. The abend of and the alrendy, in which the
intraworidly opens to me—those are the three structural
moments of Dascin. Dasein has a constant structure. This entire
structure pivots on self-understanding and understanding things.
Understanding in its original form means caring for things (deal-
ing with them, making them, repairing them, or leaving them as
they are), understanding our possibilitics and that to which they
correspond, what unlocks them. Those are the basic traits of that
structure, It is an ontological structure—the structurc of the
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being of Dascin. Heidegger calls it cnre (Sorge). That has nothing
to do with preoccupation, carcfulness, grief (as a mood); it is,
rather, a purely ontological structure i ici
p'ltion of being placed in a situation and, within that situation,
grasping that which opens before us, what concerns us in it.86

Now we ask: does not this undusmndmg, structured as care,
presuppose something cise, prior to itself? Is care as such
autonomous? Especially considering that the world is given to us
through the senses. Are these not already meanings of a higher
order, a derivative, meaning-bestowing layer? Here we cou.ld
repeat what we said of objectival givenness of a being on the basis
of sense data (the question we posed at the start).

In Heidegger, there is only a hint of an answer: in the chapter
dealing with the temporal character of disposition
(Befindlichhkeir) 37 Disposition has to do with one substantive
moment of the overall structure of Dascin, namely, with situation.
The three moments of Dasein’s structure {projection-situation-
that with which we cope in the situation) themselves point to
something like a temporal structure. Projection, in which our life
unfolds—taking on possibilitics and identifying with them; real-
ization—the authentic moment of existing (that is that vitam
ducere, leading a life—not passively being but actively reaching
out to our possibilities). Situation has the character of the already;
whencever projection, disposition, realization get under way, they
always presuppose something already. In the dialoguc of these
two extases (as Heidegger has it) lies the spasinm in which we can
first encounter something. We must not think of the temporai
structure of Dasein as something that is in time, in sequence—in
time partes extra partes. The original L(.mpomllty of Dasein is of a
different order. It is what makes possible an objective time—
whose parts stand outside cach other, one next to another, a time
we abstract from innerworldly things. Situation is the original
past. In Slavic languages, participles beautifully express the tem-
poral structure of Dasein: former (minulf)=having the trait of the
past within it; firsnral (budoucl)=having the character of projec-

86. Cf. Being and Time, §41. Ed.

87. Befindlichkeit, here rendered disposition to mirror Patoéka’s rendering of it in
Czech, is commonly if somewhat misleadingly rendered mopd by English trnslators; see
Sefn und Zeit, §68b, also §§29, 30, and 40, Trans,
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tion, being in projection. There is a difference between former
and past (minnly and minuvs?), that is, contained in objective
time as a previous phase. Former (minulf) expresses something
which brings and retains the character of having been, (not just
being past), of being situated. To express that in German,
Heidegger must usc ncologisms (gewesene Zukunft);33 in Czech
that is not needed.3?

Heidegger tells us that the affects of our senses belong to the
coherence of the way we are, how we are disposed, to the situa-
tion, to that already. Dascin is always in the triple unity of that
ovcnll structure. Project, reaching ahead, is always situated, it
always presupposes something before it, it always derives ﬁ.Om
something. A project in an absolute sense, as such, is not possible,
it contradicts the structure of Dascin. Projcction is always a
thrown projection, a projection determined in some sense. Why
thrown? Because we are set in our situation (in the sense of situat-
edness as such), we do not step into it. Within our situation we
can comport ourselves in various ways, actualize, choose among
possibilities, grasp a possibility or let it be, but what is primary, as
a presupposition of any project, is that it takes place in a situation
we did not project, which is simply present as a presupposition of
projecting, something we have not modified thereby, something
that does not have the character of a possibility. Hence #hrown-
ness.20 Bvery project is a project in thrownness, rcaching ahead in
a situatcdness. Situatedness manifests itself in some phenomenon
capable of being characterized concretely, in which it becomes
manifest how in a sense we also already understand the situation
ahead of time. Gencrally, all that is a structure of understanding,
care is a structure of self-understanding and in the context of self-
understanding also of understanding beings of other types than
Dasein. How does understanding a situation manifest itself? The
phenomenon which reveals the understanding of a situation is
mood. A mood is not rooted in the future. Traditionally, a mood
relates to the future, to the understanding of a future (for instance

88. CI. Sein und Zeit, p. 326 (Befng and Time, p. 373): “Dic Gewesenheit
entspringt in gewisser Weise der Zukunft.” Ed.

89. In English, the future perfect, I shall have done, might be used to make a simi-
lar point, though the point it makes most foreefilly may be the dubious philosophic
value of etymologizing. Trans,

90, “Gewaorfenheit” in Heidegger. Cf. Being and Time, §§29, 38. Ed,
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fear is a concern about something to come, anticipating a malum
Sfuturnm; hope is the anticipation of a bonnm futurnm). That,
though, would mean understanding mood, affect, as something
objectival, intentional. What actually reveals itself in a mood is
my situation, the way I am living here, the givenness of my
possibilitics.

Heidegger seeks to show this on a specific pair of emotions,
analyzing two modes of depression, two depressive moods—fcar
and anxiety.”? He concludes that in fcar we fear for something, that
we fear something, that something fearful, threatening, is
approaching; we are afraid we shall lose something (our balance);
the feeling of fear is a fecling of a loss (loss of balance, of orienta-
tion), a disorientation. We fear for oursclves—and that reveals us
in the way we are situated. We lose in relating to ourselves. As los-
ing, we treat ourselves as if we had no more possibilities, in our
fear we forget our possibilitics, that is, we forget ourselves. The
way we react testifies to that—for instance, in a fire we tend to
rescue the most pointless things; that is a forgetting of ourselves,
of our possibilities. This feeling does not present us as ourselves,
rather, here we forget ourselves, are given to ourselves almost as a
thing—and that not thematically (in reflection) but in immediate
understanding. That stems from the awareness, from the unac-
knowledged realization that here everything is at stake, life
itsclf—and that it is in this lifc that being is realized. Anxicty is
also a depressive state but the threat is not understood as coming
from without and we are not understood as a thing which has to
be saved before all else. In anxiety, we come to understand that
the threat is internal, we have understood ourselves, that we, as
being reaching out to its own being, bear within us, in our very
nature, a threat, that our being is exposed being which nothing
can save, which must yield to something. That places us in a situa-
tion in a wholly different scnse. Both are purcly vital understand-
ings, understanding a situation, but each of them presents
something substantially different even though both dcal with the
same.

Sclf-understanding is linked to Dascin’s being always on the
way (1‘!7?tb7‘1]1b‘g.\) from somewhere to somewhere, that it is

91. §§30 and 40 of Being and Time, respectively. Ed.
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dwelling in between, Dascin is movement. (Heidegger does not
say that explicitly.) That to and from somewbere means: we are in
contact with something, we are leaving something. As we realize
our possibilities, the constellation of our context changes, it
appears ever different. That it can appear different, have a face,
that it somchow affects us, is based on the reality that our
thrownness, our situatcdness, moves in the sphere of dispositions,
of moods, of affects. The world which can address us as being in a
mood is a world which bas a face, which appears in some way. In
that sense the possibility of affect, of sensing, is rooted in our
situation.

Sartre in his Theory of Emotions?? (his theory of emotions is
intelligible only on the basis of what we have said here concerning
the structure of situatedness and thrownness) tells us that emo-
tions arc a way of doing magic, making use of the extremely close
relation of perception and affectivity so that, when we yield to
emotion, then instead of changing things in the world, keeping
our distance, we change our world, our relation to the thing, the
relation in which things are presented. Emotionality is: the art of
the magician without magic. Paralysis in horror, fascination, are
attempts to modify a situation so that the threat we should master
in other ways would vanish in some nonnatural way (for instance,
fainting). This Sartrean theory is a highly problematic modifica-
tion of Heidegger’s assertion about the grounding of our sensing
(of our affectivity) in the situatedness of Dasein.

Let us, though, ask of Heidegger: what of animals, of chil-
dren? Heidegger tells us: only a being which finds itself, whose
meaning enables it to have itself, a being which exists in the mode
of pastness, can be the “object” of affects. Affects ontologically
presuppose presentification—bringing a movement back to itself
as past. That means that the world makes a certain impression on
us (the ceiling presses upon us, the sky is leaden, the air is heavy,
the surroundings are boring). This entire impression, that which
thus affects us as present, places us in a way ahcad of ourselves as
situated and so as existing previously. That remains a special prob-
lem in animals and children. We always have two possibilities.

92. Jean-Paul Sartre, Esquisse d’une théoric des émotions. Actualités scientifiques et
industriclles, vol, 838 (Paris; 1939). (English: The Emotions: Outline of a Theory, trans.
Bernard Frechtman [New York: Carol Publishing, 1993]. Ed.)
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Analogously to fear and anxiety, there are two modes of hope: T
can hope for something, passively awaiting and so easing my life,
or T can open myself for my possibilitics and in that sense for
existing in the strong sense of the word—hope in the mode “in
spitc of,” in which T hide nothing from myself and yct am borne
up by it. That is how human affectivity places us ever before us in
this discrimen. The world then addresses us—affectively, in feel-
ings, and at the same time in senses, impressions—in connection
with this differentiation. Yet in the casc of the animal and the
child we also have to do with a world given in perception though
there is no such discrimen present. Still, there is here also a “psy-
che,” that is, an interiority relating to the world. How is that
here? :

This question pertaining to animals and children is significant
for the problem of human existing in the world as well.
Heidegger is leaving something out, setting it aside. It is true that
our sensing, our sensory, sense-given world of impressions, is nar-
rowly linked with situatedness which, as a human situatedness, is
one of a free being concerned for its being. For that reason it is
truce that human life in percepts, human sensibility, must be in
principle other than that of animals and children. Tt must be more
flexible, richer, and have a tendency to objectify itself in the per-
ceptible world of objects (in which the world of work becomes
manifest). Something fundamental, though, remains the same;
the world may have different sense vibrations where we give our-
selves up and where we come up to oursclves, but the elementary
protofact of harmony with the world is the same for humans, chil-
dren, animals. That can only mcan that in human living not
everything is given solely by understanding, as Heidegger would
have it. In Heidegger, the entire human life with its rclations is
primordially given in self-understanding and in understanding
that which is in inevitable partnership with life as its necessary
context. Heidegger underlays the world of knowledge with a
world of understanding. Life is a life of understanding. What,
though, if there is a more elementary ground still—the world as
an empathy of a kind, as a sympathy?

Refer back to our lectures concerning the natural world and
what we said about the philosophy of life at the end of the eight-
centh and beginning of the nineteenth century (Flamann, Herder,
Goethe). That flowed into Hegel’s philosophy of subjective spirit.
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Hegel is always criticized for his fanciful philosophy of nature, for
its forced constructs which completely ignore modern natural sci-
ence. And yet Hegel in the philosophy of the subjective spirit
shows this much: the elementary, primary, immediate life of the
spirit cannot be understood in itself. The life of the spirit as sens-
ing; grasping the world by the senses is possible and intelligible
only because the spirit is the ideality of an organism (an ideality—
something to which time and space are irrelevant). It is not con-
tained in it as a part. The organism is a whole, not an aggregate,

partes extra partes. Flowever, this organism as a whole is a part of

nature; that means, nature bears ideality within itsclf,?3

Is not ideality present in nature in another way still? Is not our
sensing an cvidence of this ideality with which our spirit can reso-
nate? We as spirits, as idealities of nature, are in harmony with this
aspect of nature as a whole. Our spirit is evidence that the world is
not a mathematical world but rather a light; it shows that there is
something in nature with which our spirit can be in harmony. It is
not as if in that sensing we encountered something that exists of
itself; every “of itself” solution is already ¢o ipso false. What makes
it possible for us to pereeive is the transformation of nature into
something that is already more than nature—life is the middle
term, life is capable of going along with the other. Modern psy-
chology and phenomenology show that the first impression of the
world is a physiognomic impression, attracting or repelling, that
the world affects our emotions instead of simply presenting us sta-
tic and lifcless qualities.

93. See G.W.F. Hegel, Philosoply of Mind, Being Part Three of the Encyclopacdia of the
Philosophical Seienees (1830), trans, William Wallace and A.V. Miller (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1971), §381; also sce the first section of thc Philesophy of Spirit, the
‘Anthropology,” especially §§388-90 and 403. Ed.

Stxteenth Lecture:
Affection and Sensibility

We now conclude the theme of the sensory, perceptual harmony
with the world which, according to our hypothesis, is what Dasein

presupposes as its antecedent layer of heterogeneous possibilities

without which existence would not be possible.

In Heidegger’s conception, the world is relative to under-
standing of its own being. It is that in which Dasein understands
its possibilities and, with respect to which it is possible for Dascin
to encounter entities of different types of being than Dascin itself.
This Heideggercan delimitation of the world is incomplete. We
need to add that this understanding (understanding itself; its pos-
sibilities) takes place in the mode of ¢o-being. Encountering
innerwordly cxistents is an encounter which involves other beings
who cxist in the mode of co-being. For the moment, though, the
simplified schema will serve our purpose.

This encounter, for Heidegger, bears the characteristics of a
procuring preoccupation. Dasein has the character of care; under-
standing oneself and things has a practical, pragmatic cast. The
question is whether this working world which we take over, work
on, transform, ctc., does not presuppose something previous. The
world of work presents us with correlates of work, with pragmata.
That is the character of significance which, surely, is not of itself
the character of givenncess of our senses. How does sensibility fit
this schema? Does not Heidegger’s world already presuppose a
sensory datum, something neutral? That is a conception of sensi-
bility inculcated in us primarily by empiricism. Empiricists under-
stand the mental as a set of data. Data are subjective, private,
belonging to us. However, they have the character of components
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out of which wholes can be formed. Therein the spiritual doces
have a character of res extensa after all {divisibility into ultimate
components, atomistic schema). By contrast, Heidegger stresses
that the affections of our senses belong inseparably to our disposi-
tion, to our situatedness. We illustrated disposition concretely on
the phenomena of moods. A mood belongs to disposition, to that
temporal character of care as a structure of Dascin we call its
past—not in the sense of something that once was but rather as its
structural characteristic. Moods (dispositions) belong to the past
of Dascin because they place us before Dasein as already present in
the world.

The structure of Dascin is care. That includes existing in possi-
bilities, understanding oneself as a sclf-realizing possibility, as a
project actualizing itself. (Just as the project of daily schedule in
which we live, which grasps us now and hands us over to the next
moment.) It is not the case that we would imagine our possibili-
ties, but rather that we grasp and realize them. Our acting, our
active living is in this sensc always ahead of what we are realizing
at the moment. This being ahead is itself something situated,
something that comes from somewhere. That from which it
comes is another situation in which I had projected the “current,”
the presently actual. In projecting, however, I also arrive at a situ-
ation which I did not project; the situation I project is a part of an
overall situation which I do not project as such. This finding one-
self is rooted in our past just as projecting (understanding) is origi-
nally futural. The analyses of fear and hope we mentioned in the
last lecture were supposed to show that mood (disposition) is not
a fleeting state of mind but rather a fundamental trait of our exis-
tence—of an existence which is not only set into a specific situa-
tion but sct there so that it is in charge of itself, that it comports
itself in a definite way both to the situation and to its own being.
Comportment is marked by a special ambiguity of the depressing
and the clating.

Heidegger says: only that being whose being is such that it
allows for it finding itsclf, a being which, while existing, is past,
can be the object of affects. Ontologically, affccts presuppose a
presentification in which Dasein can be led back to itself as for-
mer, Only being which is thus substantially former can be in
an affective state, can have sense impressions. An affect is the
givenness of something we encounter, it is that encounter. The
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mcaning of an encounter, an affective posture pertaining to dispo-
sition, is that the encounter affects us, docs something to us, does
not leave us unchanged, indifferent, pertains to us in bringing us
back to ourselves as to something that is here afrendy. In affect,
we seem to go out of oursclves, yet at the same time the affect
turns us back to ourselves as to what is alrcady here, what was
here already. That encounter addresses us—as able to hear and
respond. The encounter leads us back to that about us that had
been addressed. It leads us back to ourselves as to that about us
which is capable of being addressed by that which we encounter.
Because our disposition contains a mood, depressing or elating
us, we are addressed in that aspect. Thus feeling is incomprehen-
sible as mere datum. It is always a challenge to this aspect of ours,
a challenge in which the world announces itself. We are an exis-
tence which in its being relates to its own being. Thus being
addressed confronts us with this possibility—to come to ourselves,
or to forget ourselves. Impressions are for us, beings in the mode
of Dascin, always something that is not indifferent to this our
basic task of existing (of relating to oursclves). With this defini-
tion, according to which our sensibility belongs to existence, to
the context of movement, to the context of our being in the
world, we have made headway on the way to answering our initial
question: whether our being in the sense of Dasein, our pragmatic
understanding of things and oursclves, docs not presuppose
something prior to itself.

What is buman about the affect is this being placed before
owrselves as before an existence, as before being which contains
within it the task of carrying out its being—vpitam ducere, the pos-
sibility of an authentic and an inauthentic mode of such being.
Let us ask, though: what if there exists, at the basc of this our
possibility and precisely at this point where we confront this, our
fundamental possibility, a mode of being in which we are not yet
actualizing the mode of the former which sets us into this dis-
crimen. of existence? Could we not imagine a mode in which the
discrimen is not yet brought about? Can there not be a projection
which does not invoke an understanding of being? Our human
past, emotionality, and affectivity are co-determined by being
cxistential, by being the past, the emotionality, the affectivity
of an existence. It remains an unresolved problem how we
could trace out, how we could ontologically delimit affectivity



138 Sixteenth Lecture

and emotionality in something that is merely living, that lacks cxis-
tence. We need to deal with it, though, because our human cxis-
tence in a (working, pragmatic) world presupposcs the existence
of the childish and of the animal-like within us. The animal-like
within us, to be sure, does not persist unchanged as some specific
layer or as an autonomous element in our mode of being. The
being of Dasein in the pragmatic world might have to be under-
stood as a transformation of a different mode of being to which
lifc in the form of Dascin itself internally points. We arc in our
mode of life, in the pragmatic world, always at a remove from a
different modc of being, a remove from that which we under-
stand {(understanding is distance); we live in this distinctive inter-
val with respect to worldly reality (we understand being other
than ourselves). Our world is ever placing us into the alternation
of the present and the absent. Of any reality that has a depth and
a far side, only the front is ever given. Does not this distantiating
modec of life, by being a duality of the given and the not given, of
the present and the absent, of being and not-being;, itself presup-
posc a level of life where that remove with respect to things docs
not yet obtain—where there is a different, distinctive mode of life,
where what is in our case only one dimension is a whole distine-
tive mode of living, an entire refation to the world?

That leads us to the animal’s and the child’s prelinguistic
mode of being, of relating to the world. This relation is not that
of our understanding (of things and of ourselves in the course of
existing), and even less is it a cognitive relation; that does not
mean, though, that this relation is a mere automated mechanism.
The animal and the child are wholly submerged in a relation of
cmpathy, of fellow fecling with the world. This relation is an
internal, not an external one, but it does not presuppose a rela-
tion to oneself, understanding oneself, an openness to possibili-
tics, an unlocking of its own being. Fere, being is not entrusted
to such a being as a task, it is prescribed for it by the way it lives,
in such a way that it is wholly preoccupied with the demands of
the present. As a result (of its having no task), being has no mean-
ing for it, being doces not exist for it. The animal and the child
thus cannot be said to exist—not in the sense in which an adult
exists. They do not relate to their own and other being, they turn
to other things not as being but as simply present. We must not
imagine this presence analogously with the presence of our exis-
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tence. What is missing here is what for us makes the present a
present, the presence of further temporal dimensions. In this pres-
ent, the whole situation is summarily enclosed, the creature
belongs to it as a part. There is a double presence here—the pres-
ence of the universal situation, of the environment as present
overall, and the presence of the creature in a situation. The overall
perspective on the present also has an overall correlate: @ prospect
of sorts, which in a way already places this creature in a situation,
concerning it in some way, being not a sheer spectacle but rather
moving it, sustaining it in movement, in ¢-motion. Thercin lics
the primordial inner connection between aisthésis and hinésis
(Aristotle). This fecling and perceiving are inseparable from the ¢-
motion, the movement of the animal (which includes rest as well),
It is not, though, a passively mechanical movement, but rather
moving in response to stimuli, to motives. The movement is a
response to a stimulus, the animal moves itsclf. That is its way of
reacting to the way the world looks at it. The situation to which it
reacts is one of constant attraction and repulsion. The creature’s
impressional affectivity is the root of its e-motion. Thus the ani-
mal mode of being is not one of comporting towards its own
being, relating to its own being, nor, conscquently, to the being
of other things. Bven though it has life itsclf as its goal—life
returns to itself and rests in itself. That is Aristotle’s entelecheia,
being which has its own being as its goal, which is self-motivating.
Because of its character of present immediacy, this life cannot be a
life of symbols, it cannot have a language. Its present, to be sure,
is structured, it contains tensions, aims—vectors. It is not a razor-
back present, Yet this mode of purposing is different from the
interweaving of the present and the absent, from our living in
unexplicated, explicable horizons.

In human sensibility, life as an empathic harmony with the
world is transcended, that is, it is preserved yet modified. Qur sen-
sibility is relative to our pilgrim state, ever on the way from some-
where to somewhere. Flumans, too, move cver in the realm of
attraction and repulsion. The world presses in on us with its physi-
ognomy, it has an appearance, a unified expression in a varied plu-
rality. Yet we arc in this expressive ficld only at a distance, not
yiclding to it fully, not fusing with it. We overlook the primordial
affectivity of the way reality regards us, we overlook it and sct it
aside in our practical handling of things. Yet yielding to this sensi-
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bility is no less a definite possibility for us. Scnsibility is not some-
thing changeless, it is a rich rcalm in which we can submerge
deeply or from which we can withdraw; we can live in it profoundly
or superficially. Humans endowed with sensibility can draw, out of
the stream of our affective sensibility, what others do not see, what
they overlook. In a certain sense human sensibility is richer than
that of the the animal; an animal exceeds us only in a specific
dimension, for instance in the keenness of its vision or of its hear-
ing, but it is humans who bring out the endless, the cosmic, in
sensibility precisely because sensibility is for them a world, an infin-
ity. An animal is wholly submerged in the world, it is wholly root-
ed in the cosmos. :

Our sensibility is not an aggregate of data but rather an open-
ended physiognomy which has secondarily isofable components.
These components are not separated in lived experience, their
separation comes subsequently. (For instance, we sec a kind face;
subsequently we single out details of forchead, eyebrows, ctc.)
The affective impressional contact with the world comes before
the threshold of presentation of being. Here being is not posited,
cither thematically or nonthematically. It is a region in which we
are being moved: rather than moving of ourselves. T his is the
region of emotionality proper. Herc everything stops with what a
being already is and has been, what it carrics along with it.
Emotional-instinctual acting is something that cludes itsclf, has
no control over itself, is essentially incomplete. What all belongs
here? To this level prior to language and prior to work, the level
of empathic harmony with the world, belongs our presence, as a
being that senses but docs not exist because it does not under-
stand its being. This level, too, is marked by an indifference
between what we might call actual perception and imagination.
That plays a role in half-conscious states. It is here that our life
initially takes shape.

The phenomenon of empathic lived experience in the region
of the senses has been the object of analysis of numerous contem-
porary authors rcacting against empiricism: Brwin Strauss,

94, Sce Strauss, Vom Sinn der Sinne (Berlind Springer, 1930); Goldstein and
Rosenthal, Zur Problem dey Wirkung der Favben auf den Organismus, Sclnpeizer Arehiv filr
Neuralogie und Psychiatrie, 1930, Merleau-Ponty refers to both of these works in
Phenomenolagy of Perception; sce in particular chapter 1 of part 2, “Sense Experience.” Ed.

Affection and Sensibility 141

Merleau-Ponty, Goldstcin, Rosenthal, and others.?* It is not car-
ried through to the end. They agree on the continuity of human
sensing/feeling and human comportment. For instance, qualitics
(such as optical ones—colors) as the correlates of a certain mode
of comportment (such as a response to red which we encounter
among animals as well). They not only bring about impressions
but also evoke a reaction, a specific mode of comportment; that,
conversely, opens space for certain affective qun]itics. Synesthesis
is not just a pathology, it is a fundamental trait of sensibility which
pathology only makes more conspicuous.?S It is an overall integra-
tion into the physiognomy of the world. Merleau-Ponty says that
as monocular sceing is a component of binocular vision, so a
child’s life is included in our living. The unity of the senses is the
unity of a comporting body.?6 If we let a stimulus (for instance
light) increase beyond subliminal intensity, there will first come a
bodily response, only subscquently a cognitive reaction. Why and
how does red mean effort and violence, green rest and peace? We
need to learn to experience colors as concrete forms of rest and
violence, as an animal lives them. So sleep comes when an intend-
cd stance reaches its objective confirmation. We lic down, relax,
sleep is at first an intention, from intention it is transformed into
being.

Already Herder was aware of the harmony of our body with its
context.”” That is the sympathic unity of a living being. That is
what Hegel elaborated in his philosophy as the subjective spirit
(Enzyclopidin).

) 95. “Synesthiesis” is actually @ term for the harmony of different or opposing sense
nnpul_scs; the pathology that Patodka is referring to is “syncsthesia,” where the patient
experiences sensations that are different from what is being stimulated. Merlean-Ponty dis-
cusses synesthesin and the synesthesis inherent to perception on pp. 228-29 of
Phenomenology of Perception, Ed. '

96. Cf. Phenomenology of Perecption, pp. 23042, Ed.

97. “Man is a permanent sessorism commane, who is affected now from one quarter
now from another”—this quote is ascribed to Herder by Merleau-Ponty on p. 235 of the
Phenomenology of Perception. Ed.



Seventeenth Lecture:
Care and the Three
Movements of Human Life

Our cxposition of affectivity, of the possibility of sensation and
affect, in the last lecture was intended to show that our life as lived
includes a certain layer, to some extent isolable, which forms the
basis for other layers and modes of our life. In humans, to be sure,
this instinctual, simply given layer is not something that would
escape being profoundly modified by the rest of our life, by its
other layers. The instinctual and affective layer of our life is the
locus of our most clementary capability as beings disposing of bod-
ics, beings that move and sense. That, however, does not exhaust
our life since that life transcends sensibility and unmediated action.
The framework of existence, as Heidegger claborates it, its
basic structure, is care, a project in a given situation which brings
us into contact with things, a situation in which the things with
which we deal and which we modify are revealed. Assuming this
basic structure, the task of our interpretation is to understand it
not as a trinity of undifferentiated moments but rather as a trinity
of movements in which our life unfolds, which depend on and link
up with each other in a distinctive though not a uniform way but
rather so that the elementary, instinctive-affective movement at
first dominates our life almost exclusively, then subsequently is
modificd by other movements, tinted and increasingly articulated
by them. The language of movement is no mere metaphor here, it
has a deeper significance. It springs from the most originary con-
ception of movement without which we could not comprehend
any special sense of that term, not even physical motion such as
the falling of a stone. Preciscly here do we encounter this most
elementary conception of movement. We need to become aware
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of the fundamental corporeity of our existence. Having a body at
our disposal is at the same time the basis of life and an under-
standing of its most basic possibility. In our self-movement, we
understand that we move a body and that its guidance depends
on us. If we did not understand that, then all our higher mental
life, all lived experiencing over and above that, would become
impossible. So it is not just that movement belongs to existence,
rather, existence is movement. What sort of movement? What
conception of movement do we here take as fundamental?

In modern times (since Galilco and Descartes) movement has
come to mean locomotion exclusively, conceived as a quantifiable
pattern (free fall, uniform motion, and momentum, etc.). It is a
movement which can be analyzed in certain parameters, in com-
ponents like trajectory, time, velocity . . . . Such quantitative para-
meters can stand in relation to each other like the elements of a
triangle; they can be derived from cach other. We deal with move-
ment as a geometrician deals with a static configuration.
Movement is reduced to a structure, static in form, its intrinsic
dynamism sifted out by the strainers of mathematical terminology.
Besides, the basis of the modern conception of movement was
not the idea of movement as transformation (something that is
happening) but rather as a condition. The practical conception
of movement, governed and governable, is the foundation of
technology.

In addition, in modern times we encounter a different, subjec-
tive conception of movement in Bergson, For Bergson, the start-
ing point is lived expericnce of movement, movement as it
appears to me, as I live it when, for instance, I recach for a certain
object. This movement has its starting point, its goal, its inner
unity, rather like a melody. A melody is not composed of tones,
like a mosaic; individual tones are synthesized in it in a definite
way, in a sense they flow together, interpenetrating each other,
preparing for and responding to each other. (Bergson does not
speak of the intentionality of individual tones preparing a melodic
line.) Here there is an inner synthetic unity which is grounded in
the internal unity of our lived experience. That in tutn is ground-
¢d in the former always being somehow present in cach moment,
not explicitly, not in details, but in the overall timbre. (What I see
now depends on whether 1 am seeing it for the first time or
whether it is an everyday sight.) The actdally present lived
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experience unfolds against the background of former lived experi-
ences, of what remains alive of the former. The past flows into
what is present. The former lingers on, there is an accumulation
of what had been. That precisely gives every present a new, origi-
nal cast. Each new moment is new because (nonexplicitly) it con-
rains all former life. Bergson understands movement as a certain
lived temporal structure. Going for a walk, drinking a glass of
water, all that T understand as a unity, as a single movement; it
does break up into component movements, but only as a mclody
breaks up into tones.?8

* Yet even this subjective conception of movement as the lived
experience of movement will not do as a characterization of our
existing. The reason is that it overemphasizes the aspect of the
passive lingering of what had been, of cumulation (life is cumula-
tion of experience; Bergson uses the metaphor of snowballing). -
We have a far more profound conception of movement in
Aristotle’s conception of movement as transformation, as possibil-
ity being realized. Heidegger says that our life is a realization of

_possibilities—of possibility which we do not visualize, in which we

transcend what we are at the moment. Ours is a life in possibilitics
which are not indifferent, lifeless possibilities, rather, the possibili-
ties in which we are involved, in which we transcend the present,
are more than what is currently given. That is very much like
Aristotle. For Aristotle, movement is the act of a being which has
certain possibilities, if it has these possibilities. So a house being
built. It is being built of bricks, mortar, beams. All these elements
can be put together in a particular way. If they arc arranged as the
architect intended, we have before us no longer the possibility of
a house but rather an actual house. There is a double reality
here—the reality of the house and the reality of its realization, the
becoming of the house. The movement is not a result, a sedi-
ment, but rather a process of realization. Stones, beams have the
possibility of being assembled in a particular way; all those possi-
bilitics are there before us until the moment we have an actual
house. Building is a movement which a person carrics out with
inanimate things, one which springs from a skilled craftsperson,

98. Sce Henti Bergson, Matter and Memory, trans, No M. Paul and W. S. Palmer
(New York: Zone, 1991), pp. 188-218. Ed.
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independently of the things themselves.?? The example of the
movement of a living being is much more profound, reaching
decper into the nature of movement. Here, too, there is some-
thing like material, material clements, but those arc always
already activated by a definite actually existing organism {for
instance, the organism of the parents funcrions much like the
artist in the construction of a house). Life unfolds in such a way
¢hat materials, at first indifferent, ingress in the process typical of
a living being. Each of its movements realizes its life, everything
returns to it in turn, life itselfis the goal of cach individual move-
ment. That is the protomodel of movement. Here, too, there are
definite possibilitics (a certain kind of seed will always yield a
definite kind of plant), life is the realization of such possibilities.
The unfolding movement of life is a march up to an apex which
simultaneously prepares processes that prepare the way back,
downward. Aristotle stresses a different aspect of movement than
Bergson, namely, that at which movement aims, the future.
Movement unfolds from something that is not yet, something
not yet given, 90

And yet, Aristotle’s conception of movement is still too static
and objective, for all its depth and strength (the being of that
being consists of movement, it is the being of movement; a being
constitutes itsclf, constantly constituting its being, not having it as
an attribute). Yes, movement takes place from the future, it is a
movement of a self-constituting being, yet at the same time it is
only one aspect of some being: that being persists through its
changes (a leaf turns, dries). Change, movement is possible only
because something persists through it. The movement of our exis-
tence cannot be understood that way, it is not like the turning,
fading of a lcaf, the fall of a stone, a shifting of a thing from one
place to another. In those cases the thing, its unity, is the founda-
tion and the presupposition of the change which takes place in it,
of the transition from one state to another. To understand the
movement of human existence, for that we need to radicalize
Aristotle’s conception of movement. The possibilitics that ground
movement have no preexisting bearer, no nccessary referent

99, Cf. Aristotle, Physics20001-202b30, Ed, o
100. Cf,, for example, Aristotle, De Anima 432a15-434a20; De Moty Animalinm
700b=703b35, fid,
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standing statically at their foundation, but rather all synthesis, all
inner interconnection of movement takes place within it alone. All
inner unification is accomplished by the movement itself, not by
some bearer, substrate, or corporeity, objectively understood.
Corporeity is a part of the situation itself in which the movement
takes place, it is not a substrate sustaining some determinations in
which it finds itsclf one moment and not the next. A movement
of this kind is also a dynamis, a possibility being realized, wransit-
ing into reality, but it is not a possibility belonging to something
that already exists but rather of something that is not yet present
and that can take the given into itself and forge it into a unified
meaning. That again is reminiscent of the movement of a melody
in which every component, tone, is a part of something that tran-
scends it; in every component something is being prepared that
will form the meaning and the nature of the composition, but it is
not a movement of something that exists already at the start,
While the composition 1s being performed, its overall meaning
remains to some extent futural, still being formed. Just as a poly-
phonic composition is a movement of movements, so the move-
ment of our existence unfolds in a scrics of relatively autonomous
sequences which modify each other and affect each other. The
corporeity of our existence does not mean that the body is the
Iypokeimenon, the constant foundation of changes taking place on
it and in it, The primordial phenomenon of corporeity, living,
lived corporeity, is not such a hypokeimenon, a material, objective
substrate which passes unchanged through a range of contrasts,
as, according to Aristotle, is the case with a change of color. Here
the substrate is a surface (for instance a blackboard, black at first,
then covered with white, receives new determination). Colors,
determinations, constitute a scale, the transition from white to
black. It is not possible for a tone to change into a color, a color
into a smell. The surface is a bypokeimenon which takes on differ-
ent determinations in the process of change. Our corporeity, how-
cver, does not function as a substrate; the body, which is the basis
of lived life, does not have the character of an objective entity. It
is a lived, cxistential corporeity.

If we are to explain the movement of our existence, its funda-
mental diversity of movements, we nced to appeal to a triad of
movements which presuppose and interpenctrate cach other and
whose basic relations need to be examined phenomenologically:
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(i) the movement of sinking roots, of anchoring—an stinc-
five-affective movement of our existence;

(ii) the movement of sclf-sustenance, of sclf-pro]c.ctlon—-thc
movement of our coming to terms with the reality we han-
dle, a movement carried out in the region of human work;

(iii) the movement of existence in the narrower sense of the
word which typically sccks to bestow a global closure and
meaning on the regions and rhythms of the first and sce-

ond movement.

Our carlier analyses should help characterize the first move-
ment. It is a movement of instinctive-affective harmony with the
world and, on the other hand, of the (?l.'igillﬂl control 0\'cr‘ ow:
own organism which is presupposed in all our Furt!wr, f'rcc.l_
modes of comportment, of relating to lu'u.nans :.md things. This
primordial movement is related to our pt:unor'dml past-—to th:nf
aspect of our existence which is our situation (th.at we are .alwa)"s
already sct into a world). Our corporcity, 00, 18 rooted in this
sphere. ) o

" This movement has the significance of a f'ounda.tlc.m in th'n.
sense that an instinctually affective lifc is possible (albeit in a ruc‘h-
mentary form) without the two further movements which bt‘uid
on it. Every dealing with things, instruments, pragmata, all pmc-‘
tical comportment presupposes control over our.body, a sense
contact with things, an orientation in the world. However, in tl.n:
case of humans, the instinctual-affective life is broken up in n_chs-
tinctive way, it is not an animal-like life. In h’um:.ms, all am‘mal
functions pass through a refiraction duc to the instinctually affec-
tive life very early taking place in a human-produced context, th_c
product of human work and creativity, in ti}c context of a tmﬂd1—
tion constituted by the second and the third movements. The
confrontation of these movements, the shattering .Of t!.u: mstmcn}ai-
affective sphere, constitntes the drama of a distmc'nve rchcssmn‘
of this sphere. It is not as the result of a certain contingent
social structure that this shattering comes about. A..lrcady the fact
that our life, our existential movement, takes place in a po}yphony
of three voices, leads to a gransformation of thc‘ 111.st1nctual-
affective sphere. In spite of that, the in§tin‘ctunl-nchctwc sphere
totally and continuously co-determines life in all further spheres.
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In all that is cosmic about our world, in all about it that is not
simply a matter of working and utilitarian interaction, our world is
determined precisely by this region. The affective movement docs
not submerge us into the world as into a purposive, practical
milicu but rather as into an all-embracing context of landscapes
which address us in a certain wholeness and a priori make it possi-
ble for humans to have a world, not only individual entities. It is
in great part a function of this first movement that the world is
not a mere correlate of labor but spreads out into the distance
and into temporal depth, that it bears within it a central vital core,
a core of vital warmth which is not only an addition to the being
of what surrounds us but a condition of the being of our life.

Each of those three movements is always a movement shared.
In the sphere of sinking roots, that sharing is manifest in our
dependence on an other who provides us with safety, with
warmth, it is manifest in attachment, protection, sympathy. That
is at the same time a compensation for the bodily and spiritual
individuation and dispersion among life’s individual foci. The
acceptance of the newborn into human warmth compensates for
the separation of the body, for bodily individuation. Spiritual indi-
viduation, release into the world of adults, does not mean leaving
the instinctual affective movement behind; it is only a reversal of
one’s situation, a repetition of that movement, though no longer
as accepting but as giving.

Just as all movements, this instinctual-affective movement has
its incvitable referent, that to which the movement relates. As
moving beings, we are drawn to something that is motionless, that
is cternally the unshakable ground—the carth. The carth is the ref-
crent of bodily movement as such, as that which is not in motion,
which is firm. At the same time, we experience the carth as a
power (not a force in the physical sense—that has its correlate and
also receives effect, while here the countereffect is negligible),
something that has no counterpart in our lived experience. It is a
power also as the earth that feeds us, something that penctrates us
globally. By our nature, by the structuring of our life, we are
earthlings. The corporeity of what we strive for in our life testifies
to the power of the carth in us.

The inital existing, the first movement (just as ali the move-
ments) has not only its temporal dimension but also its funda-
mental sitcuation—a boundary situation of our cxistence
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(Jaspers).!® In case of the first movement, that situation is con-
tingency. Life in this sphere is determined by all manncr of con-
tingencies, biological, situational, traditional (customs), individual
(skills).

As all the movements, this movement, too, is shaped by its dis-
tinctive Jack of self-understanding, by self-concealment, a kind of
original inauthenticity. Here that primordial inauthenticity
becomes manifest particularly in interaction with the second
movement, that of extending and projecting our activity into the
world, the movement of work whose basic catcgories are those of
the purposive, the utilitarian, the pragmatic. In the instinctual-
affective sphere, that intrinsic inauthenticity is brought about by
repression, by the suppression of this sphere as we turn away from
it, ignore it, marginalize it. In extreme cases, it is as if in our con-
scious life it just did not exist. Here there is a region of special
phenomena which we can regain from life only in interpretation,
phenomena for which simple self-reflection is inadequate because
our perception itself is co-determined by the sphere of work with-
in the everyday human community.

The second movement is one by which humans reproduce
their vital process (humans reproduce their life through work, not
instinctually-affectively). That is a movement without which
human life is not physically possible. It, too, is a movement
shared. In it, humans are not isolated, or perhaps even isolation is
a relation of a kind, mutual taking note of each other. The move-
ment of self-extension is not merely once of personal or communi-
ty self-extension but rather one of constituting our inorganic
body, extending our existing into things. This is the sphere in
which we primarily live, it is the sphere of meaning. According to
Heidegger, in this sphere of meaning our world is one of tools
(Zeuge) which point to themselves and so to our possibilities of
work and productivity. It is a movement in the dimension of the
present. Its overall character is determined by coming to terms
with what is given in the form of things, of what is present. This
movement, too, has its boundary situations—conflict, suffering,
guilt. Those three are closcly linked with each other, Generally we

101. See Karl Jaspers, Pyychologic der Weltanschaunugen (Berlin: Springer, 1960}, pp.
229--80; cf. Jaspers, Philosophy, vol. 2, pp. 177-83. Ed.
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can say that even though at first sight it is not evident that world
and life would not be possible without conflict, suffering, guilt,
our actual situation as finite beings working together, setting out
on work shared in a factual and contingent world, is such that we
can always only lessen the situation of conflict, of suffering, of
guilt—though only with the hope of amelioration, not of break-
ing free of this situation. This movement, too, has its distinctive
mode of inauthenticity, a failure to understand onesclf, blinding
others and onesclf linked to the situation of conflict, suffering,
guilt—a blindness, necessarily imposed on others and ourselves,
that would not see such things. The reason is that existence in this
entire realm is an interested one. This is a realm of the average, of
anonymity, of social roles in which pecople are not themsclves, arc
not existence in the full sense (an existence which sces itself as
existence), are reduced to their rolcs.

The third movement is the movement of existence in the true
sense, the movement of sclf-achievement in the sense that all that
in the previous movements remained beyond our field of vision,
all we had sought to exclude and avoid seeing, is now to be inte-
grated back in a distinctive way into our life. What existence seeks
to integrate is what the previous movements neglected because
they have no “time,” no energy for it, because it does not belong
to their function. The first two movements are movements of
finite beings which self-realize fully within their finitude, wholly
plunging into it and therein surrendering themselves to the rule
of a power—of the Earth. The third movement is an attempt to
break through our carthliness. Not by inventing illusions: rather,
detachment from particulars brings us to a level on which we can
integrate finitude, situatedness, earthliness, mortality precisely
into existence; what before we did not sce (“I forgot it like death
itself1”)102 now becomes visible. Existence then in some way
comes to terms with all that, integrated into a whole. The corre-
sponding inauthenticity here is one of being blinded by finitude.
The corresponding temporal dimension here is the future.
Existence, in the sense of the third movement, is neither a matter
of sinking roots in the world nor of the prolongation of being but
rather a task for all of life in its integrity.

102. A Czech idiom. Trans,



Eighteenth Lecture:
The Three Movements
of Human Life (continued)

What we are attempting here is a philosophy of a distinctive kind,
one which takes movement as its basic concept and principle.
That is nothing new. Both in antiquity and in modern philosophy
there are a number of philosophies that start out from the con-
cept of movement. What is distinctive about our attempt is our
interpretation of movement; we understand it independently of
the dichotomy between subject and object. That dichotomy pre-
supposes on the one hand an objective world, complcte, sclf-
cnclosed—and on the other hand a subject, pereeiving this world.
We wish to show not only how the world itself can change, how it
is change by its very nature (a mode of change—a development),
but how within this (nonstatic) world there can arise comprehen-
sion, understanding, cognition, truth. How docs that come
about? Every philosophy assumes cognition and comprehension.
If, though, it sets out from a ready-made dichotomy of subject
and object, this fundamental problem appears to it already
resolved, once and for all.

Earlier, we cited instances of understanding movement from a
purcely objective perspective and from a subjective psychological
one (the lived experience of movement): modern mathematico-
physical conception of movement and Bergson’s conception,
movement grasped from within as the experience of this move-
ment. On the one side we saw movement disintegrate into an infi-
nite variety of mathematical functions, on the other, reduced to
the lived experience of the unity of movement rooted in immedi-
ate memory and retentionality (holding back, holding onto) of
internal time.
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In addition, there is Aristotle’s ontological conception which,
in its emphasis on dynamis, on the rcalization of potentialitics,
scems to reach out to a different dimension—a protentional,
futural one. In Aristotle’s conception of movement as a realiza-
tion of possibilities, the same concept seems operative (dynamis,
potency, possibility) as in the modern analysis of being human in
the world which, by analyzing the human mode of being, seeks to
reach once more that ontological philosophy whose classical
instance and model for Western tradition is preciscly Aristotle’s
teaching. Is there something in common here that we could take
as a starting point for our conception?

A single common word, to be sure, does not yet mean that,
decp down, the intention is the same. Aristotle’s concept: of possi-
bility is not the same as that of those analysts of movement who
assert that we understand lifc as possibilities in a process of reali-
zation, that we live in possibilitics, in projection, not in states but
in projecting an activity which goes beyond the given. Aristotle’s
concept of dynamis has a whole range of aspects that do not fit
the conception of possibility used by the analysts of existence.
Aristotelian dynamis is always perccived in relation to some sub-
strate that makes change possible. Its presupposition for change is
a persisting substrate, the precondition of change is @ changeless
something. In change, there must be something that lasts; some-
thing that has various possibilities which are realized and displace
each other upon this substrate. By understanding movement in
terms of the substrate’s capacity for passing from determination to
determination, Aristotle objectifics movement, making it into
something that requires an objective bearer to make its dynamic
aspect possible. Movement presupposes an unmoved object as the
ontological foundation of unity for its unfolding.

In spite of that, Aristotle is our starting point and inspiration.
Aristotle analyzes espccially one specific form of movement, the
movement of a living being, specifically, of an animal.193 For
Aristotle, life is a movement from start to finish. Movement ren-
ders possible the physis of that being which is the source of move-
ment and of rest. The physis of an animate being is psyché. That is

103, Le., in De Moty Animalium. See footnote 102, above, The movement of ani-
mals is also discussed in several passages in De Anima, most notably at 432a15-434a21.
Ed,
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not soul in the modern sense—the inward aspect of a being, in
particular consciousness. For Aristotle, psyché is what sustains an
animate being in a particular kind of movement—rpsyché is in that
movement.'%* The vital movement of a plant is growth, fruition,
degeneration. In an animal, therc is, in addition, an oriented loco-
motion, oriented by the ability of aisthisis—of smelling, sensing,
being moved. The movement of a living being is continuous,
made ap of many individual movements, though, in all of them, a
unitary meaning of that being’s vital movement from birth to
death is being acted out. All comportment, all functions together
constitute the unitary line of a vital movement. Each individual
task, function (hunting, digestion . . .) is meaningful with respect
to life itself, to its continuation, to that from which all these
movements stem, The movement as a whole is what is realized in
individual movements, comportments. Aristotle recognizes a dis-
tinctive duality of life: the overall life line (from birth to death)
and individual functions, comportments, movements.

Let us try to compare this Aristotclian conception of move-
ment with the modern conception of existence. Let us try to
understand cxistence as a movement, from the standpoint of
movement. What will its meaning be, what shall we gain thereby
for understanding the phenomenon of existence? And, in turn,
what can existence contribute to understanding movement?

The key to the answer lies in the concept of lived corporeity.
To understand existence as a movement means to integrate it con-
cretely into the world, to understand it not only as a somewhat
concretized subject but as a genuinely real process. This real
process, however, will have neither the character of what we pure-
ly objectively observe, nor that of a substrate—which is what
Aristotle’s concept of kinésis presupposes. Lived corporeity is pre-
cisely something living, a part of life, of the vital process, and so is
itself a process, not only something at the base of the process of
living but its condition in a sense wholly different from that of a
hypokeimenon (a substrate making a change of determinations pos-
sible). To understand existence as movement means to grasp
humans as beings in and of the world. They arc beings that not
only arc in the world, as Heidegger tells us (in the sense of under-

104. Aristotle, De Anima 415b10-12. Ed.
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standing the world), but rather are themselves a part of the world
process. This movement, precisely because it is something that is,
though in the mode of a movement of cxisting, is a being that
understands itself’ (understanding possibilities in realizing them);
it is a being that makes possible clarity, understanding, knowl-
edge, and truth. In Aristotle himself there is a remarkable hierar-
chy of beings which he simultaneously takes for a hicrarchy of
their activitics—hicrarchical in the sense that each higher level s
more fully, “be’s” more. This principle of the possibility of a hier-
archical ordering of being (expressed in activities, movements)
leads Aristotle to placc something like comprehension, under-
standing, knowledge at the highest level. Not, that is, because he
would proclaim aisthesis and noésis to be a priori the highest val-
ues but because they represent the highest levels of being—most
positive, containing least that is negative,105
Thus the attempt we sketched last time is partially inspired by

Aristotelian philosophy, though distinctively understood. When
we spoke of the three basic movements in which existence
becomes actual, we had in mind precisely something like the over-
all vital lincs which to Aristotle appear as the impcetus of living
from birth to death. When philosophers of existence say that life
is an ongoing journcy, aiming from somewhere to somewhere,
they have the same in mind. That then suggests we ought to tr ace
out that line, its meaning,.

~ We have tucd to distinguish three basic vital lines, three move-
ments of human existence linked to its temporal chm acter. One
movement is by its very nature rooted in the primordial temporal
dimension of the past. We are always already somewhere, we arc
in the world, integrated in an instinctual affective ground and
released by the Earth, singled out as individuals, yet still bound,
still determined by the natural ground, retrospectively taken into
it, We called this anchoring or rooting. We have shown how the
instinctive affective foundation of a human being permeates it
throughout. It contains both the empathic harmony with the
wholeness of naturc and a response to the global physiognomy
with which the world turns to us: bonding to it and resisting it.
This bonding/resisting contains bodily movements as the basis of

105, Aristotle, De Anima 429416430226, Ed.
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our comportment, our original control over the body without
which there could be no life, of which we are directly aware but
which is not a mere conception of mastery, It is the a priori frame-
work within which all our experience of our capabilities for move-
ment unfolds. We have seen that this original movement of
sinking roots has its definite overall line and rhythm; integral to
the overall significance ot the intrinsicqliy affective movement.
This significance continually renews itself in the cxperience and
the satisfaction of needs. That presupposes safety, the warmth cre-
ated by the human microcommunity—it is a movement shared.
The instinctual affective bonding is the basis of safety, of vital
warmth. In this world, in the mutuality of living beings, the rul-
ing principle is that of pleasure, the world is oriented to it and ful-
filled by it. The individuation of the individual is balanced by it;
the world has this all-governing goal. This is the context in which
humans discover their initial possibilitics as sensing and moving
beings, only within this, so to speak, external interior humans can
develop—into a being capable of penctrating from this sphere to
the outside. The movement of sinking roots is a movement from
one sphere of vital warmth, which we receive, to another one,
which we create. To this movement there belongs, not as a part
but as its integrating core, a certain self~understanding, under-
standing of our fundamental possibilities, which first makes it pos-
sible to sense, to encounter things as being in the world and at
the same time to intervene in that world by movement.

In this sccond movement of self-cxtension, of sclf-projection
into things, of self-objectification and of humanization of the
world, we are governed by that from which we have singled our-
selves out—by the Earth (we do not say “Nature” since we are
reserving that term for something broader), though no longer in
the form of an immediate instinctual power, Here the immediate
instinctual gratification is deferred, or, possibly, in some parts of
that human community which constitutes this shared movement,
it is reduced to one dimension and repressed. In spite of that,
even here the instinctual determination of life’s goal retains its
validity in various forms, depending on how people are organized
for this common task. The rcalm of self-extension, sclf-projection
into things, is the realm of mediation (abolishing immediacy), of
work. It is a world of means in which instinct is replaced by
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interest, instinctual goals become conscious, habitual. This is
where understanding begins, no longer simply as immediate, but
as intelligent, the sphere of intelligence, of understanding both
objective and personal relations and interests.

There is a special relation between these two movements. Even
though both belong to the sphere of the rule of the Earth—from
which we differentiated oursclves, which is our original world, the
global context on which we depend—and, in that way, are linked,
there is still an antagonism between them, a mutual suppression;
they are not possible without cach other, yet they mutually dis-
rupt and suppress cach other. For that rcason, as soon as the
movement of sclf-extension becomes dominant, the sphere of the
instinctual affective movement is repressed and forgotten. That is
a special mode of nonunderstanding, of being in untruth. The
sccond movement, too, has its distinctive mode of incomprehen-
sion, one that has to do with the way we are involved. We note
primarily what agrees with our interests and we overlook what
goes against them. We automatically create the means of an inner
rule of the Earth over ourselves and others. :

Each of the two movements is linked to a particular boundary
situation, to that in life which cannot be overlooked or mastered,
but must be accepted as a fact of our being in the world.
Instinctual affective life is linked to the realm of the contingent,
of chance; we are born into definite conditions, into a definite tra-
dition. Tn the movement of placing oursclves among things there
is a link to situations of suffering, conflict, and guilt. In both cases
we are dealing with an affinity for certain aspects, facts of being in
the world which cannot be further analyzed and thought away
from our existence.

For that very reason, cach movement is also linked to a particu-
lar ideal of life. Instinctual affective life aims at an aesthetic ideal,
it strives for a moment of happiness, of pleasure, of immediacy, it
is the home ground of what we call happiness. Think back to
Aristotle’s analysis of #yché:106 it is purposcful but its purpose is
external. Say that while going shopping I meet someone I need to
see. It is a lucky chance: while carrying out one purposive activity

106. At Physics 195b32-198al4. Ed.
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I chanced to encounter something different that fits into my pro-
jective scheme. Lucky chance is indissolubly bound with the fun-
damental boundary situation of contingency in our life. It is a
challenge of the contingent to the purposeful. The wish that the
immediate might include as much as possible of what gratifies us
and pleases us calls for bonding. The aspect of immediacy can be
maximized with calculated sophistication—the pursuit of pleasure.
There is no freedom in that since the goal, the orientation, is
given by instinct. It is an extasis of our lifc which has alrcady
anticipated any free decision we might make, anchoring us in
what is already given, already here in the structure of our life.
Thus in this acsthetic realm there can be no continuity, no being
true to oneself or to something other than this instinctual goal;
nothing here is freely chosen, there is only a fascination with
something to which a person had previously self-committed—or
better, to which a person had been committed. The ideal of the
second vital line is the ascetic ideal. Self-extension takes place in
the context of self-denial, overcoming instinctual, immediate
desire. Though ultimately it follows an instinctual goal, the means
is self-control. Purging oncsclf of the immediate, of the instinctu-
al, is what asceticism makes self-conscious.

The first vital linc is a circular one, closing in on itself. The scc-
ond line is a straight one, aiming cver further on. That aspect of
the second movement, though, is only dominant while the move-
ment of self-projcction still involves something reflective, discov-
cring onesclf and one’s possibilities. Tt is not a single line, it is a
whole cluster of lines stemming from a definite center and run-
ning off excentrically in all directions, with each line splitting up
further.

Opposed to these two Earth-bound movements, there is the
authentically human movement, the movement of existence in
which humans attempt to break the rule of the Earth. In the
realm of the first and the second movement, life is not an
autonomous whole, it is not a wholc in itself. In the instinctual
affective region, it is fragmented into individual moments of good
luck and ill, of happiness and sorrow, on which life focuses as if it
had no overall conception; life is a series of moments. In the sec-
ond region a basic mediation, a lack of closure, prevents an overall
conception. The third movement is an attempt at shaking the
dominance of the Earth in us, shaking of what binds us in our
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distinctiveness. We are individuals, scparated out of the whole of
nature, but at the same time naturc permeates us internally, deter-
mining us through internally given needs which rule us and so
keep us in separation, following previously sct goals. Historically,
the attempts to shake this fundamental situation have been
diverse. It would be appropriate to work out a systematic histori-
cal presentation of them, but we shall restrict ourselves to only
two examples of this attempt at shaking the rule of the earth in
us, at arching over the first two movements in which the domi-
nance of the Earth comes to the fore in an immediate and a niedi-
ate mode. It is always an attempt to integrate into our lives what
in the two earlier movements basically cannot be taken into con-
sideration, cannot be seen, what must be overlooked and forgot-
ten. That is first and foremost one of our basic boundary
situations—our finitude. Our finitude is contained in our life in
virtue of our being bound to an instinctual goal. Here we do
understand it (we know that failing to satisfy our needs means to
perish) though in such a way that we are constantly overlooking
it; our entire effort is to respond without having this situation
ever before usy we are aware of it but do not ook it in the face.
Our condition is analogous to that of an animal—a finite bcing
which cannot become aware of its finitude becausc it is too preoc-
cupied with, too taken up by that finitudc. The Earth preoccupies
us too much, leading us to live within our individual preoccupa-
tions, so that ultimately we would not need to see our finitude,
our life as a whole. Therein precisely consists the rule of the Earth
over us. We do not conceive of the attempt at breaking free as a
grasp at mastery, at scizing powecr, it is not a will to domination
but an attempt to gain clarity concerning our situation, to accept
the situation and, by that clarity, to transform it. Let us cite two
cxamples of an attempt to reach to the very root of the domina-
tion of the BEarth within us, one from the sphere of Buddhism,
the other from that of Christianity. :

In Buddhism, the basic idea is that the domination of the
Earth within us is the domination of thirst. Thirst, need, the
intentional character of life, filling some emptiness within life—
that is the bond with which the Barth binds us to it. Thus extin-
guishing this aspect—extinguishing need, the intentional
wellspring of our life, is the focus of this conceptual sphere. Here
we have genuinely an attempt at breaking the bondage of life to
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something that is external to it and yet dominates it internally. Tt
is an immensely radical attempt at a breakthrough, reaching to the
very root; however, understanding, life itself in its very nature as
understanding, comprehending individual existence, perishes
togcther with that breakthrough.

In the Christian conception, the intrinsic bondage is not that
of thirst, suffering, toil, deprivation but rather of a vain separa-
tion, an oricntation to oneself, cnclosing oneself in a personal,
private sphere, centering the world on oneself, on one’s private
personal 1) inevitably unfulfilled and unfulfillable in its finitude. In
attacking that, we do not abolish understanding: life remains
unbroken, the world as world retains its validity. Only the self-
enclosure of the individual I is overcome.

Only by starting out from these three fundamental lines, from
understanding how they presuppose and negate each other mutu-
ally, can we, after analysis, achicve a certain insight into the way in
which these three strands (two movements governed by the
Farth, a third breaking free of it) make up the overarching human
movement we call history.107

1.07. Cf. Patodka’s own use of the three movements in interpreting the idea of “histo-
ry” in his Heretical Essays in the Philosophy of History, trans, Erazim Kohdk (La Salle, 1.
Open Court, 1996), pp. 27-54. Ed.




Nineteenth Lecture:
Phenomenality, Being,
and the Reduction

The three basic vital movements in their dialectic interrelation
make up one movement, the unity of our vital reality. They are
linked one to another, presuppose and negate each other; that is
what is dialectical about their interrelation. When one becomes
dominant, the others arc there, albeit in the mode of absence.

The reality of our life, just as other realities, is a reality in rela-
tion to other beings, parts of the totality of what there is. Every
reality, as a reality, is individual and individuated, it is fully deter-
minate, that is, it includes no essentially indeterminate aspect. For
that reason, too, the process which constitutes our reality, which
we had sought to describe as a vital movement, is at the same
time a process of our individuation. Our vital process, as a fully
determinate, a fundamental vital structure, Dasein in concreto, is a
present activity, here and now, at a specific time, in relation to
other natural and historical (social) realitics.

What arc the specific traits of the individualized being that we
are, in contrast with beings like animals, plants, stones? Those,
too, are individuated, occupying a quite specific nitch in space and
time, relating to other realitics within the totality and determinate
in that relation. Their determinations are always determinations
in o relntion. Every quality is actualized by relating to an objective
correlate, to a definite other reality, manifesting itself with respect
to other realitics (for instance in specific gravity, in chemical prop-
erties). The being of cvery thing is fully individuated, that is,
determinate in relation to any other reality. How is our individual-
ity different from that? Our human relating?
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A mineral is something fully individually determinate, not
interchangeable with anything clse, existing for a definite period
in a definite place, coming into being, as by crystallization, and
passing out of it, as in decomposition. On what grounds do we
designate a particular mineral as an individual reality? To some
extent its designation as a single individual reality is conventional.
There are certain conditions: it has to constitute a unitary configu-
ration, must be continuous in space and time, have a structure,
cte. Yet it is we who take note of all these aspects. The reality itself
is not aware of this individuation, this determination. In its being,
it is wholly indifferent to its individuation.

Human beings, the processes they are, the processes that
include their essential determination, the content of their being,
are such that in this case we cannot speak of an indifference to
being. In presenting Heidegger, we have on several occasions
encountered this concept of a nonindifference to being, of caring
about being. Now we need somehow to define this characteristic,
to specify it Heidegger defines existence as an existent which in
its existing comports itsclf with respect to its being.108 How are
we to understand that? IHow are we to understand - the claim that
this being is not indifferent to its being and so to being as such?
Not to be indifferent is something practical, pertaining to what
we do. Here the assumption is that there are open to us various
possibilitics of being. We have demonstrated such various possibili-
ties in the three movements of existence.

In the movements of placing oursclves in the world and of

coming to terms with it we relate foremost explicitly to individual
realities around us. In the third movement we relate explicitly also
to the whole within which realitics are located and accessible,
where alone we can encounter them. In order to exist in a human
way, we need to be encountering individual things. We are not
things among others, indifferent to them and to their being but
rather we encounter them, that is, we understand them, we arc
not indifferent to them as they are to us. Things appear to us pre-
cisely because we are full of interests; we encounter things in the
context of our interests. Our individuation takes place in this con-
text. The most profound care is the care for our own being, for

108, See Heidegger, Being and Time, §4, especially p. 32, Ed,

Phenomenality, Being, and the Reduction 165

the mode of this being. In it we relate cither to particulars or to
the whole which makes encountering particulars possible.

We have spoken of the concept of the horizon in our experi-
ence. Individual phases of our experience of a thing are not isolat-
cd, they are always in a context. (For instance, the expericnce of a
picce of chalk, of manipulating it, fits the context of my vocation:
the chalk is in its place, prepared for my handling it, that mcans
that what confronts me is not the impression of a particular only,
the chalk is what it is only within this classroom, in this context of
other particulars which point to it, confirming the experience,
confirming what it really is.) Every particular becomes meaningful
only in a context which first defines the thing, determines it,
makes it possible to verify what each thing is; in reality it is a con-
text of references which go beyond the immediate present {a
classroom is a classroom in a further spatial context—there is the
building, the street, the city, ete.). We might ask what all is need-
ed to define the present object, its meaning, in order to consider
this reality as this and no other. Thatis hard to answer precisely. It
is not only the spatial context of an environment. It is, however,
certain that before any particular there is a prior whole which
determines this reality in its meaning. Even though we might not
be able to analyze the structure of this antecedent whole, set it
clearly before us, it is present in the functioning references, in the
phases of dealing with things. It leads us from moment to
moment, it allows us to deal with the same, to have before us an
objcctival meaning constant in diverse operations. Our individual
experience always presupposes a context preceding it. Not just
experience of the particular but of all realitics presupposes the
continuity of all such contexts. Every reality that manifests itself
bears with it a range of possibilities of its appearing, of its phe-
nomenalization.

Husserl elaborated this idea in his theory of phenomenological
analysis. He believed that we can reach the original kernel of this
phenomenalization by phenomenological reduction. We have
seen, however, that Flusserl’s phenomenological reduction, cast as
an absolute reflection, will not do as a viable philosophical idea
for placing philosophy on a solidly experiential rather than a specu-
lative footing. Husserl lacks a theory of reflection itself. We need to
conceive of reflection as a vital act, placing it in the context of an
existence on the way to itsclf, secking itself, understanding itsclf,
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that is, understanding its possibilitics. If that is how we approach
being human, if we cancel out the concept of reduction as an
access to absolute existent or Being—does the principle of phe-
nomenalization and the antecedent range of contexts nceded to
exhibit a particular object fall away with it?

This much is certain, that in the conception of this context we
have before us a real phenomenon, something that is neither the
reality of a human being {(of our lived cexpericnces on the one
hand, of the physical foundation of our situation—body—on the
othu), nor the reality of the thing that appears before us on this
range, always individuated. Here that which is the presupposition
of the presence of the particular is not itself a particular reality.
What we have in the phenomenon of the context and of the
whole of all contexts is no special existent but rather the being of
what is manifest. Here there is a clear difference between an exis-
tent located at a specific place, individuated in time and space, and
this context which functions uniformly for any thing of a particu-
lar type, in general and apart from individuation. Certainly, there
is here a relation to this antecedent context, to the totality of all
things. All of our individual experiences, all things appearing
before us are in some sense emplaced within the context of a sin-
gle reality. (For Kant, space and time are a single form, something
singular and unified, and all realities are placed within such a sin-
gular, internally coherent framework.) This framework is antici-
pated as a whole. It is just that in this anticipation it is not given
as a reality, it docs not appear, it is not itself a phenomenon: it is
what phenomenalizes. That within which things manifest them-
sclves is not itsclf another thing, another reality. If we say of that
antecedent matrix that it “is,” then only with a grain of salt. If
what is ready to hand and present at hand is to manifest itself for
what it is, it must manifest itself to humans, there must be present
a human reality which understands its possibilitics. Yet the world,
the context of understanding that makes it possible for all th.mgs
to appear to us in the context of our practice, is neither my reality
nor an objective one, but rather an interval, a space of being. This
“in between”—being and the world, the light in which things
appear,’9 cannot be understood in terms of things themselves.

109. Another Czech pun: world=svét, srétlo=light, Trnas
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For, on the contrary, these presuppose the world for their appear-
ing. For their appearing, not for their being. We cannot cxplain
being in terms of existents. To explain being in terms of existents,
that inevitably means interpreting being somchow falsely, depriv-
ing it of its character of an antecédent condition, integrating it
into the world of individuation. Existents—Dbeings—are what they
are in the light of being.

For that reason, Heidegger does not claim that the world, that
being, is a subjectivc horizon, something that belongs to our real-
ity. llnt again is a reflection of .Sl.ll)JCCtl\’lSth metaphysics, of the
conception according to which the world is to be explained in
terms of onc level of existents, that of the subject of cognition
which represents a privileged type of objectivity, an object par
excellence, sclf-presenting itself in the original. Still, we have seen
how Husserl’s phenomenology contributed to this conception of
being as distinet from existents precisely with the concept of a
phenomenalization which follows its own rules, which nulla rve
indiget ad existendum.M0 A reduction which uncovers the region
of appearing as a region sui generis does to some extent open up
an understanding of being. Feidegger annulled the reduction as a
reduction, that is, as a transformation into the reality of the sub-
jective region. Heidegger secks to invert it: that being manifests
itself, that there is being as an event, is at the same time the birth
of human reality. The opening up of the region of appearing, the
illumination of the world, the temporalization of time, this inex-
plicable yet all-explaining event of being is contemporaneous with
the birth of humans. That leads to an answer to the original ques-
tion of how human being differs from the being of an objective
cntity. In the case of humans, their own individuation, their time,
the process which is their own cmplacement in world time and
space, always takes place in relation to being, not only in relation
to existents. Yet if that is so, then the primordial, natural world,
the world which is not constructed by our minds, by our explicit
cognitive activity, the world as it is given, as it addresses us, is such
an encountcr between mute entitics, enclosed in themselves, “not
caring” about their being, nor bemg as such r{‘lolfhum'ms who
live in a relation to their being and to being as e,ucl}L and perhaps

110. “Needs no being to exist.” See Husserl, /ieas I, p. 11.0. Ed,
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also fq a vaguely sensed existent which transcends all finite exis-
tents. All this comes together in the primordial event of being. Its
character as event becomes evident when the uncovering of exis-
tents is at the same time a concealing of the context of existing as
a whole. Reality is never revealed to us as a whole. In understand-

ing the whole we encounter particulars but the understanding of

the whole, of being, conceals itself in understanding particulars.
Those are always unveiled only from a particular perspective, it is
an understanding always for one particular aspect only, in a specif-
ic perspective, in a specific situation. Concealment always gocs
hand in hand with unconcealment. Existents as a whole and the
being which unveils beings and conceals itself is in its cssence a
mystery.

This is a conception more congenial to another thinker, Eugen
Fink, who takes the autonomization of being even further than
Heidegger. M1 Ts there not, in Heidegger’s conception, still too
much that is anthropological? An excessive emphasis on what is
close to humanity? Ts not the event of being understood too
much from the perspective of human phenomena: unveiling, con-
cealing, meaning, the phenomenon of specch? Is there not, in the
conception of the world as an aggregate of potentialitics which we
can interpret, read, still too great a tendency to ignore the origi-
nal closure of what is into itself, the primordial dark night of cxis-
tents more primordial than all individuation? An individual brute
existent (a hunk of lava on the moon) is determinate in its rela-
tion to other existents. Those, too, are individuated. All existents
are within a wniversal being. Can we conceive of that being as an
aggregate of particulars? Or does it precede all particulars in the
world as something that makes them possible as individual and
singular? Is it not an antccedent whole even in a purely objective
sense? All our explanations lead us to sce the whole from the per-
spective of the particular. Ts, though, the universal spacetime a
sum of its individual parts? Or is it a phenomenon sui generis, by
its very nature an antecedent whole which provides the place for
cach individual thing? A whole incommensurate with particulari-
ties? Something that is wholly in each particular though we

111, For example, sce Bugen Fink, Grundphinomenc. des mensehlichen Daseins, ed,
Egon Schittz and Franz-Anton Schwarz (Freiburg: Verlag Karl Alber, 1987), especially
pp. 47114, Ed.
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cannot grasp it in itsclf, in its own nature, except from the per-
spective of realitics contained in it? Do we not have here before us
somcthing analogous to the phenomcnon of the appearing of
entities within the whole of a preliminary understanding of being?
Is not the antecedent: whole of all that is, an cssential presupposi-
tion of mute entitics as well as of entities such as we, who relate to
being? Here, in the universal “content” (containing all else) is the
condition of the possibility of (i) the individualization of things
and (ii) the appearing of cxistents in the light of being. It is a con-
dition for the appearance of an cxistent that it be somewhere, at
some time, always within some understanding of time and space.
Is there not then: within us some understanding—unclear, antici-
patory, unobjectifiable—of this antecedent whole? Might we not
thus receive into an ontological context that which creates the
light for appearing—the whole of all that is, the world in the
strong sense of the word? Would we not that way rehabilitate the
ancient idea of physis as arché? The primordial, antecedent whole
of which the carliest preserved philosophical fragment says
“Whereof all individual existents take their rise, therein also the
perishing of all must be”?142 Physis as arché which rules in all par-
ticulars. Our understanding of reality is always in the light of indi-
viduation, in the light of existents already individuated. Ror that
very reason, the problem of the origin of individuation is alwlays
already passed over methodologically. For that reason, too, Pmﬁk
speaks of two modes of appearing—in ancient and in modern phi-
losophy. The appearing of being, being as the condition of"thc
possibility of appearing, is something each philosophy thematizes
from a different aspect. Ancient philosophy presents appearing as
a real process of individuation in the world. Things appear—that
is, emerge and perish—within the whole of physis.113

We, too, belong to that whole, though in a different mode
than other things. We, too, are individuated reality, belonging to
a particular place in spacctime, but in such a way that we at
the same time understand this localization of ourselves and of
things, that is, we explicitly relate to the whole and we understand

112, The reference is to the fragment of Anaximander in Simplicius, in Phys, 24, 13
(DK 12A9), Ed. o

113. E.g., sce the first part of Eugen Fink’s Grundfragen der antiken Philosophic, ed.
Franz-Anton Schwarz (Wiirzburg: Kénigshausen und Neumann, 1985).
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particulars through this relatedness. That is what it mcans when
we say that existence can be understood as a movement. It means
that humans by their living single themsclves out of the whole in
an explicit relation to it and that their most intrinsically human
possibility—that of existing in a human way—lies in thcir under-
standing this specific trait, that humans are capable of encounter-
ing being as things are not. The openness for being,
understanding being and, on the basis of that, the possibility of
encountering things, with existents as existents. Humans, the uni-
versal beings and the beings of the wniversum, are called to things,
to give them what they lack, to make that encounter possible.
There is nothing distinctive about the human ability to seize
powcr over individual existents for a moment, to accumulate
powecr and might; that is only a quantitative difference as against
other realities. What humans alonc can do is that encounter, that
calling to those things which cannot be without humans. In a
manner of speaking, humans are pragmata, services; human life is
a service in a sense different from that in which things serve us.
Thinghood means /et#ing things be, letting them come to them-
selves, to their being which is external to them and yet is theirs.

Twentieth Lecture:
Personal Spatiality, Husserl,
Heidegger

Let us now bricfly, schematically glance over the journey we have
traveled. We set out from the observation that something like a
personal region, personal relations and traits, is something philo-
sophically recent, appearing explicitly only in modern philosophy,
though here it comes to appear so fundamental, that, as philo-
sophically relevant, it becomes the center of reflections, what is
essential, belonging to the nature of what is simply because it is.
Aristotle’s philosophy is a philosophy in the third person, that is,
though the personal is not wholly absent, is not thematized, it
remains concealed. The third person belongs in principle together
with the first and second person, that is, a philosophy starting out
with the world in the third person is not apersonal at all. For
instance: Aristotle describes the world as a living being in the
third person, attributing to it traits of our orientation in the
world: up-down, right-left, near-far, personal relations. Antiquity
obscures the personal dimension inasmuch as the expressions so
central to modern philosophy, starting with Descartes and culmi-
nating in German classical philosophy, terms like “I,” do not
appear in ancient philosophy at all. For Plato and Arsistotle, a
philosopher’s interest revolves around the existent in its existing,
but it never occurs to them—not even when they arrive at the
nature of existence in its most intense form, as spirit—that the
nons could refer to itself as 1. This pure reality, this pure actuality
which containg not cven a trace of potentiality, of something that
has not been realized, something that would not be an act in the
strong sense, Aristotle never even thinks of characterizing by
expressions taken from the human situation, such as “I.”
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The word situation has to do with situs, emplacement. A situa-
tion is the mode of our emplaccment among things. At the start
we showed, in a historical perspective, how Descartes discovered
the personal. That appeared within philosophical reach already in
Christian philosophy, in Augustine. There, though, it was distinc-
tively linked to the tradition of antquity so that the entire thrust
of this link led not to a philosophical grounding of our knowledge
of oursclves and of the world but rather into a morally and soterio-
logically theological realm. Philosophically spcaking—it was
Descartes who first made the concept of the personal the basis of
philosophy. We did not go into the way he did so, focusing only
on one aspect, precatious for him—our situatedness in the world.
A philosophy founded on ggo cogito cogitatim, on sclf-knowing
consciousness, comes to gricf on the question of my situatedness
in the world. The personal beginning proved not to be radical
cnough. Descartes attempted to go directly from the personal
starting point to the third person and so generated an apersonal
philosophy which surpasses the apersonality of antiquity—a phi-
losophy of an impersonal res extensn, of mathematical nature. It is
a nature into which humans are integrated in a purcly objective
manner. There is no room here for situational concepts or for
situatedness generally. Our lived experience, as we live it and as
we grasp it in reflection, is subjected to a new interpretation from
this impersonal perspective. Descartes’s start from the I, from
something fundamentally personal, remains stillborn.

We need to delve beneath this layer of the impersonal and
bring out the originary personal experience. The experience of the
way we live situationally, the way we are as personal beings in
space. We cannot rest content with the trivial conception which
sces our body in a dualistic perspective—contained in the res
exctensa as a thing among things and objective processes, with
which subjective processes are coordinated as their reflection.
Rven those nced to be objectified in turn, transformed into
impersonal entitics which we can impersonally coordinate with
them. Impersonal nature, impersonal subjective processes, imper-
sonal coordination—what has become of that original element
from which we started, where is the original grasp and analysis of
the foundation on which this kind of philosophy is conceivable?

So we asked how it is that we are in space. Are we in it as a
thing among things? Ts such a conception thinkable? We sought
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to show that just the opposite is the case, that knowledge of
things that are solely next to each other, in purely objective rela-
tions, is possible only if there is a being that is in space differently,
not just one of the things, indifferently next to them in space, but
is rather in space by existing in it, that is, by relating to itsclf] to its
life, through rclating to things. That means, a being who can act
out its life, comport itself with respect to its life in various ways
simply in relating to other things and so finding a place in the
world of things. We are not indifferent neighbors of things. Our
relations are not external, indifferent. Our nonindifference to our
own being, that it matters to us, that we are not indifferent to our
being—all that is expressed in the typically human expression, for
the sake of: we do something for the sake of something. Thercin
lics the nonindifference of our mode of being. That for the sake of
entails being integrated into the world. For the sake of significs the
means to a particular end, means provided for the most part by
the things around us. There is a continuity between what is pro-
jected for the swke of and such means. That means that our being
among things is not a mere indifferent being next to, a juxtaposi-
tion of things in space.

We then sought to characterize this being from various aspects
as an oriented being, aiming at things, ordered to acting among
things, acting and in that action ce-acting with others, oriented
not just to things but also to the world of other persons. Our
original drive toward things turns back on itself as a relation to
others in which we first sce ourselves, That is the natural reflective
tendency of our drive into things. Given the typical way humans
place themselves among things, this emplacement is a part of the
structure of their being in the world, external; a mere next 1o,
indifferent to their being; being in space among things is a part of
our nonindifference to things and to oursclves. A

We asked further about the essential reach of our reflections.
Our goal was to reach such a level of description, of grasping of
the originary phenomenon, that we would reject all objcétif‘ying
modecls of human life, Preceding the personal, human integration
in a world. That led us to reflect on two phenomenologics, two
conceptions of phenomenology. Phenomenological thought
which either builds no constructs or does it only as last resort,
sticking to what appears, what presents itself of itsclf. However,
such a conception of appearing, of sclf-presentation, is nothing
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obvious. It is not cnough to open our eyes and to accept whatever
presents itsclf: the crux of phenomenology lics precisely here, in
the quest for a way to that originality.

We have compared Husserl’s and Heidegger’s conception. In
Husserl’s conception we sought to show modern Cartesianism in
its most extreme and most sophisticated form. Its personal start-
ing point is in the ego cogite and it secks to remain in the personal,
that is, in what Husser] calls transcendental intersubjectivity as the
ultimate ground to which the phenomenological reduction leads,
an intersubjectivity for which the world is the basis of communi-
cation. The personal world is not a sct of islands amid an imper-
sonal nature, rather, impersonal nature becomes a mere objective
pole of unified intentionalitics of harmoniously living monads that
make contact through this objectivity. The access to it is reflec-
tion, sclf-grasping in pure originality and self-certainty.

Still, this conception is problematic. On the one hand, it is
immenscly attractive in the perspectives it opens on the subjective
strcams of lived cxperience beyond life’s banalitics, the possibili-
tics of insight, of analysis and depth. There are, however, prob-
lems beyond that attractiveness. There is, for instance, the
question of the absolute reflection which once more transforms
our personal, that is, finite lived experience into an absolute
object which is there only for obscrvation, an absolute one, to be
surc, grasping in absolute completeness, adequacy, originality but
objectifying nonetheless. Reflection transforms a living and lived
life into a contemplating and contemplated one.

Husserl avoided many shortcomings of Cartesianism, for
instance the ludicrous dualism which makes it impossible to find a
substantive relation between res extensa and res cogitans and does
not make it possible to explain that we have a body, the phenome-
non of corporeity and our situatedness in the world through cor-
porcity. Why, though, do not these flaws show up in FHusserl?
Because Husserl’s conception is not a dualism but an idealism of
transcendental intersubjectivity. An object, nature, is the unitary
pole of unitary intentionalitics, something sustained as the unitary
object of our intentions, but without that living realicy
which belongs only to a living subject. Thus we can say that
Husserl’s phenomenology did overcome Cartesian dualism in a
sense, though it is not clear that it was not in a direction which
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continues to preserve a certain kernel of Cartesianism, a certain
Cartesian impersonality.

To be sure, Husserl himself ecmphasized and sensitively ana-
lyzed the phenomenon of the subjective body. Yet in his work the
meaning of the corporeal subject is never clearly brought into
continuity with absolute reflection. Willy-nilly, we must ask why,
ultimately, subjectivity is always an embodicd subjectivity. In a
sensc, the way Flusserl sces it is that the embodiment of subjectiv-
ity, the subject’s corporeity, is a nccessary condition of our living
together, not in isolation, but as beings in mutual contact. Yet
that assumes that the proper significance of our subjectivity, the
inmost core of our 1, of the personal, is really not what is personal
but what we note after the reduction, namely what is given in
absolute reflection as a stream of experience. The ultimate foun-
dation is not personal, rather, it is subjectipity: something
that may constitute both our persons and other things in the
world in its acts but that is not itself a person in the world in all its
fundamental nature,

What is the ultimate ground of absolute reflection? Tt stands
on itself. There is no further theory, no deeper cxplanation, no
further reason or basis. Absolute reflection is the foundation of all
philosophy, there is no theory about it. [t is the ground to which
all else needs to be reduced. Here it scemed to us that such a the-
ory sunders the Gordian knot of reflection instead of untying it.
Is there, need there not be found, a theory of reflection which,
without rendering impossible the achievement of truth, of the
clarity, of all that Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology pro-
vided, would yct remain a theory of finite reflection, continuous
with the finitude of human life?

Here a sccond conception of phenomenology comes into play,
Heidegger’s, starting out from existence, from overtly personal
being, that is, from one which is not indifferent to its own being,
and, since not to its own, neither to being generally. At the basis
of Husserl’s theory, we could again sensc an impersonal founda-
tion, an cxistent which merely notes itself, which is given to itself
purely for observation. There is, though, an alienation in observa-
tion, a distance, a mere juxtaposition. In Feidegger, there is a
conception of an existent living in its own possibilities and relat-
ing to them. We have shown, arising from that, a conception of
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the world as a context of references in which our world-dwelling
life lives its for the sake of; which it itself projects and gives to itself.
A world not as an aggregate of entitics but as a context belonging
to our own intrinsic structure, to the structure of our being,.

We have shown that Fleidegger was able to stress very sharply
the finitude within the basic structure of our living, the finitude of
reflection flowing from our original preoccupation with things
and with oursclves and from the need to react against it.
Reflection is grounded in the innermost finitude of being human
and in its relation to truth. Those, ultimately, are the reasons for
reflection. What Husserl cleaves with the stroke of a sword,
Flcidegger only probes with inquiries. The need for truth, the
possibility of truth are, for Husserl, rooted in our ability to grasp
oursclves in the original in absolute reflection: we have oursclves
in the power of absolute vision and, in that sense, we are absolutc.
Whoever would inquire further will get only onc answer: that is
how it is and no other—cagito eryyo sum. That cogito, however,
holds all the problems within it. Even the suam is problematic, it is
the sum of a finite being. How can a finite being arrive at an
absolute truth? In this respect, Fleidegger is more human, though
at the same time also more objective in sceing an essential fallibili-
ty about being human, the entanglement of a truthful being in
untruth, in concealment, in deception, in secretiveness, in self-
blindness, in decciving oneself and others. For the wuniversum of
humans and for its interpretation, Heidegger’s philosophical con-
ception offers greater possibilities than the absolute which Flusserl
finds. Heidegger’s inquiry is more profound, it is an inquiry into
the ground of existence.

There is one point, though, where we sensed a need to be
more honest and specific than Heidegger. That was the phenome-
non of our emplacement within things by our corporeity (such
emplacement would make no sense for a purely spiritual being).
Heidegger does not deny corporeity, he does not deny that we are
also objectively among objects, but he does not analyze it further,
does not recognize it as the foundation of our life which it is.
Following Mcrleau-Ponty’s analysis, we showed that'the ongoing
self-integration into the world, which makes us spatial and in
space, takes place by means of our subjective corporeity which is
horizonal, manifesting itsclf as corporeity in the strongest sense of
the word. In this sense we agree with the materialists, or would, if
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matcrialists were at all able to approach the phenomenon of the
subjective body, the existing body which is the precondition of all
experience of thing, of material nature.

On the basis of this criticism we demonstrated the possibility
of interpreting existence as a triple movement. That we did using
both an ancient and a modern idea. The modern idea was
Heidegger’s, that life is a lifc in possibilitics characterized by a
relation to our own being; we project that for the sake of which
we are, that for the sake of is the possibility of our life; in the
world a totality of possibilities is always open to us. The ancient
idea—Aristotle’s definition of movement as a possibility in the
process of realization, not motion in Galileo’s sense. For Aristotlc,
to be sure, movement is always the movement of a substance.
Only conditionally could gencration and perishing be understood,
in Aristotle, as qualitative movement. An analysis of these three
movements distinguished: (a) the movement of sinking roots, of
anchoring in things, by which humans are beings for others, (b)
the movement of sclf-prolongation, of sclf-reflection, in which
humans live to need and be needed—in a world no longer fused
by kin but in the harsh turmoil of the reality of labor and conflict,
no longer shiclded by the community of kin, (c) a movement in
which humans do not relate to things in the world by means of
the world but rather to the world as such.

This led us to ask for a conception of the world in a sense
more radical than that of Heidegger for whom the world is a
world of ready-to-hand pragmata present in the context of practi-
cal significations. We asked for a conception of a world which is
on the onc hand what enables us to encounter particulars and, on
the other hand, to live in truth. Humans ar¢ the only beings
which, because they are not indifferent to themselves and to their
being, can live in truth, can choose between life in the anxiety of
its roles and needs and life in a relation to the world, not to exist-
ing entities only. This nonindifferent being (nonindiffercnt
toward things as well as toward being in general) preciscly here,
in this region of explicit relating to what there is not as mere indi-
vidual existent or as a sum of such, has its own domain, here it is
irreplaceable, here it is at home with itself. Flere is also what con-
stitutes the special mystery, adding the depth and perspective
which life lacks in contact with particulars, what slips through our
fingers like the fool’s gold in fairy tales wherever life itsclf
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dissolves into individual contacts. In contrasting Husscrl’s central
conception of the non-reell correlate of our lived experience with
Heidegger’s conception of being which is no thing, we sought to
exhibit that relation of humans to something that cnables them to
transcend all particulars and all sums of particulars while remain-
ing with being, while being within it.

Here phenomenology touched upon something that all mod-
ern humanism neglected, what that humanism lacks. Modern
humanism thrives on the idea that humans are in some sense the
heirs of the absolute, an absolute conceived along the lines of
Christianity (from which our humanism grew), that they have a
license to subjugate all reality, to appropriate it and to exploit it
with no obligation to give anything in return, constraining and
disciplining ourselves. Here phenomenology touched upon the
fundamental problem of humanism, that humans become truly
human only in this nonindifference to being, when being presents
itself to them and presents itself as something that is not real and
so also is not human, something that challenges them and makes
them human.

We arrived at the conclusion that the world in the sense of the
antecedent totality which makes comprehending existents possible
can be understood in two ways: {a) as that which makes- truth
possible for us and (b) as that which makes it possible for individ-
ual things within the universum, and the universum as a sum of
things, to be. Here again the phenomenon of human corporeity
might be pivotal since our elevation out of the world, our indi-
viduation within the world, is an individuation of our subjective
corporcity; we arc individuals in carrying out the movements of
our living, our corporcal movements. Individuation—that means
movements in a world which is not a mere sum of individuals, a
world that has a nonindividual aspect, which is prior to the indi-
vidual. As Kant glimpsed it in his conception of space and time as
forms which need to be understood first if it is to become evident
that there are particulars which belong to a unified reality. It is as
corporeal that we are individual. Tn their corporeity, humans stand
at the boundary between being, indiffercnt to itself and to all else,
and existence in the sense of a pure rclation to the totality of all
there is. On the basis of their corporeity humans are not only the
beings of distance but also the beings of proximity, rooted beings,
not only innerwordly beings but also beings in the world.

Translator’s Postscript:
The Story of an Author
and a Text

Each of Jan Patoc¢ka’s works presents the translator with problems
all its own. This, arguably Patocka’s finest contribution to con-
temporary philosophy, is no exception. Body, Commiunity,
Language, World is a gem of insight and crudition, summing up
in bold yet surgically precise strokes the achievements and prob-
lems of continental philosophy at mid-century with both scope
and depth. Had I to choose a single work to introduce my crst-
while American colleagues to this arcane world, I should first pro-
claim the task impossible, then select the present volume.

Still, the book has problems. Onc of them is that Patocka
never actually wrote it. The text we have is not even seripta, a lec-
turcr’s own notes reproduced for students’ convenience. It is,
rather, reportntn, a compilation of students’ notes from lectures
Jan Patocka gave at the Philosophical Faculty of Prague’s Charles
University in the academic year 1968-69.

Those were the first lectures he could give since 1949. During
the war, the universities had been closed. Though he habilitated
in 1937, Patodka was able to lecture only during the three-
year respite between the war and the Communist coup. At the
time, he started from the beginning, giving courscs on the
pre-Socratics, Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle. Then came the coup.
The new Communist regime soon barred him from teaching.
Only during the short-lived liberalization in 1968 was Patodka
able to return to the university. The lectures he gave in 1968-69
were rich with the scholarship and reflection of years of enforced
silence.
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Those lectures were also cagerly awaited. Over the years, many
students—including those who, like Patocka, had been barred
from the university—got to know him through informal contact,
in part thanks to the private seminars he held in his apartment, in
part from his privately circulated writings. A group of them, con-
sisting of Jit{ Polivka, Jaromir Kudera, Jit{ Michdlek, Ivan
Chvatik, Miloslava Volkovd, Joscf VinaF, and Marika Kristofovd,
took it upon themselves to keep a faithful record of the lectures.
None of them knew shorthand, none had a tape recorder com-
pact enough to take to the lecture hall. Instead, they took notes,
as students had for generations before Gutenberg, then met to
reconstruct the text. Jitf Polivka undertook the compilation of the
final version and dictated the results to Miroslay Peti{¢ek, who
produced a typescript for private circulation. This was the text
which, in 1983, still deep in the Communist era, Ivan Chvatik
included in the fourth volume of a typescript compilation of
Parockiana known as Archival Collection of the Works of Jan
Patotha—or, at the Patolka archive at the Institute for Human
~ Sciences in Vienna, as Prager Abschrift. It would remain the sole
source of Patocdka’s writings abroad until the fall of the
Communist regime in 1989.

It was one of those carbon copies, nonc too legible, that came
into my hands at the institute in 1985. By then, the director of the
institute, Krzysztof Michalski, and the head of the institute’s
Pato¢ka Archive, Klaus Nellen, had managed to assemble an
impressive coliection of typescript copics of Patoka’s works as well
as texts Patodka had been able to publish here and there during
various periods of liberalization. 1 had come to Vienna specifically
in search of such texts. Eight years earlier, when Jan Patocka died
after extended police interrogation, 1 swore his death would not
pass in silence, unnoted by the wider philosophical community. 1
promised myself then that T would make his work available in
English. The result of that oath was a philosophical biography, jan
Patocka: Philosoply and Sclected Writings, published in 1989; some
articles; and numerous typescript transfations which I circulated
pn\mtdy among my students at Boston University and dcposmd
in my files.

There they might well have remained. when T returned to a
new life in Czechoslovakia, soon to become the Czech Republic
and the Slovak Republic. There is so much to be done, rebuilding
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our ravaged country. Writing in Czech seemed much more urgent
than translating into English. When Open Court approached me
about an English c¢dition of some of Patodka’s major works, 1 hesi-
tated. The task loomed large and the world of English speakers far
away. Fortunately, James Dodd, former student and cherished col-
lcague, agreed to transcribe my translations by computer and pro-
vide them with necessary footnotes, leaving me free to prepare an
English text. That that text is now appearing in English is duc in
great part to his scholarship, diligence, and devotion.

Since I first translated the Body volume (my favorite) from the
Prager Abschrift version, two other versions have become avail-
able. One is the German translation prepared by the Institute for
Human Sciences in Vienna as a part of its comprehensive edition,
Jan Patobla: Ausgewdblte Schriften (Stuttgart, 1991), based on
the same typescript I used for my translation. The second is a
Czech edition, Jan Patocka: Télo, spolecenstvi, jazyk, svét (Prague,
1995), reviewed and revised by two of the original editors, Jitf
Polivka and Ivan Chvatik, with the help of Pavel Kouba, all stu-
dents of Jan Patocdka and now my collecagucs at Charles
University. When in doubL I have treated their readings as
authoritative.

Even their text at times bears the marks of its origin as class-
room notes. The lectures bore no titles: Dr. Josef Moural of the
Center for Theoretical Studies and Philosophical Faculty of
Charles University suggested those, as well as the chapter sum-
maries. Other than that, I refrained from interfering. Patocka has
a distinctive plulosophlm] style, powerful, erudite, and suited to
his thought. I have sought to produce a thful 1cnd<_1m;9 of both
the thought and the style, even at the cost of having to live with
occasional telegraphic compression and incomplete sentences.

Since Patocka’s thought is heavily marked by Heidegger’s, |
have generally followed the conventions established by
Heidegger’s translators except where Patocka’s interpretative
translation into Czech calls for a different term. Thus T have left
Dasein in German but have opted for disposition rather than
“mood” for Patocka’s reading of Heidegger’s Befindlichheit.
When Patocka speaks of Husserl, T have generally followed
Dorion Cairng’s helpful Guide to Transinting Husserl.
Throughout, I have sought to make my translation as transparent
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as possible, letting Pato¢ka himsclf speak through my English.

Only in one respect have I consciously departed from the text.
Patodka was not sexist, but a literal translation of his text would
be. Czech is a highly inflected language; its plethora of endings
makes nearly cvery word gender specific. Few Czech speakers are
sensitive to it—and cven fewer were in the mid-sixties, when
Patoc¢ka wrote this text. To avoid giving an erroneous impression,
I have followed the American Philosophical Association guidelines
on inclusive language even at the cost of minor departurcs from
the text. So I have, for instance, substituted plural nouns for
Patocka’s snu,ulfu to avoid frcndel -specific personal pronouns.
Though it is a departurc ﬁom the letter of the text, 1 believe it is
more faithful to the author’s intent.

A different problem arises in the context of Patocka’s periodic
pronouncements concerning animal psychology. To anyone famil-
iar with the subject, many of those pronouncements, for instance
concerning other animals’ communication, awarencss of death,
sense of possibilities, appear embarrassingly anthropocentric, how-
ever translated. In part the problem is that the rescarch summed
‘up by authors like Donald Griffin in Animal Minds or Masson
and McCarthy in When Elephants Weep simply was not available at
the time. More basically, however, ncither Patoéka nor Heidegger
had any interest in animal psychology. They spoke of nonhuman
animals much as the Scholastics were wont to speak of angels, as
of hypothetical constructs whose mode of being, posited wholly a
priori, could be used as contrast to bring out aspects of being
human. So it is useful to take Patodka’s claims about nonhuman
animals not as problematic assertions about animal psychology
but as metaphors designed to make crucial traits of being human
stand out in greater clarity.

To a lesser extent, that is a useful approach to some of
Patotka’s ctymologies as well. Like Heidegger, Patocka often uses
them to bring out an overlooked aspect of an overused word.
Whether or not such ctymologies would withstand philological
scrutiny, they invariably point out an important aspect of his
exposition. As such, they can be most useful, even if not casy to
translate.

There is, finally, one task which I haye not even sought to
undertake. Patocka lived his philosophy and philosophized his liv-
ing. He lived and wrote as radically situated, in a situation. A full
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understanding of his text would require projecting his assertions
against the background of his time. It was a turbulent time. The
early lectures, in which Patocka speaks movingly of humans as
called to things, called to bestow meaning upon them, were writ-
ten in the cuphoria of long-awaited liberalization. Some of the
later lectures, echoing motifs of struggle, were written amid the
bitter death of hope after the Soviet occupation of our country,
one under the direct impact of the sclf-immolation of Jan Palach,
a young philosophy student, to protest the Soviet invasion—and
our own cowardice. A text, Patodka insists, cannot be understood
apart from its situation. A faithful tmnshtlon would have supple-
mented every half page of text with another half page of historical
background.

That task, alas, far exceeded my abilitics. The best I can do is
to refer the reader to my Jan Patocka: Philosophy and Selected
W?”iﬁingy for some of the badly needed b'lckground My consola-
tion is that, as Patocka points out, meaning is not present as a text
but rather appresent through it. 1 hope that, whatever the imper-
fections of my translation, Patocka’s meaning will speak through
it.

As for my own situation, I should like to thank all my col-
leaguces at Boston University and at Charles University for provid-
ing me with the academic Umwelt that made this work possible.
More personally, I owe a debt of thanks to Frances Macpherson,
to Sheree Conrad, who carried texts through the iron curtain
between Vienna and Prague, and to Stephen Capizzano, Jiff
Vancura, and Dorothy Mills Kohdkovd for having been my life-
world through the years between my first translations of Jan
Patocka’s human-rights texts in 1977 and this, my final payment
on that long-ago promisc.

Prague, Easter 1997
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