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Introduction

Language is in its essence not ut-
terance of an organism nor is it
expression of an animal. Thus it

is never thought of with exactness

in its symbolical or semantic charac-
ter. Language is the clearing-and-
concealing advent of Being itself.

All of Heidegger's work has been concerned with one question:
the Seinsfrage. He approaches the question from many directions,
but one direction seems to predominate: a phenomenological analysis
of language. The quote above, along with the now famous character-

ization of language as ''the house of Being,"

evidence the significance
Heidegger places on language in his quest of Being. What is the
meaning of these claims? Why did Heidegger focus on language? 1Is it
merely an application of his ontology, or perhaps just a means to an
end? Or is there a more significant relation between language and
Being? These are the questions that the following work is designed
to answer.

Heidegger has said: ". . . reflection on language, and on Being,
has determined my path of thinking from early on . . .”2 Though I
will not touch upon the works prior to Being and Time, I have tried

to incorporate everything he published from that work on. After

Being and Time his work can be seen in two broad categories - a re-

thinking of past philosophy and being underway on a new path of thinking.

1Heidegger "Letter on Humanism'" trans. by Edgar Lohner in Phenomen-
ology and Existentialism ed. Richard Zaner and Don Ihde (New York:
Capricorn Books, G.P. Putnam's Sons, 1973) pp. 155-6.

2Heidegger On the Way to Language trans. by Peter D. Hertz (New
York: Harper & Row, 1971) p. 7.




These are not totally separate tasks for, as he says, '". . . we can
learn thinking only if we radically unlearn what thinking has been
traditionally."1 With these considerations in mind, I have divided
this work into five sections: the first deals with the importance

of language to the question of Being as approached in Being and Time;

the second with the relation of language and Being in Heidegger's
rethinking of the roots of the history of Western philosophy; the
third with the meaning of Being as it was finally worked out in

the late works; the fourth with the meaning of language in these
late works and how it relates to the meaning of Being; and finally
in the fifth I step back to ask for the significance of Heidegger's
work on Being and language to our quest for wisdom in general.

The first four sections necessarily stay as close to Heidegger's
thinking as possible. My main goal has been to understand Heidegger,
and in order to do this I have attempted to give an interpretation
that presents Heidegger's way as consistent and insightful, for to
find fault prior to this attempt is not really to find fault. 1In
short, my prime concern is to find Heidegger, and only in the last
section do I give some hints as to where we can go beyond him.
Despite this, I do not intend to merely repeat what Heidegger said,
rather my hope is to give an interpretation that helps open up his
enigmatic and often misunderstood writings. For this reason I chose
neither to give a book to book summary of Heidegger's work (as, for

example, Richardson did in Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought)

1Heidegger What is Called Thinking? trans. by Fred D. Wieck and
J. Glenn Gray (New York: Harper Torchbooks, Harper & Row 1968) p. 8.




nor a purely problematic approach that raises the questions of Being
and language in general. Rather, I tried to trace a continuous
development through various broad stages of Heidegger's career to
find how he approached and worked out the relation of Being and
language.

To see how this is done we must start with a preliminary
indication of how the issues are viewed by him. As the opening quote
indicates, he is concerned with language in what he calls its onto-
logical dimension rather than its ontic. He is not after facts and
information about language, but rather the Being of language and
how this Being is related to Being in general. To understand this
distinction (i.e., between the two different approaches to language)
we must give a preliminary sketch of the question of Being itself,
for this distinction springs from the so called 'ontological difference',
the difference between Being (Sein) and beings (seienden; things,
entities). Objects that can stand before us as things with properties
that can be defined and analyzed have traditionally been the primary
concern of philosophy and science. However, the happening of the
standing before us of the object is a completely different issue;
this is the thing's Being, and cannot be viewed as a thing itself. A
concern with information about things is an ontic study, while a
concern with the standing before (i.e., Being) is an ontological one,

and its methodology must be as different as that which it is studying.

We can infer only that 'Being' cannot
have the character of an entity. Thus
we cannot apply to Being the concept
of 'definition' as presented in tra-
ditional logic, which itself has its




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

a justifiable way of characterizing
"entities.'" The indefinability of Being
does not eliminate the question of its
meaning; it demands that we look the
question in the face.l

Thus when we ask for the Being of language we are searching for
how language occurs as what it is, and this is not merely a definition
or a list of features about language. In traditional terminology it
would be said that we are looking for the essence of language, but
we must be careful to note that an essence has been historically
considered as an abstractable form or definition that is separate
from the concern of existence, and this is not how Heidegger views
it. For him the distinction between essence and existence is a pre-
judice of the development of metaphysics, and the question of Being

really lies at the source of this distinction.

If the questions raised are thought
through even roughly, the illusion

of being a matter of course, in which
the distinction of essentia and
existentia stands for all metaphysics
disappears.2

Therefore, when Heidegger raises the question of Being, he is
not raising the same issues as traditional metaphysics. He is neither
searching for a substance that whatever is actual (i.e., exists)

possesses such as a substratum, the will to power, or unity, nor is

lHeidegger Being and Time trans. by John Macquarrie and Edward
Robinson (New York: Harper & Row, 1962) p. 23.

2Heidegger The End of Philosophy trans. by Joan Stambaugh (New
York: Harper & Row, 1973) p. 3.

'i




he attempting to give an eternal definition of what is "truly real"
about something. Being for Heidegger is the process of standing
before (presencing) of the entities which are present, and this pro-
cess of presencing must be thought on its own terms and not merely
as the dichotomized essence or existence of an object.

As we shall see it is a different task to ask for the Being of
something, like language, and the meaning of Being it:self.1 To ask
for the meaning of Being is to ask how it is that there is anything
at all, i.e., why is there something rather than nothing? To ques-
tion the Being of language is to ask how language occurs as language,
and as such is closer to the questions of traditional metaphysics.
However, if we insist on the terms of metaphysics, the Being of
language addresses itself to both existence and essence, for as we
noted Being lies at the source of this distinction. However, it is
misleading to insist on questions of essence and existence, despite
the ability to do so, for this is still not thinking the Being of
language in the way it is meant to be thought. As Heidegger summarized
what he is questioning when he asks for the Being of something;

But what really are we asking? Why the essent
(Seiendes) as such is. We are asking for the
ground of the essent: that it is and is what
it is, and that there is not rather nothing.
Fundamentally we are asking about being. We
are asking about the being of the essent.

We are_questioning the essent in regard to its
being.

1Though we shall see that language can not be considered as an entity
among the others of the world, our first approach to it sees it that way,
and though the Being of language will eventually lead us to Being qua
Being, they are clearly not the same.

2Heidegger Introduction to Metaphysics trans. by Ralph Manheim (Garden
City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, Doubleday & Co., Inc., 1961) p. 26. Essent is
Manheim's translation of Seiendes (i.e.,entity, thing, existant etc.)

s e




Thus whether questioning the Being of an entity or Being itself
a new type of thinking is needed. We must learn a type of thinking
that lets the mysterious dynamics of Being come forth, and not a
thinking that encapsulates everything in the clear and distinct
categories of "Logical Reasoning.'" To explain and understand Being
was the goal of traditional metaphysics.1 Because this means placing
the meaning of Being within the limits that the medium of human
reason constitutes, Heidegger sees that its mode of thought is one
of re-presentation, and thus regardless of its assertions is basically
subjectivistic in nature. This is why he sees the history culminating
in Nietzsche whose Will to Power is the essence of all metaphysical
thinking of control, adaptation, and manipulation, and why he considers
his quest for Being to be a needed radical new beginning rather than
a developed continuation of the tradition.

His attempt is to return to the Presocratics, the source of
Western thought, and show how the development of metaphysics is only
one direction that thought could have taken. Heidegger is not in a
real competition with this tradition since he is trying to follow
out a different branch of thought, and not perfect or add to the old
one. Metaphysics is suited for understanding and explaining universal
structures and essences of things, but it is not suited for the
thinking of Being as the presencing of whatever is present. Heidegger's

attempt at overcoming metaphysics is, therefore, not a nihilistic

1Bergson was among the first to be bothered by the alienating
distance of this traditional view, and his method of empathy as an
alternative to understanding contains many of the seeds of Heidegger's
thought.




destruction, but an égfhebung; a return to Being itself that exposes
metaphysics for what it is - an epoch cf Being that is characterized
by the submission of the world to the logic and categories of
rationality, and thereby a forgetting of Being itself. As he develops
his own thinking he is not illogical or irrational, but claims that
for the thinking of Being a different kind of thought from what is

commonly known as logic and reason is needed. As he summarizes it:

Calculative thought places itself under
compulsion to master everything in the
logical terms of its procedure. It has
no notion that in calculation every-
thing calculable is already a whole
before it starts working out its sums
and products, a whole whose unity
naturally belongs to the incalculable
which, with its mystery, ever eludes
the clutches of calculation. That
which, however, is always and every-
where closed at the outset to the
demands of calculation and, despite
that, is always closer to man in its
enigmatic unknowableness than anything
that "is," than anything he may arrange
and plan, this can sometimes put the
essential man in touch with a thinking
whose truth no "logic'" can grasp.

The clarity and development of this paragraph makes it obvious
that Heidegger is overstating his position when he claims that there

is no logic to his thought. But what is important is that he is

after a new mode of thinking, one that cannot be reduced to traditional

lHeidegger ""What is Metaphysics'" trans. by R.F.C. Hull and Alan
Crick in Existence and Being ed. Werner Brock. (Chicago: Henry
Regnery Co., 1949) p. 357.
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thinking. This new mode of thought will first allow us to approach
Being in the way proper to it, and thereby first enable us to ask for
the Being of language in a manner suited to finding the relation of
Being and language. However, a difficulty arises for, as we shall
examine later,l our thinking is not independent from our language,
and thus until we know the Being of language we cannot know the Being
of thought, and until we know the Being of thought we cannot properly
think Being. As we saw above, to ask about the Being of language or
of thought is not to formalize a unique essence of them, but rather
to ask how they stand with Being itself. That is, to ask for the
Being of language or thought is already to ask for the relation of
Being, language, and thought. Until we do this we cannot know what
the proper mode of thinking is, but it must also be noted that we can-
not find Being, language, and thought until we are thinking properly.
We are thus caught in a circle of interrelations between our three
major issues, which unexpectedly has given us a preliminary answer

to why language is important to our quest of Being.

Though this circle makes us wonder whether we can ever start, let
alone succeed, in the project we intend, we must view it as a methodo-
logical difficulty that forbids any traditional logical structure (e.g.,
deductive, inductive, transcendental, or dialectical) but does not make
it completely impossible. We must recognize that though we discuss

thinking, language, and Being individually, the truth of each one can

See for example the relation of legein, noein and logos in the
chapter on the early Greeks.




only emerge in light of the others for they are not really independent.
Thus the full significance of our thesis emerges in the unfolding develop-
ment which occurs rather than being stated or asserted. What is said
at each stage along the way is not an isolated explanation that later
will be related to other isolated explanations. Nor is any one sec-
tion any type of logical consequence of another section. Each part

is an inextricable component of the developing interplay of inter-
relations which is the only possible methodology for thinking how
Being, language, and thought stand with one another. If we under-
stand how to approach the work in this way we have once again un-
expectedly found ourselves in the midst of the issues rather than
merely introducing them, for we are already thinking in the 'non-
logical" way, that is, we are already underway to thinking Being by
thinking the belonging together of language, thought, and Being.

With these introductory remarks we hope to have given a pre-
liminary sketch of the issues by showing how they are dealt with. The
circle of interrelations we discussed and the resulting concern with
the development as crucial to understanding the individual statements
is in line with the way Heidegger sees the parts of his own career:

" . . . only by way of what Heidegger I has thought does one gain
access to what is to-be-thought by Heidegger II. But [the thought of]

Heidegger I becomes possible only if contained in Heidegger 11" s

lHeidegger's forward to Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to
Thought by W. J. Richardson (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1963) p.
xxii. Though 'Heidegger I and I1' refers specifically to early and
late Heidegger the same point holds for any one part to any other.
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we mentioned in the beginning, we do not want to merely repeat what
Heidegger stated, and we now see that this would be a mistaken approach
for it would be reducing his significance to a collection of independent
statements and ignore the importance of the active process and develop-
ment. Therefore, our own methodology will hopefully be true to him
by thinking along the path with him. Our interpretation is not, of
course, a final and complete word on Heidegger, but we hope it will
be successful in disclosing the Being of Heidegger's concern with
Being and language.

One thing is necessary, though, for

a face-to-face converse with the thinkers:

Clarity about the manner in which we en-

counter them. Basically, there are only

two possibilities: either to go to their

encounter, or to go counter to them. If

we want to go to the encounter of a think-

er's thought, we must magnify still further

what is great in him. Then we will enter

into what is unthought in his thought.

Everything here is the path of a respond-
ing that examines as it listens.

lWhat is Called Thinking? p. 77.

2Heidegger Poetry, Language, Thought trans. by Albert Hofstadter

(New York: Harper & Row, 1971) p. 186.




11

I. Being and Time: Discourse as the Language of Being.

Our aim in the following treatise is
to work out the question of the mean-
ing of Being and to do so concretely.
Our provisional aim is the interpreta-
tion of time as the possible horizon
for an{ understanding whatsoever of
Being.

On the first page of Being and Time Heidegger tells us his task, but

unfortunately this task was never completed. The book opens with a

| ' preliminary analysis of Dasein, and ends with the temporality of
Dasein, never reaching the concrete analysis of time and Being which
was scheduled for the third division of part one.2 Posterity is

| plagued by the question of why the work was never completed, and

what the significance of the unfinished sections really is.

Y The fact of the matter is that in a sense Heidegger's goal was

completed, and the third division could only have repeated what was

‘ already said. Dasein can only be understood in terms of the ques-

tion of Being, for otherwise Being and Time must be viewed only as

philosophic anthropology, a possibly interesting and rewarding path,
but one that Heidegger repeatedly repudiates. Therefore, the ques-
tion of Being is really an issue every step of the way, and in that

sense the task of Being and Time was achieved.

Why then did Heidegger simply not print the original division
outline and have a short concluding final chapter indicating how the

question of the meaning of Being has been dealt with already? An

1Being and Time p. 19.

211 thus interpreting Dasein as temporality, however, we shall not
give the answer to our leading question as to the meaning of Being in
general.'" Ibid. p. 38.
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interesting possibility he might have chosen not to do this is because
he realized that though in one sense the book was complete, in a more
significant sense one book could never sufficiently deal with the

question of Being. In other words, Being and Time is both complete

as it stands and also could never bg complete, no matter how much
was added to it. It is one way to Being, and Heidegger's mistake
was that at first he thought it was the definitive route. Later he
realized that though the general content of the book was valid,
important, and in a sense complete, at the same time it was only a

beginning and therefore had to be understood as such. Being and Time,

we now realize, is an introduction to the later works, and not a
completely self-standing enterprise. As an introduction it works
in the mysterious way of setting the concerns of that which follows,
but the significance and truth of these concerns can only be under-
stood if seen in the light of that which follows. These reasons
might explain why Heidegger was willing to publish the book with its
open ended quality, and it is with these ideas in mind that we
approach it.

Our concern is with language and we therefore make no pretense

of giving a complete account of Being and Time. We intend to deal

only with those sections most directly related to understanding the
role of language in understanding Dasein, Peing, and their relation-
ship. Our first step must be to try and make clear what Heidegger

means by Dasein. Taking heed of our previous warning, we must be

guided by the question of Being from the very beginning.
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'Dasein' is often translated as 'man' or 'human being,' and there
certainly are grounds for doing so. However, this translation can be
very misleading, and tends to misguide the reader in the direction of

erroneously interpreting Being and Time as primarily a study of man.

But if 'Dasein' is not a direct equivalent for 'man' what is it?

Let us first look what a few commentators have said.

In direct or literal translation into
English, this word means 'to-be-there.'
Such a literal translation does not
adequately express the meaning of the
word which it has in the German lang-
uage or in which it is used in Heidegger's
philosophy....In German, Dasein means
'existence,' 'life,' and 'presence.'
Generally it expresses the concrete-
ness of here and now. In Heidegger's
philosophy the word 'Dasein' retains
all these shades of meaning in
contemporary German but in a deepened
and unified way. Primarily, Dasein
for Heidegger is the presence of Being
in concrete life and situations. Man
is the only being who has an under-
standing of Being, therefore, only for
man can Being be present. Man is the
place of the presence of Being; he is
this presence. Man is Dasein. Dasein
is not identical with empirical man,
but rather his essence.

In other words, the ego, the subject,
is not the Da-sein. Dasein is rather
the understanding (Lichtung) where
Being 'opens' itself and therefore
'understanding' occurs.?

1Vincent Vycinas Earth and Gods (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1961)
pp. 24_50

2Egon Vietta "Being, World and Understanding' Review of Meta-
physics #5 1951/52 page 166.




14

Though in traditional German philosophy
it may be used quite generally to stand
for almost any kind of Being or 'exist-
ence' which we can say that something
has (the 'existence' of God for example),
in everyday usage it tends to be used
more narrowly to stand for the kind of
Being that belongs to persons. Heidegger
follows the everyday usage in this re-
spect, but goes somewhat further in

that he often uses it to stand for any
person who has such Being_and who is

thus an 'entity' himself .l

Though I find this last quote misleading because the final sentence
suggests 'Dasein' is concerned with an entity rather than Being, it
indicates why there arose so much confusion over the meaning of

Dasein and Being and Time as a whole. It shows that Heidegger often

uses the term for an entity, i.e., as an ontic term, while the other
quotes show that it also stands for the Being of this entity, i.e.,

an ontological term. As we saw in the introduction this is the
ontological difference, and we must ask whether these two uses result
from carelessness on Heidegger's part, or whether something significant
about Dasein and Being itself ig revealed by it?

We first note that all three quotes make reference to man, or
traditional philosophical understandings of man as ego or sutject,
but distinguish Dasein from this. They recognize that Dasein is an
ontological concern, and not simply an ontic or empirical one. The
justifications for this move come from both the dictionary definition

of 'Dasein,' and from its etymology. For someone as concerned with

John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson translators footnote Being
and Time p. 27.
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language and etymology as Heidegger, these clues are not to be ignored
for the sake of a neat and clear word substitution for 'Dasein.' Let

us turn to Being and Time itself for textual support for some under-

standing of Dasein in line with these etymological hints.

And because we cannot define Dasein's
essence by citing a "what" of the kind

that pertains to a subject-matter, and
because its essence lies rather in the

fact that in each case it has its Being
to be, and has it as its own, we have
chose to designate this entity as 'Dasein,"
a term which_is purely an expression of

its Being.1 (p. 33)

So when we designate this entity with the
term 'Dasein,' we are expressing not its
"what' (as if it were a table, house or
tree) but its Being. (p. 67)

Thus Dasein is never to be taken onto-
logically as an instance or special
case of some genus of entities as
things that are present-at-hand.(p. 68)

One of our first tasks will be to prove
that if we posit an "I" or subject as
that which is proximally given, we shall
completely miss the phenomenal content
of Dasein. (p. 72)

Dasein does not fill up a bit of space
as a Real Thing or item of equipment
would. . . (p. 419)

What emerges from these quotes is that the word 'Dasein' does refer

1Note the last three words in German are "als reiner Seinsausdruck'
and should be translated "as pure Being expression' leaving out the
possessive "its" which indicates the reified substantiality which is
presently in question.
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to man, but in terms of his unique Being and not in terms of any ontic
properties. Unfortunately, as we shall see, Heidegger waivers in his
recognition of Dasein as an ontological concern. Often he calls
Dasein an entity, which makes it an ontic rather than an ontological

term. Further, as the history of interpretations of Being and Time

testify, the entity he is concerned with is man. Thus he falls in
the trap of having his fundamental concept (Dasein) speak about man
himself rather than of Being-in-the-world. However, we will attempt
to maintain the ontological interpretation of Dasein as strictly as
possible for it seems clear that the reason Heidegger used the term
'Dasein' rather than more common terms for man or man's Being was
that he wants to reach a new conception of man's Being in its rela-
tion to Being in general. In order to gain further insight into

how Heidegger views this unique way of Being we again turn to Being

and Time.

Dasein is in such a way as to be some-
thing which understands something like
Being. (p. 39)

"Being-in" is thus the formal existential
expression for the Being of Dasein, which
has Being-in-the-world as its essential
state. (p. 80)

Dasein is its disclosedness.l (p. 171)

...only as long as Dasein is, 'is there'
(gibt es) Being.... As we have noted
Being is dependent upon the under-
standing of Being...(p. 255)

1Disclosedness (Erschlossenheit) can signify either a laying open

or the state of being laid open.
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If no Dasein exists, no world is 'there'
either. (p. 417)

These quotes indicate that Heidegger is interested in the Being
of man insofar as man allows for, or enables, the emergence of what-
ever is. He is not interested in man's Being as body, soul, rationality,
will, as a social, cultural or political entity, or any combination of
these. Of course much of what he says is pertinent to the under-
standing of man in these respects, but that is secondary. His prime
concern is to reach Being itself, and his concern with man is to
show him in relation to the question of how anything can first be
present. '...the analytic of Dasein remains wholly oriented towards
the guiding task of working out the question of Being."l

Dasein is not a blank screen that records or reflects the world,
rather it enables the world to be there altogether, in itself, not in
a mind, soul or realm of mere appearance. Nor should Dasein be viewed
in the sense of a transcendental subjectivism whereby it constitutes
entitites, for Dasein is not a subject, but man in his fundamental
unity with the world, and because Dasein does not constitute the "What"
or content of entities, only their ability to occur as entities. Dasein
constitutes or enables the appearance of whatever is, and as such
without Dasein entities could not be there, i.e., there could not be
anything.

In this way we seem to have identified Being and appearing, and

since this connection is of crucial importance to Heidegger, it needs

lBeing and Time p. 38.
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some further clarification. Though he spends a great deal of effort
distinguishing his phenomenological concern with one of appearances,
he does conclude: '"And finally one can use 'appearing' as a term
for genuine sense of 'phenomenon' as showing itself."1 To use it in
this correct way we must be careful to note that he does not mean
appearing in the sense of mere appearance as opposed to the ''really
real," nor appearing in the Berkeleyan sense that only when some-
thing is sensually experienced (i.e., appears) does it exist; he
does not need to resort to a God to grant Being to the tree alone

in the forest. For what he means by Being is that which allows
something to occur as what it is,2 and this is not dependent on a
continuing subjective reception. In order to understand in what

way appearing and Being are then brought together for Heidegger we
must first see how the question of Being is understood. The question
of Being is raised in the light of the question "why are there en-
tities rather than nothing?" Heidegger devotes a great deal of

energy in Introduction to Metaphysics, and elsewhere,to just raising

this question. Merely to utter it is not enough. For this question
to be truly asked we must hold ourselves in the sway of Nothingness,
over the abyss that is not the negation of something positive, but

nonbeing itself. Only then do we not take it for granted that there

already are entities and merely ask for their original cause. Only

Libid. p. 53.

2Ibid. pPpP. 25-26.
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in the face of Nothingness can the meaning of Being itself be asked.

Instead this essent, through questioning,
is held out into the possibility of non-
being. Thereby the why (i.e., 'why are
there essents rather than nothing?')
takes on a very different power and
penetration. Why is the essent torn
away from the possibility of non-

being? Why does it not simply keep
falling back into nonbeing? Now the
essent is no longer that which just
happens to be present, it begins to
waiver and oscillate, . . A

What is it to Be? What is the meaning of Being?

Asked about in this light Being is no longer questioned as a
first cause, nor as a property or quality of things, for in both
these cases it too would be something among all the things of the
world, and we would have to ask about its Being. Being cannot be a
something, entity, or anything that is, for it is the is itself.

Why are there entities rather than nothing? Because Being. What
does it mean to Be? It means to be there, to have abiding presence,
to be held up over and against the void but not disappear in it.

It is in this sense that we say Being means appearing. Appearing not

taken as appearance, i.e., perceptual manifestation or semblance,

but as first coming on the scene, being there, existing.

Thus we must keep in mind that the expression
'phenomenon' signifies that which shows itself
in itself, the manifest....When 'phenomenon'
signifies 'semblance,' the primordial signifi-
cation (the phenomenon as the manifest) is al-
ready included as that upgn which the second
signification is founded.

lintroduction to Metaphysics p. 23.

2
Being and Time p. 51.
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It is in this sense of phenomenon as showing itself that we have

interpreted appearance and Being, and why in his quest for Being

Heidegger feels he is continuing the essential path of phenomenology.
Clearly, we have not in the least answered what it means to

appear, what the meaning of Being is, or why there are entities

rather than nothing. All that we have done is establish the

path of the question. We have only first begun to lay out that

about which we are questioning, i.e. Being as presencing, appearing,

being there. But, though just a beginning, that is a big step for

it is the beginning.

The project of Being and Time is to show the role Dasein plays

in the meaning of Being. As the etymology of Dasein indicates, it
is strongly relevant to the question of Being (Sein) itself. Dasein

is man, but man in his Being as that which allows whatever is to Be.

When Dasein does not exist, 'independence'
'is' not either, nor 'is' the 'in-itself.'
In such a case this sort of thing can be
neither understood nor not understood.

In such a case even entities within-the-
world can neither be discovered nor lie
hidden. In such a case it cannot be said
that entities are,.nor can it be said

that they are not.

We are now in a position to return to a question we raised
earlier. We have seen that Dasein refers to man's Being in a very
special way, and yet we have noted that 'Dasein' is often used to
stand for the entity man itself. The significance of this double
usage is summarized in one sentence: '"'The 'essence' of Dasein lies

in its existence."2 To clarify what this means we turn briefly to

1Being and Time p. 255

2Ibid. p. 67.
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"Letter on Humanism.'" In this work the Being of man is defined as
"standing in the clearing of Being."1 Heidegger goes on to say
"Ex-sistence can only be said of the essence of man, i.e., only of
the human way 'to be,'"2 and "All that man is, i.e., in the tradi-
tional language of metaphysics the 'essence" of man, rests in his
ex-sistence.”3 It should be noted that Heldegger writes existence
in this work as 'Ex-sistenz' (rather than 'Existenz' as in Being
and Time) in order to emphasize man's transcending himself, and
standing in the light (truth) of Being. From this we see that
for Heidegger man is man only insofar as he stands in this rela-
tion to Being, i.e., insofar as he ex-sists, insofar as he is Dasein.
Thus Dasein is understood as both man and the emergence of whatever
is, because man in his essential Being is this emergence. If he were
not this emergence he would not be man and the world would not be
"there." Man as Dasein constitutes the "there" (da-sein), so that
there can be something rather than nothing. "This entity Dasein
carries in its ownmost Being the character of not being closed off,
in the expression 'there' we have in view this essential disclosedness.
By reason of this disclosedness this entity (Dasein), together with the
Be