
CHAPTER III 

ONTOLOGICAL DESCRIPTION AS "GROUNDING" 

Du Dunkelheit, aus der ich stamme 

ich liebe dich mehr als die Flamme, 

welche die Welt begrenzt, 

indem sie gl§nzt 

fur irgend einen Kreis, 

aus dem heraus kein Wesen von ihr weiB. 


Aber die Dunkelheit h§lt alles an sich: 

Gestalten und Flammen, Tiere und mich, 

wie sie's erschafft, 

Menschen und M§chte 


Und es kann sein: eine groBe Kraft 

rUhrt sich in meiner Nachbarschaft 


Ich glaube an N§chte 
Rilke 
September 22, 1899 

"Im dunklen Bechergrund 

Erscheint das Nicht des Lichts. 

Der Gottheit dunkler Schein 

Ist so: Das Licht des Nichts." 


Wilhelm Weischedel 1975 
in Bernhard Welte, Das 
Licht des Nichts, p~4. 

In addressing the question of salvation, we are concerned 

with more than simply a central question/affirmation of our 

Western religious heritage. Our understanding of the meaning of 

salvation reflects what we understand to be ureal," Le., it re

flects an understanding of human experience in the world in its 

relationship to its wholeness. There is no other question that 

could draw us more to the very core of the human condition (tra

dition, history, self, world, community, time, the divine) than 

the question of salvation. 

- 187 



- 188 

What follows in no way attempts to exhaust the possible mean

ings of the term salvation. Rather it is an investigation of the 

"how" of salvation given our condition of being confronted by a 

symbol in the primary language of our tradition that has always 

been understood as challenging us with salvation. 

What are the conditions of the possibility and/or the struc

ture that might account for how the transformations, that we can 

name as soteriological, take place? It will be suggested that 

we may speak of salvation occurring in terms of the two "dimen

sions" of experience announced in the "ontological difference." 

These two dimensions correspond, it will be argued, to the dual 

(split reference) character of a symbol whose "intention ll is to 

disorient in order to reorient, to use Paul Ricoeurts discussion, 

but in so doing, particularly as religious symbols, confront us 

as limit-language drawing us to encounter the limit experiences 

of our being in the world. In symbol itself we encounter a chal

lenge not only to our ontic ordering of world, but it presses us 

beyond the ontic to that which escapes language as the unsayable, 

the ontological. The symbo~as metaphor functioning within the 

horizon of myth, announces a "more," a Ittranscendence," a going 

beyond of limit, that elevates and ennobles. Hence, the dis

orientation occurring in the symbol may occur in terms of a re

assessment of the adequacy of our perception of possibility in 

our ontic experience of the life-world resulting from the claim 

to more in the symbol, but at the same time this disorienting 

can occur in terms of the limits of that ontic world itself 
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and the human dependence upon the conditions of the possibility 

of the givenness of our ontic life-world (the ontological here 

understood in terms of the Being-of beings as no-thing, that 

is enigmatically revealed, but more readily concealed, in our 

encounter with beings in the world). 

Salvation is a "turning." At its core is "a freeing." A 

discussion of the "how" of its occurance must address the ques

tions of "turning" from; "turning" to; and the meaning of free

dom. It will be argued in the final Chapter of this project 

that a "turning" occurs only within the context of "world." We 

must address the question of the meaning of salvation in a manner 

that confronts the meaning of our being "in a world." What is 

the meaning of world, and how do we have, or how are we, a 

"world?1t 

This discussion is a specifically theological task, for it 

is involved in a second order of reflection about religious lan

guage/experience. The claim of our religious language/experience 

is salvation. The task of theology is to investigate the coher

ence and adequacy of such a claim. 1 Theology is a search for 

"conceptual" understanding by investigating the phenomena of 

religious language/experience though recognizing that religious 

1See David Tracy, Blessed Rage for Order: The New Pluralism 
in Theology (New York: The Seabury Press, 1975), especially chap
ter 3 entitled itA Revisionist Model for Contemporary Theology." 
See also, Schubert M. Ogden, "The Task of Philosophical Theology" 
in Robert A. Evans, ed., The Future of Philosophical Theology 
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1971), pp. 55-84, especially 
section 2 entitled "Philosophy in general is the fully reflective 
understanding of the basic existential faith which is constitutive 
of human existence.1t 

______________ -~-l--'......---------e. -' 

http:existence.1t
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language/experience is concerned precisely with limit-language/ 

experience and therefore escapes any and all "conceptuality." 

On the other hand, we cannot remain silent before that which 

transcends. We stand on this side of the transcendence is a 

world, and our task is to speak, i.e., to attempt to make sense 

out of our experience. The enigmatic character of language, as 

both saying and unable to say, calls us to reflection. Paul 

Ricoeur writes: 

. . • religious language itself requires the transpo
sition from "images" or rather "figurative modes" to 
"conceptual modes" of expression •••• 

If it is true that a religious vocabulary is 
understood only within an interpreting community and 
according to a tradition of interpretation, it is also 
true that there exists no tradition of interpretation 
which is not "mediated" by some philosophical concep
tion. • • • 

It is now with an anti-ontological conceptuality 
that theology has to corne to grips. But the fundamen
tal situation is not radically changed. It is still 
as a function of an external problematic that theology 
has to interpret its own meanings. • • • 

Now, whatever may be the epistemological status 
of "concepts" appropriate to our present cultural and 
philosophical situation, the problem is to look at 
religious language itself and to explicate its con
ceptual potentialities, or, if you prefer, its capa
city to be conceptually articulated i~ the space of 
confrontation of our present culture. 

With the challenge of salvation, our tradition calls our 

understanding of experience into question, for it asks us to ex

amine "who" we are in terms of the expectation that our under

standing is not adequate. There is "more" to experience, we are 

being told. There is a challenge to turn from what we have under

stood to be the meaning of our being in the world to a new 

1Ricoeur, Semeia 4, pp. 129-132. 
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understanding. We encounter in this question, then, not only a 

concern for "how" salvation might occur; we encounter/are con

fronted with, in addition, the challenge of salvation as a sett

ing in question in terms of our limits. 

The search for "conceptual" understanding of the soterio

logical claims for the symbol of the Kingdom of God in the teach

ing material of the historical Jesus will be here pursued in terms 

of the disclosive possibilities achieved through investigating 

certain themes from the work of Edmund Husserl and Martin Heideg

ger. These consist of the following: 1) from Heidegger, the 

claim of the ontological difference and the priority of Dasein 

as the pOint of entry to understanding this "identity" and "dif

ference" allows for a thinking that orients us in world; 2) from 

Husserl, an understanding of the temporal and praxis structure 

of intentional consciousness allows for a thinking at the "ontic 

level" of experience that suspends the judgment that thinking is 

either a thinking related to n pure , eternal ideas" or to things 

in themselves "behind" their appearance profiles (Ideas are to 

be thought phenomenologically, i.e., as arising out of the en

1counter with the phenomean themselves in a life-world. At this 

1This betrays a glossing over, I realize, of Husserl's trans
ition from Phenomenology understood as an apodictic, eidetic 
science to constituting consciousness understood as a genetic pro
cess. See the Fourth Meditation entitled "Development of the Con
stitutional Problems Pertaining to the Transcendental Ego Him
self" in Edmund Husserl, Cartesian Meditations: An Introduction 
to Phenomenology, trans. by Dorion Cairns (The Hague: Martinus 
Nijhoff, 1960). See also, Robert Sokolowski, The Formation of 
Husserl's Concept of Constitution (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 
1964). See, in addition, "On Intentional Consciousness, p. 229, 
n. 1. 
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Phenomenological level of description, we have, however, no simple 

subject-object split. Rather, we have a subject-object polariza

tion that must be thought together. Ideas are here understood 

not as eternal objects that are only approximately announced in 

the encounter with things. Ideas are "intuitively," hence only 

"adequately," constituted out of our encounter with/in phenomena. 

Yet this is no pure "subjectivizing" of ideas. There is no ab

solute consciousness without a life-world: no ideas outside of 

the relationship "consciousness-of:" no truth outside of the con

tinual testing (or "fulfilling") of our adequate approximations 

in relationship to the phenomena encountered within the structure 

of intentionality. Consciousness is praxis.): 3) from Heidegger, 

precisely because of the recognition of the ontological differ

ence, however, consciousness is more than an event of conscious

ness-of things within a life world (The event character of con

sciousness is more than an event of constituting consciousness 

of ideas out of a relationship to things. As the condition of 

the possibility for the "polarization" subject-object, the Being-

of beings and time, themselves, must be thought in terms of event, 

if we are to think the claim of Husserl's Phenomenological enter

prise in its most radical manner, i.e., Phenomenology here under

stood as the clarification of presuppositions rather than the 

defense of, or assumption of, sacrosanct ideas or philosophical 

"positions" within the tradition. 

The impulse to research must proceed not from philoso
phies but from things and from the problems connected 
with them. Philosophy, however, is essentially a 
science of true beginnings, or origins, of rizomata 
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panton. The science concerned with what is radical 
must from every point of view be radical itself in its 
procedure. Above all it must not rest until it has 
attained its own absolutely clear beginnings, i.e., 
its absolutely clear problems, the methods preindi
cated in the proper sense of these problems, and the 
most basic field of work wherein things are given 
with absolute clarity. But one must in no instance 
abandon one's radical lack of prejudice, prematurely 
identifying, so to speak, such "things" with empirical 
"facts." ..• We are too subject to the prejudices 
that still come from the Renaissance. To one truly 
without prejudice it is immaterial whether a certainty 
comes to us from Kant or Thomas Aquinas, from Darwin 
or Aristotle, from Helmholtz or Parclesus. What is 
needed is not the insistence that one see with his own 
eyes; rather it is that he not explain aw;y under the 
pressure of prejudice what has been seen. 

When we in fact press Husserl's Phenomenological enterprise in 

terms of its presuppositions, we encounter the question of the 

"ground" of our experience as a re-thinking of nothingness. No

thingness is not here consider~d in terms of a dualism between 

being and non-being. The Being-of beings as no-thing is to be 

thought as always a Being-of beings, i.e., transcendence is a 

transcendence in the experience of Dasein as the condition of 

possibility. Nothingness, rather than negation, is the condition 

of the possibility for world.); 4) we have learned to fear no

thingness and to love freedom, but in both instances, it will be 

suggested, we must carefully examine the meaning of the terms. 

The functioning of the symbol of the Kingdom of God may then be 

1Edmund Husserl, "Philosophy as Rigorous Science" in Phenom
enolo and the Crisis of Philoso h , trans. by Quentin Lauer 

New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1965), pp. 146-147. See also, 
Edmund Husserl, The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental 
Phenomenology: An Introduction to Phenomenological Philosophy, 
trans. by David Carr (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 
1970), p. 195. 
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understood as a breaking open to "nothing" as the very condition 

of the possibility for our accepting freedom/world. Freedom is 

a "horror" as well as the most prized. Freedom, understood in 

terms of condition of possibility, is then more primordial than 

choice, and becomes that which allows us to escape the paralysis 

of understanding good as only possible in terms of its opposite 

of evil by calling us forth out of the particular evil through 

the manifesting of possibility. In more religious terms: were 

the divine reality to be absent from evil in whatever form the 

latter may be manifest, what follows wants to suggest, we would 

not be able to "transcend" evil as it is manifest in the world. 

The Ontological Difference 

The Ontological Difference as 
a Beginning in the Middle 

Central to Martin Heidegger's reflections is the distinction 

he names as the "ontological difference." This theme is addressed 

specifically in two essays published in 1929 entitled "Vom Wesen 

des Grundes" and "Was ist Metaphysik?,,1 The theme is addressed 

1Martin Heidegger, "Vom Wesen des Grundes (1929)" and "Was 
ist Metaphysik?" in Wegmarken (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio 
Klostermann, 1978).The essay "Vom Wesen des Grundes" appeared 
originally in a Fest volume marking Husserl's 70th birthday. I 
take it as no accident that Heidegger offered this essay for the 
occasion. The English translation of the essay (The Essence of 
Reasons, trans. by Terrence Malick (Evanston: Northwestern 
University Press, 1969», particularly the title, conceals the 
question Heidegger is addressing (a question fundamental to 
Husserl's Phenomenology). The English title has two problems: 
1) the meaning of "der Grund" and 2) the genetive construction. 
Der Grund may be translated as "reason." It also has the meaning, 
however, of "foundation"j"ground"j"first principle." As such it 
is often employed in metaphysics as the "foundation" of experience. 
In terms of the genetive construction: in the German title it is 
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again in an essay published in 1957 entitled "Identitat und Dif

ferenz.,,1 It is the identity in difference, named as the onto

logical difference, which is an integrating element in all of 

Heidegger's reflections even though we may speak of a "turn" 

within his thought with the publication of the "Brief tiber den 

Humanismus" in 1946. 2 

singular rather than plural. These two observations suggest in 
relation to the content of the essay and to the "problem" of 
"givenness" in Husserl's Phenomenology the more appropriate trans
lation: "On the Essence of the Foundation" or "On the Essence of 
Grounding." See Ernst Tugendhat, Der Wahrheitsbegriff bei Husserl 
und Heide,Ker, 2. unveranderte Auflage (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter 
& Co., 19 ), p. 229 and his introduction, p. 6, where he writes 
of his attempt to think Husserl's and Heidegger's understandings 
of truth together: /lDie gemeinsame Interpretation gerade dieser 
beiden Wahrheitsbegriffe rechtfertigt sich jedoch nicht nur aus 
der heutigen Problemlage, zwischen ihnen besteht auch eine innere 
sachlichgeschichtliche Kontinuitat. Sie bilden zusammen ein ge
schlossenes Kapitel innerhalb der metaphysischen Tradition des 
Wahrheitsproblems. Dieses Kapitel ist gekennzeichnet durch 
Hurrerls ErschlieBung und Heideggers Radikalisierung eines bis 
dahin in dieser Weise noch nicht thematisierten 'Bereichs', der 
weder schlicht objektiv noch einfach subjektiv ist und auch nicht, 
wie im deutschen Idealismus, die Synthesis von Objekt und Subjekt 
betrifft, sondern sich bei Husserl als Bereich des 'Phanomenolo
gischen', der veschiedenen 'Gegebenheitsweisen' der Gegenstande 
zeigt und von Heidegger, nun nicht mehr in der Orientierung auf 
Gegenstande und nicht mehr im Rtickgang auf eine Transzendentale 
Subjektivitat, als 'Lichtung' gedacht wird./I See also my essay 
entitled "Husserl and Heidegger on Plato's Cave Allegory: A 
Study of Philosophical Influence," in International Philosophical 
Quarterly, 16, No.3 (1976): 331-348. 

1Martin Heidegger, Identity and Difference, trans. by Joan 
Stambaugh (New York: Harper & ROw, Pub., 1969) 

21 am well aware that the "later" Heidegger speaks of a "four
fold" of earth, sky, the gods, and mortals as the new beginning 
for thinking the event character of the truth of Being. This 
occurs, in part, out of a dissatisfaction with his earlier dis
cussion of the Being-of beings and Being-in-the-world as too 
rooted in traditional metaphysics, i.e., where being is thought 
as the continuous presence of a static substance as the foundation 
of all/each thing(s). My discussion, recognizing these pitfalls 
to be sure, attempts to think through with this vocabulary of the 
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What is this difference which is an identity? What is this 

difference that is "a telling silence"?1 What is this "unconceal

ingtl in "concealing"? What is this forgottenness of our Western 

tradition? What is this "circle" within which we already and 

always are?2 What is this that "makes possible" intentionality?3 

These questions have their root in the unfolding of the 

question informing Sein und Zeit. At the very beginning of this 

text Heidegger asks: 

Do we in our time have an answer to the question 
of what we really mean by the word 'being'? Not at 
all. So it is fitting that we should raise anew the 
question of the meaning of Being •••• Our aim in the 
following treatise is to work out the question of the 
meaning of Being and to do so concretely. Our pro
visional aim is the Interpretation of time as the 
possib4e horizon for any understanding whatsoever of 
Being. 

That Being is placed in question anew should not conceal the manner 

in which this question is here addressed. We should not lose sight 

of the terms "meaning" and "concrete" in this questioning. It is 

precisely the question of the meaning of Being, addressed not as 

an abstractionS but concretely, which places Heidegger in the 

"early" Heidegger to an adequate understanding of the truth of 
the Being-of beings as event. I attempt this out of a self 
understanding of coherence with Otto P5ggeler's work on Heidegger. 
See especially his Der Denkweg Martin Heideggers (Pfullingen: 
Verlag GUnther Neske, 1963). 

1Heidegger, "Identity and Difference," p. 73. 


2Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, p. 153. 


3Heidegger, "Vom Wesen des Grundes, It p. 166. 


4Heidegger, Being and Time, p. 19. 


5Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, p. 11. 




- 197 

Phenomenological movement. Heidegger places himself in the 

Phenomenological movement specifically in terms of a hermeneutic 

phenomenology as he names it in Sein und Zeit. 1 This concreteness 

is betrayed by his insistence that Being is always to be understood 

as the Being-of beings. This insistence occurs throughout his 

writings. 2 What does it mean to think of Being as always the 

Being-of beings? Heidegger writes: 

The unconcealedness of Being • is always the truth 
of the Being-of beings, whether this is actual being 
or not. Reciprocally, in the unconcealedness of a 
being lies as such its Being. Ontic and ontological 
truth concern each different being in its Being and 
the Being-of beings. They belong essentially together 
out of the ground of their relationship to the differ
ence ~etween Being and beings (the ontological differ
ence. 

In What is Called Thinking? Heidegger turns to the peculiarity of 

the participle being: 

1See especially the discussion of paragraph 7 in Sein und 
Zeit, pp. 27-38 (English trans., pp. 61-63). 

2Heidegger, Being and Time, p. 29. "One may .•• ask what 
purpose this question Lthe question of Being7 is supposed to 
serve. Does it simply remain--or is it at all--a mere matter for 
soaring speculation about the most-general of generalities, or 
is it rather, of all questions, both the most basic and the most 
concrete? 

Being is always the Being of an entity" (p. 29). See also 
Martin Heidegger, Die Grundprobleme der Phanomenologie (Frankfurt 
am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1975), a series of lectures given 
in Marburg in the Spring of 1927, pp. 22 and 466; "Vom Wesen des 
Grundes," from 1929, p. 132; and "Identity and Difference," from 
1957, p. 61. 

3Heidegger, "Vom Wesen des Grundes," p. 132. This is my 
translation of: "Unverborgenheit des Seins . . . ist immer 
Wahrheit des Seins von Seiendem, mag dieses wirklich sein oder 
nicht. Umgekehrt liegt in der Unverborgenheit von Seiendem je 
schon eine solche seines Seins. Ontische und ontologische Wahr
heit betreffen je verschieden Seiendes in seinem Sein und Sein 
von Seiendem. Sie geh5ren wesenhaft zusammen auf Grund ihres 
Bezugs zum Unterschied von Sein und Seiendem (ontologische Dif
ferenz) ." 
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Participles take part in both the nominal and the 
verbal meaning.••• "being" means something in being, 
and the act of being. 

But why do participles have two meanings? Is it 
because they take part in two meanings? No, rather 
these words are participles because what they state is 
always applied to what is in itself twofold ••.. 

The participle e6v, being, is not just one more 
participle among countless others; e6v, ens, being is 
the participle which gathers all other possible par
ticiples into itself. The dual meaning of participles 
stems from the duality of what they tacitly designate. 
But this dualism in its turn stems from a distinctive 
duality that is concealed in the word e6v, being..•• 

The participle in which all the rest have their 
roots, in which they grow together (concrescere), and 
from which they continuously grow, though without 
specifically expressing it, is that participle which 
speaks from a unique and therefore distinctive duality. 
In keeping with that dual nature, a being has its being 
in Being, and Being persists as the Being of a being. 
There does not exist a~other kind of twofoldness that 
can compare with this. 

Heidegger is quick to add that this is a duality of twofoldness 

and not a duality of synthesis; as if a being somehow had Being 

added to it and vice versa. 2 For the sake of thought, we may 

speak of a difference between the Being-of beings and being, but 

in fact they always occur in meaning as a unity in multiplicity 

(identity in difference) • 

What are we trying to express by this duality of the onto

logical difference? What is this difference between Being-of 

being and being? How can we articulate this "nominal" and "ver

bal" meaning of "being"? 

1Martin Heidegger, What is Called Thinking?, trans. by Fred 
D. Wieck and J. Glenn Gray (New York: Harper & Row, Pub., 1968), 
pp • 2 2 0 - 22 1 . 

2Ibid ., pp. 226 and 242. 
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What is the Meaning of "Is"? 

Since Aristotle the meaning of being has been understood as 

the "copula. n What is the meaning of this "is," or better, what 

is the meaning of nis?,,1 

Heidegger addresses the question of the copula, among other 

places, in a series of lectures entitled "Die Grundprobleme der 

PhM.nomenologie." He traces the meaning of the "copula" through 

the work of Aristotle (Kant), Hobbes, Mill, and Lotze suggesting 

that: 

We will see in this way, how this apparently simple 
problem os the "is" was developed from different per
spectives; how the different solutions, i.e., the 
different attempts at the interpretation of the "is," 
are to be understood as originating out of the u2ity 
of the properly formulated ontological question. 

Aristotle, Heidegger tells us, understood the "is" as belong

ing to a particular art of expression, i.e., the art of expres

sion concerned with articulating that a thing is as it is (the 

copula is the form of expression through which the truth or false

hood of a particular thing comes to understanding). This form of 

expression is: S is P. Here the "is" expresses a binding 

1see Otto POggeler, "Metaphysik und Seinstopik bei Heidegger" 
in Philoso hisches Jahrbuch: 1m Auftra der GOrres-Gesellschaft 
(Freiburg MUnchen: Verlag Karl Alber, 1962 63), p. 122. POggeler 
suggests that the question of the meaning of Being in Heidegger's 
work is the question of the meaning of "is" rather than merely 
the question of a thing as a being. 

2Heidegger, Die Grundprobleme der PhM.nomenologie, p. 254. 
This is my translation of: "Wir werden auf diese Weise sehen, 
wie s ich dieses scheinbar einfache Problem des list I von ver
schiedenen Seiten her verwickelt, so daB fUr uns die Frage 
entsteht, wie die verschiedenen Losungs-, d.h. Interpretations
versuche des list' ursprUnglich aus der Einheitlichkeit der 
ontologischen Fragestellung zu verstehen sind." 
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relationship between a subject (S) and its predicate (P). 

Heidegger says, however: 

Only in the thinking of a binding, of something that 
can be combined, can OUV3£010, binding together (syn
thesis) be thought. As long as Being means this 
binding in the expression S is P, Being has a meaning 
only in the thinking ~f binding. Being has no mean
ing of its own. • .. 

Aristotle suggests, however, that Being is not simply another 

thing among things. 

Of this "is" Aristotle said: .•• that which this 
"is" means is not an entity that comes forth among 
other things, as if it was like these as present-at
hand, but it is £v o1Clvofa, is in thinking. This "is" 
is synthesis, ••• as Aristotle said, o6v3£OtO 
Von~aTwv, binding together of that which is thought 
in thinking. Arisiot1e is speaking here of the syn
thesis of Sand P. 

Heidegger suggests that for Aristotle (and for Kant, who Heideg

ger suggests is at this point dependent upon Aristotle) the "is" 

is understood as subjective: 

The "is" is /b'y Aristot1e7 meant as that Being of a 
being that does not arise out of what is present-at
hand, but is something in understanding; said directly, 
in the Subject, subjective .••• Being in the sense 
of the copula, according to the logic of Kant, is syn
thesis according to the logos of Aristotle. Because 

1Ibid., p. 257. This is my translation of: "Nur im Denken 
von Verbundenem, von Verbindbarem, kann 06Vd£010, Verbundenheit, 
gedacht werden. Sofern das Sein diese Verbundenheit meint in 
dem Satz S ist P, hat Sein nur eine Bedeutung im Denken von Ver
bundenem. Sein hat keine eigenstKndige Bedeutung...• " 

2Ibid ., p. 258. This is my translation of: "Von diesem 
list' sagt Aristote1es: .•• dasjenige, was dieses list' meint, 
ist nicht ein Seiendes, unter den Dingen vorkommend, ein wie sie 
Vorhandenes, sondern ist £v 5tavofa, ist im Denken. Dieses 
lIst' ist Synthesis, und zwar ist sie, wie Aristote1es sagt, 
OUVd£010 von~aTwv, Verbundenheit des im Denken Gedachten. 
Aristote1es spricht hier von der Synthesis des S und P." 
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this being, this ens, is according to Aristotle not 
£v rrpaypaolvL does not come forth under things, but 
£v otavola Lis in though!7, it means that it is not 1 
ens reale, but ens rationis, as the Scholastics said. 

It is in this sense that Kant said that being is not a "real" 

predicate. 2 The lIisll is not a thing among things, but is a syn

thesis of the understanding. 

In Thomas Hobbes' work, Heidegger, on the other hand, finds 

a paradigmatic Nominalist. "All problems, advanced in terms of 

the sentence, including the problem of true being and the question 

of the copula, are oriented in terms of the relationship of words 

by nominalism." According to Hobbes, S is P is a sequence of 

words in which a prior name (S) is combined with a later name 

(P). The copula is a signal that the reader/hearer understand 

that the two names refer to the same thing. But the "is" expres

ses not only the combination (synthesis) as it does for Aristotle. 

In nominalism it is the announcement of where the combination is 

4"grounded," i.e., its cause. 

'Ibid., p. 259. This is my translation of: "Dieses 'ist' 
soll das Sein eines Seienden meinen, das nicht unter dem Vorhande
nen vorkommt, wohl aber etwas ist, das im Verstande ist, roh ge
sprochen, im Subjekt, subjektiv•... Das Sein im Sinne der Kopula 
ist respectus logicus nach Kant, Synthesis im Logos nach Aritote
lese Weil dieses Seiende, dieses ens, nach Aristoteles nicht 
£v rrpdypao\v ist, nicht unter den Dingen vorkommt, sondern £v 
olavola, bedeutet es kein ens reale, sondern ein ens rationis, wie 
die Scholastik sagt." 

2Ibid ., p. 47. 

3Ibid ., p. 260. This is my translation of: IIAlle Probleme, 
die sich bezuglich des Satzes erheben, somit auch das Problem 
des Wahrseins und die Frage nach der Kopula, orientiert die 
nominalistische Fragestellung am wortzusammenhang." 

4see Ibid., p. 264: IIDie Kopula ist nicht einfach das Zeichen 
einer Verbindung, ein Verbindungsbegriff, sondern die Anzeige des
sen, worin die Verbundenheit grlindet, causa." 
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Now it becomes clear what function the copula has for 
Hobbes. As the pointing in thought to the ground of 
the combination of names, it is the announcing that in 
the propositio (in the statement) we think the quidditas, 
the what, of the thing. The propositio is the answer 
to the question: what is the thing? In the orientation 
of nominalism that means: what is the ground of the 
distinction indicated by the two names to the same 
thing? The "is" expressed in the sentence, i.e., the 
thinking concerned with the copula, states the think
ing of the ground of the possible and necessary identity 
in the relationship of the subject and predicate to the 
same thing. What is thought with the "is," the ground, 
is the whatness (realitas). Thereby, the "is" announces 
the essentia or the qui~ditas of the~, about which the 
assertion is concerned. 

According to Hobbes, the abstract names could not express the what

ness without the "is" of the copula. The "is" establishes here 

the ground for the possible relating of two names to the same 

thing. It expresses the cause, or the reason, for thinking the 

two names together. As a Nominalist, Hobbes understands "reality" 

to be what occurs in the language event. Hence, the copula ex

presses the reality of the thing to which different names, i.e., 

predications, are applied. In contrast to Aristotle and Kant, 

the copula is here thought as the "real." Language speaks about 

things, and it is because of the "is" that the thing comes to 

1Ibid ., pp. 264-265. This is my translation of: tfJetzt wird 
erst deutlich, welchen Funktionssinn Hobbes der Kopula zuweist. 
Sie ist als die Indikation des Denkens des Grundes der Verkoppel
ung der Namen die Anzeige davon, daB wir in der propositio, in 
der Aussage, die qUidditas, das Wassein der Dinge denken. Die 
propositio ist die Antwort auf die Frage: Was ist die Sache? 
In nominalistischer Orientierung heiSt das: Was ist der Grund 
der Zuteilung zweier verschiedener Namen zur selben Sache? Das 
list' aussprechen im Satze, die Kopula denken, besagt den Grund 
denken der moglichen und notwendigen identischen Bezogenheit von 
Subjekt und Pradikat auf dasselbe. Das im list' Gedachte, der 
Grund, ist das Wassein (realitas). Demnach bekundet das list' 
die essentia oder die quidditas der res, tiber die in der Aussage 
ausgesagt wird." 
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expression. The "is" is the present-at-hand of a thing in the 

linguistic event. 

With John Stewart Mill, however, the copula is thought, 

Heidegger suggests, as more than the cause for predications apply

ing to the same thing. He points out that the "is" has a double 

meaning. In addition to the linguistic function of cause iden

tified by Hobbes, it expresses that the subject exists. The 

copula expresses more than the ability to say yes to the relation

ship between two names, it has its own meaning as "existence.,,1 

Mill makes a distinction between essential and accidental sen

tences. An essential sentence is "linguistic" and analytic. An 

accidental sentence is "actual" and synthetic. 2 The essential 

or linguistic sentence is the definition, i.e., nominalistic, 

word explanation. He escapes nominalism, however, by suggesting 

that for certain sentences more is happening than mere definition, 

i.e., more is happening than an explanation by means of words. A 

claim is being made about the existence of what is defined. 

Mill says that the search for the distinction between 
the two sentences, which appear to have the same char
acter, consists in that for the first sentence /lin
guistic, analyti£7, "signifies" may be substituted for 

1See Ibid., p. 275: " ••• die Kopula etwas mehr als ein 
bloBes Zeichen der Pradizierung ist, daB sie auch Existenz LVor
handensein7 bedeutet. In dem Satze: Sokrates ist gerecht, 
scheint nIcht nur das enthalten zu sein, daB die Eigenschaft 'ge
recht' von Sokrates ausgesagt werden kann, sondern uberdies auch, 
daB Sokrates ist, d.h. daB er existiert. Dies zeigt jedoch nur, 
daB eine Zweideutigkeit in dem Worte list' liegt--ein Wort, das 
nicht nur die Aufgabe der Kopula bei bejahenden Aussagen erfullt, 
sondern auch eine eigene Bedeutung hat, verm~ge deren es selbst 
das Pradikat eines Satzes bilden kann." 

2See Ibid., p. 277. 
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the "is." With the first sentence I can say: A cen
taur signifies a living essence, etc., and I can say 
that without changing the meaning of the sentence. In 
the second case, however: the triangle is a straight 
sided, three cornered figure, I can't substitute "sig
nifies" for the "is. 1I For then it would be impossible, 
from this definition, which is not simply a word defini
tion, to derive from it the Geometric truth which occurs 
here. In this second sentence, concerning the triangle, 
what is said of the "is" is not so much like "signities" 
as containing within it an expression of existence. 

Heidegger suggests, however, that this distinction can not be 

consistently maintained, because every linguistic, analytic sen

tence, which understands the "is" as "signifies," in fact presup

poses a synthetic sentence of "existence." Hence, the distinc

tion between Hobbes and Mill: "For Hobbes the 'is' says much 

the same as essentia, for Mill existentia.,,2 

We find the copula understood by H. Lotze, again, as a 

"double judgment." It is a binding (synthesis) and a truth claim. 

Lotze maintains that a negative copula is not Possible,3 for such 

a negation is not a binding. 

'Ibid., p. 279. This is my tranlation of: "Mill sagt, die 
Probe auf den Unterschied zwischen beiden S~tzen, die scheinbar 
denselben Charakter haben, besteht darin, da8 man in den ersten 
Satz /Iinguistic, analytic7, fUr das 'ist' den Ausdruck 'bedeutet' 
einsetzen kann. Bei dem ersten Satz kann ich sagen: Ein Kentaur 
bedeutet ein lebendes Wesen usw., und ich kann so sagen, ohne da8 
der Sinn des Satzes sich ~ndert. 1m zweiten FaIle aber: Das 
Dreieck ist eine geradlinige dreiseitiqe Figur, kann ich fUr das 
'ist' nicht 'bedeutet' einsetzen. Denn dann ware es unm5g1ich, 
aus dieser Definition, die keine bl08e Wortdefinition ist, irgend
welche Wahrheiten der Geometrie herzuleiten, was doch geschieht. 
In diesem zweiten Satze Uber das Dreieck besagt das 'ist' nicht 
soviel wie 'bedeutet', sondern birgt eine Existenz-aussage in 
sich." 

2See Ibid., p. 281. This is my translation of: "FUr Hobbes 
besagt das-.yst' und das est soviel wie essentia, fUr Mill exis
tentia." 

3See Ibid., p. 283: "Lotze sagt: I Eine negative Kopula ist 
unmoglich', denn eine Trennung (Negation) ist keine Verbindungs
weise." 
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The negation is in the negative judgment only a new, 
second judgment over the truth of the first, which is 
actually to be always thought positively. The second 
judgment is a judgment over the truth or falseness of 
the first. Therefore Lotze is led to say: Every 
judgment is at the same time a double judgment. S 
equals P says: S is P, yes, that is true. S is not 
equal to P says: no it is not in fact S equals P, , 
which as a positive judgment lays always at the base. 

Lotze developed this understanding of the double character of 

judgments in that he makes a distinction between "primary" and 

"secondary" conceptions. 

The P-ness of the S is the "primary" conception expres
sed in the sentence. The subsequent "yes, it is so," 
"yes, it is true," is the "secondary" conception. We 
see here again • • • what Aristotle had already empha
sized: The "is" means in one case binding and in an
other truth. . •• Lotze observes: 'There is little 
to teach over this form /S equals p7 whose construction 
appears to be completely-clear and-simple; there is 
only to be shown, that this apparent clarity is com
pletely enigmatical, and the darkness that floats around 
the meaning of the copula in the categorical judgment 
will mould for a long time forth the additional driving 
motive to the next reshaping of the logical task.' 
Lotze saw here in fac2 more than those who followed 
him (emphasis added). 

'Ibid., p. 283. This is my translation of: "Die Negation 
ist im negativen Urteil nur ein neues, zweites Urteil tiber die 
Wahrheit des ersten, welches eigentlich irnrner positiv zu denken 
ist. Das zweite Urteil ist ein Urteil tiber die Wahrheit bzw. 
Falschheit des ersten. Das ftihrt dazu, daB Lotze sagt: Jedes 
Urteil ist gleichsam ein Doppelurteil. S gleich P besagt: S 
ist P, ja das ist wahr. S nicht gleich P sagt: nein es ist 
nicht, n~mlich das S gleich P, das irnrner als positives Urteil 
zugrunde liegt." 

2Ibid ., p. 284. This is my translation of: "Das P-sein 
des S ist der Hauptgedanke, der den Satzgehalt ausdrtickt. Das 
dazu kornrnende 'ja es ist so', 'ja es ist wahr', ist der Neben
gedanke. Wir sehen hier wieder • • • was schon Aristoteles be
tonte: Das list' bedeutet einmal Verbindung und besagt zum 
anderen Wahrsein•••• bemerkt Lotze: 'Zu lehren ist kaum 
etwas tiber diese Form, deren Bau ganz durchsichtig und einfach 
scheint; es ist nur zu zeigen, daB diese scheinbare Klarheit 
vollig ratselhaft ist, und daB die Dunkelheit, die tiber dem 
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At the end of his review of the understanding of the copula 

in the tradition, Heidegger observes: "The Being-of beings is 

identical with objectivity, and objectivity expresses nothing 

other than truth judgment.,,1 This is in the sense of the two

foldness expressed in the "is." We have a twofoldness of "bind

ing" and of a "truth claim." Heidegger then asks: "Does this 

understanding of the 'is' as copula encounter the ontological 

,. ,.,,, 2 meaning that comes to expression as Being in the ~s • The 

answer is implied by the question: according to Heidegger, No! 
~ 

The tradition's understanding of the "is" (the options having 

been represented by these philosophers) remains concerned with 

things (is ontic) rather than encountering the ontological mean

ing of the "is." "Is" in the tradition is understood 1) as a 

synthesis/binding in thought (ens is not a real predicate) by 

Aristotle/Kant; or 2) it is understood as the ground/cause for 

the relationship between two names by Hobbes (representing Nom

inalism) i or 3) it is thought in terms of the double meaning, 

i.e., the nominalistic meaning and an empiricist meaning of 

existence (Mill); and 4) Lotze represents this same double 

Sinne der Copula in dem kategorischen Urteile schwebt, auf lange 
hinaus den weitertreibenden Beweggrund zu den nachsten Umfor
mungen der logischen Arbeit bilden wird.' Lotze hat hier in der 
Tat mehr gesehen als diejenigen, die ihm folgten." 

1Ibid ., p. 284. This is my translation of: "Das Sein des 
Seienden wird identisch mit Gegenstandlichkeit, und Gegenstand
lichkeit besagt nichts anderes als wahres Geurteiltsein." 

2Ibid ., p. 291. This is my translation of: tlTrifft diese 
Kennzeichnung des 'ist' als Kopula den ontologischen Sinn des 
mit dem 'ist' ausgedrtickten Seins? 
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judgment character of the "is," but he drives us forward, in 

Heidegger's judgment, by pointing out the darkness concealed in 

what appears a a clear and simple statement: S is P. What is 

to be understood by the "ontological" meaning of being that is 

not a thing, but is also not to be thought in terms of a synthesis 

of the understanding as it was by Aristotle and Kant? What is 

the meaning of "is"? 

Transcendence as Being-in-the-world 

In his series of lectures entitled "What is Called Thinking?" 

Heidegger returns again to the "is." Without this enigmatic "is," 

he tells us, everything would rush into the void, but, he adds, 

without the "is" there could "be" no rushing away into a void. 

For this rushing "away" to occur there must first be a "here.,,1 

We might still be able even at this point to think of the "is" 

in terms of "understanding," language, or as an empirical claim 

to existence. We are, in fact, no closer to understanding the 

meaning of this "is" overagainst (or through) the multiplicity 

of things. The ontological difference remains for us still only 

in terms of a stating of what it is not: we have been told that 

the Being-of beings is not itself a being, though, on the other 

hand, this meaning of Being is always to be thought as the Being-

of beings. Is it possible for us to think through this enigmatic 

"is"? How do we come to a positive understanding of the meaning 

1see Heidegger's discussion of the "is" in What is Called 
Thinking?, pp. 172-174. 
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of the Being-of beings? Can we only saw what it is not (reminis

cent of "negative theology" in our tradition)? 

In the essay "Vom Wesen des Grundes" we are told that the 

ontological difference is possible only" ••• as one Lunit~7 

with the breaking open of this difference.,,1 The breaking open 

of this difference occurs with a particular being, who has a 

peculiar relationship (we are told here and in Sein und Zeit2) 

to the question of the meaning of Being. This peculiar being, 

is what we ourselves are: Dasein. 3 For us to reach a fuller 

understanding of the positive meaning of the Being-of beings, we 

have to enquire into the peculiarity of this being, Dasein. We 

are told that the "ground" of the ontological difference is the 

"transcendence" of Dasein. 4 What does this transcendence mean? 

How is Dasein transcendence? Heidegger names this trans

cendence as a "surpassing," a going beyond. He suggests that 

this is constitutive of Dasein, but not in the sense of being a 

subject that is somehow related to objects as along side of ob

jects. He writes: 

1Heidegger, "Vom Wesen des Grundes," p. 132. The full sen
tence reads as follows: "Das dergestalt notwendig ontisch-onto
logisch gegabelte Wesen von Wahrheit Uberhaupt ist nur moglich 
in eins mit dem Aufbrechen dieses Unterschiedes." 

2see Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, pp. 12f. 

3Ibid., p. 12. 

4see Heidegger, "Vom Wesen des Grundes," p. 133: "Diesen 
Grund der ontologischen Differenz nennen wir vorgreifend die 
Transzendenz des Daseins. 

Kennzeichnet man alles Verhalten zu seiendem als intentionales, 
dann ist die Intentionalitat nur moglich auf dem Grunde der Trans
zendenz, aber weder mit dieser identisch noch gar umgekehrt selbst 
die Ermoglichung der Transzendenz." 
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If we choose the term "subject" for the being 
which all of us are and which we understand as Dasein, 
then transcendence can be said to denote the essence 
of the subject or the basic structure of subjectivity. 
The subject never first exists as "subject" and then, 
in the event objects are present-at-hand, goes on to 
transcend as well. Instead, to be,a subject means to 
be a being in and as transcending. 

The "being in" as transcending, we are challenged to think, is 

the being-in of "world." 

We name that, toward which Dasein as such transcends, 
the world, and define now transcendence as Being-in
the-world. World determines the unified structure of 
transcendence; as belonging to this structure, the 2 
concept of world is named a transcendental concept. 

In order for us to understand the unified structure of transcen

dence that belongs to Dasein as the breaking open of the differ

ence between the Being-of beings and beings, we must investigate 

the meaning of "world." This, however, is itself no obvious con

cept. Heidegger states: 

The expression: to be in the world ("next" to other 
beings of necessity presents itself as well) belongs 
to Dasein's essence, shows itself to be false. The 
thesis: Being in the world belongs as such to the 
essen)e of Dasein contains the problem of transcend
ence. 

'Quoted from the English translation of Heidegger's "Vom 
Wesen des Grundes," The Essence of Reasons, p. 37. 

2Heidegger, "Vom Wesen des Grundes," p. '36. This is my 
translation of: "Wir nennen das, woraufhin das Dasein als sol
ches transzendiert, die Welt und bestimmen jetzt die Transzendenz 
als In-der-Welt-sein. Welt macht die einheitliche Struktur der 
Transzendenz mit aus; als ihr zugehorig heiBt der Weltbegriff 
ein transzendentaler." 

3Ibid ., p. 139. This is my translation of: "Die Aussage: 
zum Wesen-des Daseins gehort, daB es in der Welt ist ('neben' 
anderem Seienden notwendig auch vorkommt), erweist sich als falsch. 
Die These: zum Wesen von Dasein als solchem gehort das In-der
Welt-sein, enth~lt das Problem der Transzendenz." 

j.......--........................---
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What is the meaning of "world"? 

We are not to think of world as nature or as the subjective 

possession of the human species as a whole. World is constitu

tive of Dasein and aims at articulating Dasein's relationship to 

beings as a whole. 1 Heidegger writes: "The always pre-compre

hending and pre-encompassing understanding of this totality is 

the going beyond {transcending7 to world." 2 Yet, 

/€]ntering the world is no event of an entering into 
beings, but something that "happens" "with" beings. 
And this happening/event is the existing of Dasein 
that as existing transcends •••• And only when this 
pre-history, the transcendence, occurs/happens, i.e., 
when beings with the character of Being-in-the-world 
LDasei~7 breaks open in beings, only then d~es the 
possibility occur that beings are revealed. 

The ontological difference is a distinction to be made be

tween the Being-of beings and beings. Being is the most unique 

participle as the condition of the possibility for the encountering 

'see Ibid., pp. 153-154: "Es ist daher gleich irrig, den 
Ausdruck Welt entweder als Bezeichnung der Allheit der Naturdinge 
(naturaler Weltbegriff) oder als Titel fUr die Gemeinschaft der 
Menschen (personaler Weltbegriff) in Anspruch zu nehmen. Viel
mehr liegt das metaphysisch Wesentliche der mehr oder minder klar 
abgehobenen Bedeutung von mundus, Welt darin, daB sie auf die 
Auslegung des menschlichen Daseins in seinem Bezug zum Seienden 
im Ganzen abzielt." 

2Ibid., p. 155. This is my translation of: "Das je vor
greifend-umgreifende Verstehen dieser Ganzheit aber ist Uberstieg 
zur Welt." 

3Ibid ., p. 157. This is my translation of: "Welteingang 
ist kein Vorgang am eingehenden Seienden, sondern etwas, das 
'mit' dem Seienden 'geschieht'. Und dieses Geschehen ist das 
Existieren von Dasein, das als existierendes transzendiert • 
• • • Und nur wenn diese Urgeschichte, die Transzendenz, geschieht, 
d.h. wenn Seiendes vom Charakter des In-der-Welt-seins /Dasein7 
in das Seiende einbricht, besteht die M5glichkeit, daB Seiendes 
sich offenbart." 
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of things. The verbal character of being we have reviewed in 

terms of the various options of understanding found for it in 

the tradition as the copula, but have been told that this under

standing of the tradition remains an ontic discussion rather than 

breaking open to the ontological. The breaking open to the onto

logical occurs in the uniqueness of one being, i.e., Dasein. 

Dasein is transcending. This transcending is a transcending to 

world as Being-in-the-world which is an occurrance "with" the 

totality of beings (rather than merely an alongside-of), and 

this totality is not the mere adding together of all things either 

as an objective totality or as the subjective "achievement" of 

humanity as a species. This transcending "whole" is a pre-history 

of a pre-comprehending, pre-encompassing understanding. Can we 

find a more accessible path to what is here to be thought without 

leveling it down to a triviality? 

We are not to think of the meaning of Being as outside of 

Being-in-the-world. This is the same as saying that Being is 

always to be understood as the Being-of beings. Two extremes are 

to be avoided. We are neither concerned with a metaphysical 

reality "beyond" the world (as something objective) nor are we 

concerned with a merely abstract and empty concept. This think

ing of the meaning of Being, then, is no call to a mystical with

drawal from the world. It is a call to engage the world at its 

deepest level. On the other hand, we are not being challenged 

to think of Being as an abstract concept. It is not an intellec

tual event of the philosopher who breaks through to the ultimate 
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meaning and goal of all events. This is no new gnosticism con

fronting us here. The meaning of the Being-of beings as trans

cendence is expressed as a pre-comprehending and pre-encompassing 

of understanding as an event in everydayness, i.e., of a being 

in the world. 

Dasein is transcending Being-in-the-world. This means to 

suggest, that constitutive to Dasein is a unified structure of 

transcendence. Dasein is not "outside" of the world. Our Being, 

as human being, is a pre-understanding wholeness of world. Only 

then can we have what we could call a particular "life-world." 

World is only when and as long as Dasein exists. 
Nature can be without an existing Dasein. The struc
ture of Being-in-the-world announces the essential 
characteristic of Dasein, that it throws before itself 
a world, not as something that occurs afterwards or 
occassionally, but the motif world belongs to the Being 
of Dasein. That Dasein is with this motif always and 
already emerging out of itself, an ex-isting, it is in 
a world. Therefore, Dasein is no such thing as a sub
jective inner sphere. The reason that we reserve the 
concept "existence" for the way of Being that 1is Dasein 
is that to Dasein belongs Being-in-the-world. 

Dasein is transcendence "to" a world. This suggests that 

Dasein is more than "in" the midst of a conglomeration of things 

that are simply to be calculated, predicted, manipulated, and 

1Heidegger, Die Grundprobleme der Phanomenologie, pp. 241
242. This is my translation of: "Welt ist nur, wenn und solange 
ein Dasein existiert. Natur kann auch sein, wenn kein Dasein exi
stiert. Die Struktur des In-der-Welt-seins bekundet die Wesens
eigentlimlichkeit des Daseins, daB es eine Welt sich vorwirft, 
nicht nachtraglich und gelegentlich, sondern der Vorwurf der Welt 
gehort zum Sein des Daseins. Das Dasein ist in diesem Vorwurf 
immer schon aus sich heraus getreten, ex-sistere, es ist in einer 
Welt. Daher ist es nie so etwas wie eine subjektive Innensphare. 
Der Grund, warum wir den Begriff 'Existenz' fUr die Seinsart des 
Daseins reservieren, liegt darin, daB zu diesem Sein das In-der
Welt-sein gehort." 
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controlled. Dasein's transcendence is announced in what is named 

the ontological difference: that the Being-of beings is different 

from beings as "the same." The ontological difference is in turn 

announced and concealed in the enigmatic participle "being." The 

ontic, nominal, "thing" meaning of "a" being, and the complex inter

relatedness of things (which we could name as an ecological inter

relatedness), conceals the ontological meaning of the "is." Yet 

without the event of this "is" there would be no ontic, ecological 

interrelatedness of things. To be sure, this is not the "is" of 

the copula as our Western tradition has understood it. It is not 

a synthesizing of names by the understanding, of language, or a 

claim for the existence of a being. How is it that Dasein is 

world? How does this "is" work/happen that Dasein is transcendence 

to a world? How is it that Dasein alone ex-ists? 

The transcending unity that is the presupposition of Dasein's 

transcending to a world can neither come to complete expression 

through language nor can it be "seen" in the multiplicity itself. 

It is in fact concealed by the very multiplicity that reveals it. 

Multiplicity conceals the unity that it is. There is only one 

being that can make the unity of multiplicity a question for it

self, and that is the one being that can and does understand the 

complexity of its limits, i.e., Dasein. Only as such can Dasein 

be the "there" where the Being-of beings can crash up against it

self and be named. 1 It is in this sense that Dasein is spoken of 

1See Martin Heidegger, An Introduction to Metaphysics, trans. 
by Ralph Manheim (Garden City, New York: Anchor Books, 1961), p. 
137: "The being-there of historical man means: to be posited as 



- 214 

as "the clearing," i.e., the opening in the "forest" where the 

limit and expansiveness of the forest is announced. The diffi

culty is that the limitedness of beings and their expansiveness 

can conceal the transcending unity of that expansiveness. It is 

Dasein's task, then, to hold open the clearing in a manner that 

the fullness of the "is," the Being-of beings, is announced in 

the multiplicity of beings. As a being among beings, Dasein is 

neither "outside" nor "in." Dasein is with world because of the 

transcending event of the Being-of beings as the condition of the 

possibility for Being-in-the-world. 

The Being-of beings as event (not stasis), i.e., as history,1 

is the condition of the possibility that Dasein transcends to world. 

the breach into which the preponderant power of being bursts in 
its appearing, in order that this breach itself should shatter 
against being." See in addition, p. 171: "The question of who 
man is is closely bound up with the question of the essence of 
being. But the definition of the essence of man required here 
cannot be the product of an arbitrary anthropology that considers 
man in basically the same way as zoology considers animals. Here 
the direction and scope of the question of being-human are deter
mined solely through the question of being. In accordance with 
the hidden message of the beginning, man should be understood, 
within the question of being, as the site which being requires in 
order to disclose itself. Man is~e site of openness, the there. 
The essent juts into this there and is fulfilled. Hence we say 
that man's being is in the strict sense of the word 'being-there.' 
The perspective for the opening of being must be grounded originally 
in the essence of being-there as such a site for the disclosure of 
being." It should be noted that Manheim chooses to translate das 
Sein as being and das Seiende as essent. 

1History/historicity is to be distinguished from "historicism," 
the observing of events as a chain of cause and effect in which 
"prior" events explain subsequent events, and from "actualism," as 
"the other side" of historicity, i.e., a viewing of the past in 
terms of weighted values of the present (see below, pp. 287-288). 
History is the more complex process of the revealing/concealing of 
"mystery" (see below, pp. 303f.) in the clearing, which is human 
Being-in-the-world. Thus, the intimate relationship of the Being-of 
beings to time as an ontic, clock time, and as ontological presenc
ing as a future-past-present "whole." 



- 215 

As the clearing in which this transcending is named, along with 

the multiplicity, Dasein ex-ists, i.e., it breaks open as ecstasis 

the reigning power of multiplicity controlling consciousness to 

the transcendent unity within experience. Heidegger writes con

cerning pantheism: 

The expressions concerning pantheism are: 1. 
Everything is God. 2. Singular things are God. 3. 
God is everything. • •. Only the third expression is 
permissible, but above all as a question. And the 
question concerns itself with what the "is" means. 
It amounts to: The only and properly understood iden
tity expressed from Sand P, God and everything, can 
not be grasped as a simple sameness, but the belong
ing together of dtfferences out of the priority of a 
primordial unity. 

It is with the unique and particular being among beings, that is 

Dasein, that the ontological difference of the Being-of beings 

and being, concerned with the primordial core of experience, is 

encountered and named. 

This transcending unity in multiplicity is always and already 

understanding. It is because of this always and already related

ness as participating in the Being-of beings that Dasein can then 

in interpretation treat something as something. 2 There is a 

primordiality prior to language as ontic (Rede) (not here understood 

1Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 103. This is my trans
lation of: "Die Pantheismusatze lauteten: 1. Alles ist Gott. 
2. Die einzelnen Dinge sind Gott. 3. Gott ist alles..•. Der 
dritte Satz ist allein zulassig, aber zunachst als Frage. Und 
die Frage muS sich darauf richten, was das 'ist' bedeutet. Es 
ergab sich: Die im Satz tiberhaupt und erst recht die in diesem 
Satz ausgesagte Identitat von S und P, Gott und Alles, kann nicht 
begriffen werden als bloSe Einerleiheit, sondern als Zusarnrnen
gehorigkeit des Verschiedenen auf Grund einer ursprtinglichen Ein
heit." 

2see Sein und Zeit, paragraph 32, "Verstehen und Auslegung" 
(tl Understanding and Interpretation"). 
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as discourse, but as merely an ontic phenomenon), prior to any 

particular form of engagement of things to a particular purpose, 

that is this transcending unity of the Being-of beings as the 

condition of the possibility for our interpretive observing, 

engaging and speaking with/in world. It is this "identity" of 

the Being-of beings that as understanding allows for the possi

bility of our interpreting within multiplicity. It is this "dif

ference" between the Being-of beings and beings that allows for 

the possibility of the unity, concealed in multiplicity, to be 

revealed (and by Dasein to be announced and named). 

This ontological pre-understanding is in fact the hermeneu

tical circle from which we cannot escape (nor would we want to) , 

but must first "corne into" in the right way. 

• • • if we see this circle as a vicious one and look 
out for ways of avoiding it, even if we just 'sense' 
it as an inevitable imterfectIon, then the act of un
derstanding has been m sunderstood from the ground up. 
• • • If the basic conditIons whIch make interpreta
tion possible are to be fulfilled, this must rather 
be done by not failing to recognize beforehand the 
essential conditions under which it can be performed. 
What is decisive is not to get out of the circle, but 
to corne into it in the right way •••• 

The 'circle' in understanding belongs to the struc
ture of meaning, and the latter phenomenon is rooted in 
the existential constitution of Dasein--that is, in the 
understanding which interprets. An entity for which, 
as Being-in-the-world, its Being is itsel; an issue, 
has, ontologically, a circular structure. 

This is not a circle of experiential determinism. It is not that 

in reading a text, encountering a work of art, engaging in an 

activity, etc., we "understand," "interpret," or "see" only what 

we have previously understood out of our past accumulation of 

1Ibid ., p. 153 (English trans., pp. 194-195). 
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experience. That there is a certain circularity determing what 

we encounter at this ontic level, is not to be denied, but it is 

not the ontological circularity that is being discussed here. 

This "ontological circularity" is not the determining, it is, 

rather, the ennabling of possibility. In the analysis of Husserl's 

description of constituting consciousness, it will be suggested 

that the ontic circularity is broken by the very call of "to the 

things themselves," 1.e., it is precisely the call of the things 

themselves as phenomena, to which we are always (as intentional 

consciousness) related, that forces us to re-examine such pre

judices of an ontic circularity of experience. Only then are we 

able to be surprised, i.e., that our noetic assumption(s) is/are 

not fulfilled by the noemata. The ontological circularity meant 

here, on the other hand, is another type of circularity altogether. 

It is not a "vicious" circularity that closes us off from possi

bility: it is the circularity of the Being-of beings as pre

understanding, i.e., as the very condition of the possibility 

(the having of possibilities) whatsoever. Rather than a circu

larity closing us off, this circularity is an opening up, and in 

fact an opening up as a "clearing" allowing us to understand 

(by means of our transcending to a world because of the Being-of 

beings) the fullness that we are as history/time. Here we find 

a meaning to Heidegger's often repreated phrase: "Higher than 

actuality stands possibility.,,1 

1Ibid ., p. 38 (English trans., p. 63). 
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Summary 

By thinking the ontological difference, we always find our

selves as middle. This middle has two meanings: 1) the unity, 

as the possibility of our transcending to a world, i.e., the 

Being-of beings, is an always and already presencing (event) 

which overwhelms us as participant1 and 2) as the placedness 

where the Being-of beings comes to meaningful encounter with it

self in our thrownness, i.e., we are in the "middle" of an his

torical horizon. 

What is the meaning of this historical horizon? In the dis

cussion of the ontological difference, I have discussed a possible 

meaning for Being, but I have yet to engage the question of the 

ontic "how" of our encounter with/in particular beings. To this 

end I turn to a discussion of the description of consciousness 

presented by Edmund Husserl as intentionality. 

On Intentional Concsiousness 

Husserl's Phenomenology as Description 
of Intentional Consciousness 

The pre-understanding of Dasein as Being-in-the-world (i.e., 

as that being where the Being-of beings can be encounted and 

named) is the condition of the possibility that Dasein can have 

a life-world (as understood by Husserl's Phenomenological enter

prise).1 With the description of Husserl's work that follows, 

1see Otto Poggeler, "Se in als Ereignis: Martin Heidegger 
zum 26, September 1959" in Zeitschrift fUr Philosophische For
schung (Meisenheim/Glan: Verlag Anton Hain KG, 1959), pp. 609
610: "Indem Heidegger vom Seinsverstandnis des Menschen aus die 
Seinsfrage stellt, lenkt er in gewisser Weise in die Transzendental
philosophie ein. Zu einer Lehre von der transzendentalen 
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we are concerned with his understanding of intentional conscious

ness as the 1thow" of our making sense out of our ontic life-world. 

Konstitution hatte Husserl die Phanomenologie radikalisiert, in 
deren Schulzusarnrnenhang Heidegger sich stellt. Husserl hatte ver
sucht, der philosophischen Forschung jenes Ursprungsfeld zu eroff
nen, auf dem die Konstitution eines jeden Seienden erfolgt. Sein 
und Zeit ist Husserl gewidmet: Heidegger macht sich Husserls Rich
tung auf die Ursprungsfragen zu eigen und fragt in seiner Analytik 
des Daseins nach der Seinsweise jenes transzendentalen ego, das 
die Konstitution des Seienden leistet. Er gesteht es Dilthey so
wie Husserl und Scheler zu, daB sie die Person nicht mehr als etwas 
Dingliches, als etwas substantiell Seiendes gefaBt haben. Aber, 
so sagt Heidegger, die eigentliche Seinsweise der Person ist noch 
nicht recht deutlich geworden, sondern wird irnrner neu von den tra
ditionellen anthropologischen Bestirnrnungen her verdeckt (SuZ 46f.). 
Auch und gerade dann, wenn die Person nicht mehr 'seinshaft' ver
dinglicht, sondern geradezu vom Nichts her bestirnrnt wird, bleibt 
diese Bestirnrnung am unzulanglichen traditionellen Seinsbegriff 
orientiert. Die Frage nach der Seinsweise des Seienden, 'in dem 
sich 'Welt' konstituiert', ist, so schreibt Heidegger an Husserl, 
das zentrale Problem von Sein und Zeit: 'Es gilt zu zeigen, daB 
die Seinsart des menschlichen Daseins total verschieden ist von 
der alles anderen Seienden, und daB sie als diejenige, die sie 
ist, gerade in sich die Moglichkeit der transzendentalen Konsti
tution birgt.' Das transzendentale ego ist fUr Heidegger aber 
nicht das cogito des Descartes und nicht das reine BewuBtsein Hus
serls, sondern die Existenz als das Wesen des Daseins, wie sie 
durch In-der-Welt-Sein, Sorge, Endlichkeit, durch Zeitlichkeit und 
Geschichtlichkeit gekennzeichnet ist. 'Die transzendentale Konsti
tution ist eine zentrale Moglichkeit der Existenz des faktischen 
Se lbst. • • .'" See further, p. 611: "Die phanomenologische 
Konstitution wird ermoglicht durch ein unverfUgbares 'Sein'. So 
wird die Phanomenologie fUr Heidegger zur Ontologie. • • • 

Bei Husserl vollendet sich noch einmal der Wille der 
Metaphysik, alles Seiende auf einen letzten Grund zurtickzustellen. 
Dieser Grund wird neuzeitlich in der un-bedingten Subjektivitat 
gefunden. Bei Heidegger wird der Wille zur unbedingten Subjektivi
tat gebrochen: das unverfUgbare Sein stellt den Menschen in das 
All des Seienden, aber so, daB der Mensch zum Seienden als Sei
enden sich verhalt und damit die Lichtung, das Da des Seins ist. 
Die Un-verftigbarkeit des Seins durchherrscht den Menschen in der 
Befindlichkeit. Diese deckt auf, daB der Mensch im All des Sei
enden sich befindet: sie eroffnet so auch den Zugang zur ursprting
lich gedachten Natur oder, wie Heidegger spater sagt, zur 'Erde'. 
Das Selbst ist befindliches Verstehen, nicht aber 'reines BewuBt
sein'.1f See in addition, Poggeler, Der Denkweg Martin Heideggers, 
and McGaughey, "Husserl and Heidegger on Plato's Cave Allegory: 
A Study of Philosophical Influence. 1f 

http:sein'.1f
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That Husserl's Phenomenology "presupposes" the ontological of the 

ontological difference,1 must not distract from the radical char

acter of his description of intentional consciousness. 

Phenomenology is more than a methodology. It is an entirely 

new beginning in what the tradition calls transcendental philo

sophy. It has as its starting point the Cartesian ego, but it 

avoids the solipsism of this ego (and not by means of faith in a 

loving God who would not trick our senses as Descartes suggests 

in the Fifth Meditation). The cogito, ergo sum provides the in

dubitable starting point for Husserl's reflections, but this 

asserts only "that" an ego exists not "how.,,2 

1see McGaughey, "Husserl and Heidegger on Plato's Cavel Alle
gory: A Study of Philosophical Influence," p. 348. Michael Theu
nissen in his essay "Intentionaler Gegenstand und ontologische Dif
ferenz: Ansatze zur Fragestellung Heideggers in der Phanomenologie 
Husserls' in Philoso hisches Jahrbuch: 1m Auftra der GBrres-Gesell
schaft, 70. Jahrgang (Freiburg MUnchen: Verlag Karl Alber, 1962 3, 
pp. 344-362, argues that Husserl anticipates Heidegger's own dis
cussion of the ontological difference (p. 358). He suggests that 
Husserl makes a distinction between Lebenswelt and world (reflect
ing the ontological difference between a world of things and the 
world as made possible by the Being-of beings). He wishes to main
tain that Husserl saw the problem of "givenness" and spoke accord
ingly not only of world as the combination of all things (Life
world) as the passive synthesis in the background of each active 
event of intentional consciousness, but spoke, as well, of " ... 
die eigentliche Gestalt der 'Welt selbst', .•. sie sei 'nicht wie 
ein Ding da' und 'nicht seiend wie ein Seiendes', ist der Weltsinn 
aber positiv das Sein liberhaupt" (p. 355). Theunissen introduces 
confusion, however, when he speaks of "three ontological differences 
(p. 357): "So haben wir zwar formal drei Formen ontologischer Dif
ferenz: die Differenz des unmittelbar Vorliegenden und'seines 
innergegenstandlichen Sinnes, die Differenz von Weltuniversum und 
Weltsinn und schlieBlich die der Welt und des innerweltlichen 
Seienden. Konkret-erfahrungsmaBig aber ist der unterschied zwischen 
dem Seienden in der Welt und der selbst die Statte, an der die 
ontologische Differenz auch in ihren beiden anderen Formen ursprling
lich aufleuchtet." 

2paul Ricoeur views the Cartesian "starting pOint" similarly. 
He writes: "Consciousness is not the first reality which we can 
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Let us take the cogito, ergo sum, or even more the simple 
sum as an evident claim (which is able to be upheld over 
against all doubt concerning it), then it is obvious that 
it is not the complete empirical I that passes here • 
. . . /Slo that we say better: In the judgment I am, 
the evidence does not depend upon a fixed (in the sharp
ness of our conceptualizing), unrestricted kernel of 
the empirical I representation. Taking the question 
further, concerning what might belong to this conceptu
ally limited, and therefore unutterable, kernel, what 
actually with evident certainty the I consists of, then 
it comes immediately to a pointing to the judgment of 
inner (i.e., adequate) perception. Not only is the I 
am evident, but innumerable judgments of the form I take 
this or that to be true--namely inasmuch as I don't merely 
presume, but am with evidence certain, that perception as 
it is thought to be, is in fact given: that I comprehend 
it in fact as it is•... In these steps further, what 
remembering presents as an earlier hav,n been present 
according to a belonging to my past I. 

know but the last. We must arrive at it, not begin with it" (The 
Conflict of Interpretations, p. 323). Further, "'ConsciousnesS
is not immediate, but mediate; it is not a source, but a task, 
the task of becoming more conscious' II (Ibid., p. 324). "When we 
say that philosophy is reflection, we mean this in the sense of 
reflection on itself. But what do we mean by the self? ••• 
Incapable of being either verified or deduced, it is simultaneously 
the positing of a being and an act, a form of existence and an 
operation of thought: I am, I think; to exist for myself is to 
think; I exist insofar as I think. Since this truth can be neither 
verified as a fact nor deduced as a conclusion, it must be posited 
in reflection; its own self-positing is reflection. Fichte termed 
this first truth the thetic judgment. Such is our philosophical 
point of departure. 

. . . We must introduce a second characteristic of reflection, 
which may be stated in this way: reflection is not intuition; or, 
in positive terms: reflection is the effort to recomprehend the 
ego of the ~cogito in the mirror of its objects, its works, and 
ultimately its acts •••• The first truth--I think, I am--remains 
as abstract and empty as it is unassailable. It must be 'mediated' 
by representations, actions, works, institutions, and monuments 
which objectify it: it is in these objects, in the largest sense 
of the word, that the ego must lose itself and find itself" (Ibid., 
p. 327). 

1Edmund Husserl, Ftinfte Lo ische untersuchun: Uber inten
tionale Erlebnisse und ihre Inhalte Hamburg: Fe ix Meiner 
Verlag, Philosophische Bibliotek Band 290, 1975), pp. 14-15. This 
is my translation of: "Nehmen wir das cogito, ergo sum, oder viel
mehr das einfach sum als eine Evidenz in Anspruch, die allen 
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We find here the kernel of the Phenomenological enterprise, i.e., 

the claim that consciousness is not something over against/out

side of the things of its life-world; consciousness is rather 

itself consciousness-of. We must puruse the implications of 

this claim. 

The claim announces in fact the newness within transcendental 

philosophy that characterizes Phenomenology. Consciousness is 

understood as other than a "picture" theory of the world, i.e., 

that "outside" is the thing itself, and "inside" (consciousness) 

is merely a picture constituted of the thing; or 2) the other 

extreme, neither is the real solely the "immanent.,,1 Husserl 

suggests, to the contrary, that in consciousness there is no 

"outside"/"inside" split, i.e., no subject-object split. Con

sciousness cannot be understood without "objects," and "objects" 

Zweifeln gegenliber ihre Geltung behaupten dlirfe, so ist es selbst
verstandlich, daB hierbei als Ich nicht das volle empirische Ich 
passieren kann. . . • so werden wir am besten wohl sagen: 1m 
Urteil ich bin hangt die Evidenz an einem gewissen, in begriff
licher Scharfe nicht umgrenzten Kern der empirischen Ichvorstel
lung. Werfen wir nun weiter die Frage auf, was zu diesem begriff
lich umgefassten und daher unsagbaren Kern wohl gehOren mag, was 
also jeweils mit evidenter Sicherheit das Ich ausmacht, so liegt 
es am nachsten, auf die Urteile der innern (= adaquaten) Wahr
nehmung hinzuweisen. Nicht nur das ich bin ist evident, sondern 
ungezahlte Urteile der Form ich nehme dies oder jenes wahr--namlich 
sofern ich dabei nicht bloB verrneine, sondern dessen mit Evidenz 
versichert bin, daB Wahrgenommenes als das, was es vermeint ist, 
auch gegeben ist; daB ich es selbst erfasse als das, was es ist • 
• . . Zu diesem Bereich tritt nun weiterhin das, was die Erin
nerung als frtiher uns evident gegenwartig Gewesenes, sornit als 
zum eigenen gewesenen Ich Gehoriges darstellt. (Evidenz bzw. 
evidente Wahrscheinlichkeit des ich war.)" 

1See Ibid., pp. 77-82 and Edmund Husserl, Ideas: General 
Introduction-to Pure Phenomenology, trans. by W.R. Boyce Gibson 
(London: Collier Books, 1969), pp. 122-124. 
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cannot be understood outside of their relationship to conscious

ness, or, without consciousness there is no meaning. 1 

Hence, there is a strong tendency to misunderstand the 

meaning of Husserl's often quoted shibboleth: "to the things 

themselves." What is the "thing," and "how" do we engage it? 

This shibboleth contains different meanings as a consequence 

of the new understanding of transcendental philosophy that here 

comes forth. 1) It means a "bracketing" of pre-judgments from 

the tradition that have corne to understand the "thing" in a par

ticular manner (e.g., as the Oing-an-sich, as illusion, as the 

ephemeral over against the eternal idea: as "existing," etc.), 

i.e., we are to go to the phenomena themselves with a freshness 

that is threatened by such pre-judgments, that then might pre

consciously guide our reflections; and 2) the shibboleth is a 

challenge that praxis (as "accomplishment" or as a process of 

"fulfillment) is constitutive of consciousness, i.e., that con

sciousness is no passive movie camera recording a series of 

pictures of an outside world. Consciousness is action/act in 
2Husserl's Phenomenological descriptions. 

1The term meaning is not here understood as a value claim. 
Such a value claim, i.e., that all value is reduced to conscious 
experience or that all conscious experience has positive value, 
such a claim has nothing to do with a description of the inten
tional structure of consciousness as the condition of the possi
bility for our constituting of meaning in consciousness. Mean
ing is here understood as "making sense out of" something. 

2See Tugendhat, Oer Wahrheitsbegriff, pp. 188-189: "Die 
Idee eines 'von allen sonstigen Abzweckungen befreiten theore
tischen Interesses' ••. bedeutet also nicht, daB sich die 
Philosophie aus der Praxis auf einen rein theoretischen Bereich 
zurlickzieht, sondern daB sie die Praxis selbst durchdringt, so 
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Now at last it was possible and necessary to become 
aware of the fact . • • that the life of conscious
ness is a life of accomplishment: the accomplishment, 
right or wrong, of ontic meaning, even sensibly in
~uit~d meaning, and all the more of scientific mean
lng. 

Constitutive of consciousness is in-volvement with its life-world 

of relationships, imaginings, phantasies, actions, etc. Conscious

ness is consciousness-of. 

The first Phenomenological epoche by Husserl is an immediate 

signal that something new is happening from the stqrting point of 

the Cartesian ego. The motivating power of Cartesianism is doubt

ing: that we can doubt the existence of everything except for 

the ego, for only with the ego is the attempt to contradict its 

existence an affirmation of its existence. In order to say that 

daB diese aIle ihre Interessen dem Interesse an der Wahrheit 
dieser Interessen unterordnet. Sofern das menschliche Leben im 
ganzen Praxis ist, ist 'Erkenntnisvernunft •.• Funktion der 
praktischen Vernunft, der Intellekt ist Diener des Willens' 
(Hu VIII 201). Aber der Wille erreicht seine Wahrheit nur sofern 
er seine theoretische Komponente aktualisiert: 'Das Erkennen
wollen ist vorausgesetzt fUr alles andere Wollen, wenn dieses die 
h~chste Wertform besitzen solI' (a.O). Philosophie ist dann 
'keine theoretische Liebhaberei' (Hu VIII 197), sondern, wie 
Husserl bei der Interpretation der sokratisch-platonischen Idee 
der Philosophie formuliert, 'ein Leben, in dem der Mensch in un
ermUdlicher Selbstbesinnung und radikaler Rechenschaftsabgabe 
Kritik - letztauswertende Kritik - an seinen Lebenszielen • . . 
Ubt' (Hu VII 9). Das Telos der Philosophie, wie sie durch Husserls 
Vorbegriff bestimmt ist, ist also letztlich eine 'philosophische 
Kultur,' d.h. 'eine wahrhaft mUndige Menschheit, .•• die all
zeit gewillt ist, der 'Vernunft' zu folgen ••. und die allzeit 
befahigt und bereit sein mochte, die absolute Normgerechtigkeit 
ihres Tuns aus letzten Quellen der EndgUltikeit zu vertreten' 

" 

1Husserl, The Crisis of Eruopean Sciences, p. 90. See also, 
p. 182f. entitled liThe Resolution of the paradox: We as human 
beings, and we as ultimately functioning-accomplishing subjects." 
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I don't think, I must be thinking, i.e., to say I don't exist pre

supposes that I am existing: cogito, ergo sum. Husserl be~ins 

his "absolute" philosophy from this point, but he views the situa

tion of the ego differently from Descartes. 

Descartes had not pondered the fact that, just as the 
sensible world, that of everyday life, is the cogitatum 
of scientific cogitationes; so the scientific world is 
the cogitatum of scientific cogitationes; and he had 
not noticed the circle in which he was involved when 
he presupposed, in his proof of the existence of God, 
the possibility of inferences transcending the ego, 
when this possibility, after all, was supposed to be 
established only through this proof. The thought was 
quite remote from him that the whole world could itself 
be a cogitatum arising out of the universal synthesis 
of the variously flowing cogitationes and that, on a 
higher level, the rational accomplishment of the 
scientific cogitationes, built upon the former 10nes, 
could be constitutive of the scientific world. 

The cogito, ergo sum tells us that the ego exists, but not how. 

. . . how various perceptions or appearances corne to 
the point of "bringing to appearance" one and the same 
object so that it can be "the same" for them and for 
the consciousness of unity or identity that unifies 
their variety, is a question that can be put clearly 
and answered only ~y phenomenological, essential in
vestigation. • . • 

Methodological doubting has a value only that through it we reach 

the beginning of our philosophical reflections. When we turn to 

the question "how" am I the cogito, Husserl begins by suspending 

the entire question of the "existence" or non-"existence" of the 

"objects" of consciousness. 

1Ibid., p. 90. 

2Husserl, "Philosophy as Rigorous Science," p. 114. See 
The Crisis of European Sciences, pp. 143f. entitled liThe two pos
sible fundamental ways of making the life-world thematic: the 
naive and natural straightforward attitude and the idea of a 
consistently reflective attitude toward the 'how' of the subjec
tive manner of givenness of life-world and life-world objects." 
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One must • . • take phenomena as they give themselves, 
Le., as this flowing "having consciousness," intend
ing, appearing, as this foreground and background "hav
ing consciousness," a "having consciousness" as present 
or pre-present, as imagined or symbolic or copied, as 
intuitive or represented emptily, etc. Thus, too, we 
must take phenomena as they turn this way or that, 
transforming themselves, according as the point of 
view or mode of attention changes in one way or an
other. All that bears the title "consciousness-of" 
and that "has" a "meaning," "intends" something "objec
tive," which latter--whether from one standpoint or 
other it is to be called "fiction" or "reality"--per
mits being described as something "immanently objec
tive," "intended as such,",and intended in one or 
another mode of intending. 

Consciousness is nothing other than the phenomena it encounters, 

and the philosophical question is concerned with describing the 

structure enabling this constituting of meaning by consciousness. 

. . • the experiencing Ego is still nothing that might 
be taken for itself and made into an object of inquiry 
on its own account. Apart from its "ways of being re
lated" or "ways of behaving," it is completely empty 
of essential components, it has no content that could 
be unravelled, it is in and for itself indescribable: 
pure Ego and nothing further. 

There is therefore occasion for a variety of 
important descriptions, bearing on the special forms 
or modes of experience of the experiencing Ego, as 
actually enjoyed. In this connection we continue-to 
distinguish--despite the necessary interrelationship 
--the experience itself from the pure Ego of the ex
periencing process; and again: the pure subjective 
phase of the way of experiencing from the remaining 
Ego-diverted content of the experience, so to speak. 
Thus there is a certain, extraordinarily important 
two-sidedness in the essential nature of the sphere 
of experience, concerning which we can also say that 
in experiences we must distinguish between a subjec
tively and an objectively oriented aspect: a form of 
expression which should not indeed be misunderstood, 
as though we taught that the "object" of knowledge 
might, in this respect, be something analogous to the 
pure Ego. However, the form of expression will justify 
itself. And we hasten to add that to this two-sidedness 

'Husserl, "Philosophy as Rigorous Science," pp. '08-109. 
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there corresponds, to a considerable extent at any rate, 
a division (though not any real separation) between two 
different sections of our inquiry, the one bearing on 
pure subjectivity, the other on that which belongs to 
the "constitution"10f objectivity as referred to its 
subjective source. 

With no little critical re-evaluation, Husserl adapts a term 

found in Brentano to describe the structure of consciousness. He 

names it as intentionality: 

In perception something is perceived, in the picture 
representation something graphic is represented, in 
the statement something said, in love something loved, 
in hate something hated, in desire something desired, 
etc. Brentano had the secret to be found in such ex
amples when he said: "Every psychical phenomenon is 
characterised through what the Scholastics of the 
Middle Ages named as the intentional (better mental) 
immanence of an object, and what we would name (al
though not without being entirely unambiguous) the re
lationship to a content, the directing toward an ob
ject (whereby here reality is not meant) or the immanent 
objectivity. Each contains something as an object with
in it, although not each in the same manner." ••• 

If one is of the opinion that Brentano's classifi
cation of "psychical phenomenon" is correct, and if 
one even recognizes this foundational meaning for the 
entire treatment of psychology, which Brentano main
tained; this is not here the question. Only one thing 
do we hold before us as important: that there are 
essentially specific differences of the intentional 
relationship, or in short of intentio~ (which amount 
to the descriptive species of "act"). 

1Husserl, Ideas, pp. 214-215. 

2Husserl, FUnfte Logische Untersuchung, pp. 26-27. This is 
my translation of: if In der wahrnehiriung wird etwas wahrgenommen, 
in der Bildvorstellung etwas bildlich vorgestellt, in der Aussage 
etwas ausgesagt, in der Liebe etwas geliebt, im Hasse etwas ge
hasst, im Begehren etwas begehrt usw. Das Geheimnis, das an sol
chen Gespielen zu erfassen ist, hat Brentano im Auge, wenn er 
sagt: 'Jedes psychische Phanomen ist durch das charakterisiert, 
was die Scholastiker des Mittelalters die intentionale (auch wohl 
menta1e) Inexistenz eines Gegenstandes genannt~, und was wir, 
obwohl mit nicht ganz unzweideutigen AusdrUcken, die Beziehung 
auf einen Inhalt, die Richtung auf ein Objekt (worunter hier nicht 
eine Realitat zu verstehen ist) oder die immanente Gegenstandlichkeit 
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The intentional relationship, understood purely 
descriptivelY, as the inner possession of specific ex
periences /Erlebnizse7, let us conceive as the essen
tial definIteness of-the "psychical phenomena" or 
"psychical acts," so that we see an essential definition 
in Brentano's definition: they are "such phenome,a, 
which themselves contain intentionally an object. 

In the Logical Investigations we have a sketching of the structure 

of intentional consciousness ~s the condition of the possibility 

for meaning to occur in consciousness. It can be argued that at 

this stage of his work Husserl remains within what might be called 

an implicit Platonism, i.e., he suggests that the ideas themselves, 

though only occurring in relationship to the encounter with the 

intentional object, are not constituted in the event of encounter, 

but somehow remain permanent and transcendent to that encounter. 

This recognition in Husserl's thought accounts for the observation 

of a distinction between what he called eidetic phenomenology and 

nennen wurden. Jedes enth~lt etwas als Objekt in sich, obwohl 
nicht jedes in gleicher Weise' •••• 

Ob man Brentanos Klassifikation der 'psychischen Ph~nomene' 
fur zutreffend erachtet, und ob man ihr sogar jene grundlegende 
Bedeutung fur die ganze Behandlung der Psychologie zuerkennt, 
welche Brentano fur sie in Anspruch genommen hat, darauf kommt 
es hier nicht an. Nur eins halten wir als fur wichtig im Auge: 
daB es wesentliche spezifische Verschiedenheiten der intentionalen 
Beziehung, oder kurzweg der Intention (die den deskriptiven Gat
tungcharakter des 'Aktes' ausmacht) gibt." 

1Ibid ., p. 28. This is my translation of: "Die intentionale 
Beziehung, rein deskriptiv verstanden, als innere Eigenttimlichkeit 
gewisser Erlebnisse, fassen wir als Wesensbestimmtheit der 'psychi 
schen Phanomene' oder 'psychischen Akte', so daB wir in Brentanos 
Definition, sie seien 'solche Ph~nomene, welche intentional einen 
Gegenstand in sich enthalten', eine essentielle Definition sehen. 

It To be distinguished are two meanings to the word "exper
ience," corresponding to the "two poles" of intentional conscious
ness, i.e., the noetic and noematic. Noetic experience is named 
"Erlebnis" and noematic experience is named "Erfahrung." 
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his later work entitled as genetic phenomenology, i.e., where the 

ideas themselves, as an enduring in memory, are no more "outside" 

of the intentional act/event than the intentional object. The 

ideas are constituted in experience, and therefore are not to 

1be thought as somehow transcendent to experience. In a letter 

to P. Natrop on June 29, 1918, Husserl wrote: • ich noch 

bemerken darf, daB ich schon seit mehr als einem Jahrzehnt die 

Stufe des statischen Platonismus liberwunden und der Phanomenologie 

als Haupttheme die Idee der transzendentalen Genesis gestellt habe.,,2 

1This raises the question of the "early" and "late" Husserl. 
It is outside of the needs or purposes of the presentation here, 
but it can be seen as of significance for providing a sense of the 
problems which accompany this attempt to begin philosophy anew. 
There is an "early" and a "late" Husserl, but there remain ques
tions concerning the relationship between the two (e.g., is it de
velopmental, reversal, the move to a new position?). Two ingredients 
may be identified as indicating the shift from the early to the later 
Husserl. 1) The first is the function of "hyletic data" and their 
phenomenological status (see chapter 10 in Ideas, pp. 260f.). In 
the Ideas the hyletic data are understood as reelle (as distinct 
from objectively real) along with the noetic and in contrast to the 
noematic. What is the relationship of the hyletic data to the noe
matic? Is the noematic a Ding-an-sich? In the Cartesian Medita
tions occurs a similar three-part structure (cogito, cogitationes, 
cogitatum), but the cogitatum (noema, object) is given no independent 
status outside of its role in intentional consciousness, i.e., it is 
the "objective pole" as what is "meant" (Ibid. ,pp. 31£.) by means of 
the interaction between interpretiveprojection (Vorstellung/Darstel
lung and Erflihlung) and the perceptual profiles/admubrations (all 
that is ever encountered of the object). 2) A second issue arises 
in terms of the distinction between Eidetic Phenomenology (of the 
Logical Investigations and other early writings) and Genetic Phen
omenology (arising in the Ideas and clearly articulated by the 
Cartesian Meditations). Indicating the difficulty in claiming a 
clear "early" and "later" Husserl is the necessity of recognizing 
that the lectures on The Phenomenology of Internal Time Consciousness, 
ed. by Martin Heidegger and trans. by James S. Churchill (Bloomington: 
Indiana University Press, 1969), though published by Heidegger in 
1928, were lectures given between 1904 and 1910. As will be seen 
in the subsequent discussion, these lectures (coming between the 

1913) sound very much 

2Gadamer, 

Logical Investigations,ending in 1901, and the Ideas, published in 
like the "later" Husserl. 

Wahrheit und Methode, p. 229-230, n. 4. 



- 230 

It is precisely the discussion of the intentional structure 

of consciousness that marks the importance of Husserl's Phenomen

ological enterprise for this present project. Its importance can

not be overemphasized either in terms of its significance as an 

entirely new starting point for philosophical reflection or for 

our understanding of basic theological issues (e.g., the finitude 

of consciousness, the "here and now" of meaning; "relativism;" 

life-world as history; praxis as accomplishing/fulfilling of 

intentional consciousness: the unique, unrepeatable character of 

the individual consciousness: the unique role of individuum as 

originating datum of ideation, etc.). It is the task at hand to 

think through most radically the implications of this claim concern

ing our conscious experience. It will be seen that making the 

claim that consciousness is always consciousness-of (i.e., inten

tional) conceals as much as it reveals, and this is not simply a 

judgment made from the standpoint of the ontological difference, 

but in terms of the claim that for every foreground there is an 

implicit background. 1consciousness as consciousness-of is making 

a claim not only about consciousness and the event character of 

ideas, but in Husserl's Phenomenological enterprise, as a conse

quence of the transcendental bracketing, intentional conscious

ness is making a distinctive claim about "objects" within the con

text of a life-world (this theme is announced in the Cartesian 

Meditations in the distinction between passive and active genesis, 

1see Husserl, Vorlesungen zur Phanomenologie des inneren 
ZeitbewuBtseins, p. 412: "Vordergrund ist nichts ohne Hinter
grund. Die erscheinende Seite ist nichts ohne nicht erscheinende." 
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but brought to its clearest articulation by Husserl in The Crisis 

of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology). The "con

cealing" of the life-world, by means of the always being in rela

tionship to an individuum in the conscious act, must equally be 

brought to the fore in our descriptions. 

The structure of consciousness is to be thought as a simul

taneity: a simultaneous act of consciousness constituting an 

"idea" for a definite objective correlate (s) (as a "standing over 

againstll)--even when the constitution of the idea occurs without 

an "empirical," Le., physical objective correlate (e.g., when 

the objective correlate is brought before consciousness in the 

form of a statement--here we have the complex act/event of con

sciousness that it represents a representation). 1 The "idea" 

occurs at no point without some reference to an individuum in 

multiplicity, on the one hand; and the "object" occurs at no 

point without some reference to ideation (i.e., even when a poten

tial object is never the correlate of a specific ideation, e.g., 

when an object, such as the nucleus of the atoms constituting our 

material world or a politically explosive social movement, remain 

unobserved, the possibility of their coming to the attention of 

a particular consciousness makes them part of the "deep background" 

of consciousness--the life-world). Either as an element of life-

world or as direct correlate of a particular conscious act, the 

object has meaning in relationship to the constituted ideation 

of a consciousness. 

1See Husserl, Funfte Logische untersuchung, pp. 61f. 

",: . 
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Of course, Husserl said ••• , that the species is not 
sensually evident, but that depends for him only upon 
the form of ideation so that in the same sentence is 
emphasized, that the Uabstract content," that the idea
tion is based upon, to be sure, "is simultaneously per
ceivable in moments of concrete perception." Upon this 
presupposition rests his entire argument. Should the 
whatness of a sRecies not be sensually perceived, then 
it is unclear, where the categorial ideational act be
gins, and thereby the perception of the essence would 
hang in the air • 

• • • Each individual, already found lI what" can 
be put "into an idea," each "individual perception can 
be converted,lI therefore, "into a perception of essence," 
and vice versa the perception of essence is necessarily 
"based upon" "an appearance, a being clear-sighted con
cerning an individua1." That is to be claimed for all 
levels of generality from the "highest category" "4own 
to the fully concrete" (to lI e idetic singularity"). 

Only through such interpretation is there a satisfactory 
solution to the nominalistic doubt, how the general can 
be actually represented as identically one: the what 
content of a general concept is not itself straight
forwardly found in the sensual, but it is also not to 
be ideally grasped in a simple abstract/transcendental 
seeing, but it is constituted in the unity of a synthe
tic fulfilment, which on its part is directly related 
to the sensuous. • •• /A? general concept, as we would 
normally mean, comes to-rts fulfilment, when we actually 

1Tugendhat, Der Wahrheitsbegriff, p. 144. This is my trans
lation of: "Zwar sagt ••• Husserl, da8 die Spezies sinnlich un
anschaulich ist, aber das liegt fUr ihn doch nur an der Form der 
Ideation und so betont er im gleichen Satz, da8 die 'abstrakten 
Inhalte', die der Ideation zugrunde liegen, sehr wohl 'als 
Momente konkreter Anschauungen mitangeschaut sind'. Und auf 
dieser Voraussetzung beruht seine ganze Argumentation. L~8t 
sich der Wasgehalt einer Spezies nicht sinnlich anschauen, dann 
ist ungekl~rt, woran der kategoriale Ideationsakt ansetzt, und 
damit hangt die Wesensanschauung in der Luft • 

• Jedes an einem Individuum vorfindliche 'Was' kann 
'in Idee gesetzt werden', jede 'individuelle Anschauungkann' 
also 'in Wesensanschauung (Ideation) umgewandelt werden', und 
umgekehrt liegt der Wesensanschauung 'ein Erscheinen, ein Sich
tigsein von Individuellem' notwendig 'zugrunde'. Das wird aus
drUcklich fUr alle Stufen der Allgemeinheit von der 'obersten 
Kategorie' Ibis herab zur vollen Konkretion' (zur eidetischen 
Singularittit) in Anspruch genommen." 
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fulfil the rule of synthesis, concerning that to which 
it refers, in whatever variations chosen. In such a 
way what we subsequently are able to obje9tify as a 
"species," comes in "original givenness." 

As Tugendhat observes: "Upon this presupposition rests his 

LHusserl''2.7 entire argument." 

The careful reader will have already asked, "where then rests 

the truth of our ideas?" When the object "itself" rests upon the 

manner (i.e., the complexity) with which its meaning is consti

tuted in consciousness, and our ideas are only constituted in 

relationship to our representations of the object, ~ everything 

"hangs in the air." We encounter a radical relativism in Phen

omenology, but not solipsism. We must examine this claim further, 

1. e., "how" is the idea constituted in consciousness (paying par

ticular attention to the temporality of the act/event of conscious

ness and to the idea of "fulfilment" as the dynamic event of 

representation/putting-in-front-of as possibility, i.e., pro

jection). We will see that both "polarities" of intentional 

consciousness (i.e., the subjective as well as the objective) can 

be the "source" of surprise, Le., the unanticipated, as a creative 

1Ibid ., pp. 148-149. This is my translation of: "Nur durch eine 
Auffassung dieser Art lassen sich die nominalistischen Zweifel, 
wie das Allgemeine als identisch Eines eigentlich vorzustellen 
sei, befriedigend IBsen: der Wasgehalt eines allgemeinen Begriffs 
laSt sich nicht im Sinnlichen schlicht vorfinden, aber er ist 
auch in keiner schlichten Ubersinnlichen Schau ideell zu erfassen, 
sondern er konstituiert sich in der Einheitlichkeit eines syn
thetischen Vollzuges, der seinerseits unmittelbar aufs Sinnliche 
bezogen ist••.• ein allgemeiner Begriff, den wir normaler
weise signitiv gebrauchen, kommt zur 'ErfUllung', wenn wir die 
Regel der Synthesis, auf die er verweist, bei beliebiger Varia
tion aktuell vollziehen. Dann kommt, was wir nachtraglich zu 
einer 'Spezies' vergegenstandlichen konnen, zu 'ursprlinglicher 
Gegebenheit'." 
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act of consciousness or as an unexpected quality of the object, 

can introduce a newness that forces a re-working of previous ideas. 

(This is reminiscent of Jasper's "un-understanding on both sides."l) 

This character of intentional consciousness is part of the "given

ness" of intentional consciousness, and it is in this sense that 

the term source is placed in quotation marks above. Givenness is 

2 a transcending category in Husserl's Phenomenology, i.e., both 

sides of the intentional act (the subjective and the objective) 

are "given," and therefore Heidegger suggests that implicit in 

this "givenness" is the revealing/concealing character of the 

Being-of beings as the condition of the possibility for intention

ality. 

Equally important, however, is that implied in what I wish 

to call the surprise character of intentionality is a partial 

breaking out of solipsism. The objects of my conscious reflec

tions do not "exist" (remember, we have bracketed any such 

claims) because of my conscious recognition of them. Rather, 

they confront and challenge the adequacy of my ideations as con

scousness further "checks out"/fulfills/projects its constituted 

meaning in light of its perceptions/experiences LErfahrunge~7. 

Of course, that could leave us with a solipsism of the isolated 

consciousness with its unique, unrepeatable conscious life out of 

"contact" with the Other. In the Cartesian Meditations Husserl 

1See above, pp. l77f. 

2see McGaughey, "Husserl and Heidegger on Plato's Cave Alle
gory," p. 338 and the citation from Tugendhat below, pp. 236-237. 
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responds directly to the problem of intersubjectivity.1 Basic 

to his entire understanding of the philosophical enterprise is a 

"philosophical culture.,,2 Husserl's claim rests fundamentally 

upon an analogical argument from the structure of individual 

experience. The criterion for the accuracy of his descriptions 

is their adequacy in terms of our own individual experience. 

Tugendhat describes Husserl's position as follows: 

Philosophy is "an absolute justifying science, and /be
longs7 to universal science." "Philosophy, according 
to its idea, means to me the universal and in the 
radicalist sense 'strict' science. As such it is the 
science out of the last grounding, or, equally, out of 
the last self-evidence, in which no self-evidence func
tions as an unquestioned ground of knowledge." That 
the general idea of "science" (that no single science 
can fulfil) is realized in philosophy, does not neces
sarily mean, that the last grounding and complete uni
versality will be actually achieved here, but above all 
only, that the question is so methodologically laid out, 
that it aims for such a goal. Philosophy" is, I want 
to emphasize, an idea, ••• which is realized only in 
a style of relative, temporary validity and in an un
ending historical process." "Such a universal philo
sophy is ••• one of an unlimited goal." 

• • • Insofar as human life is praxis in its en
tirety, reasoned knowing is ••• a function of prac
tical reason; its truth only insofar as it realizes its 
theoretical component: "The desire to know is the pre
supposition of all other knowing, if they were to con
tain the highest value." Philosophy is then "no theo
retical fancy," but ••• "a life in which a person 
exercises critique--critique in the fullest sense--on 
his life goal in indefateagable personal consideration 
and a radical accounting of problems." The aim of 
philosophy ••• is in the end a "philosophical culture," 
Le., "a truly mature humanity, ••. that wants at all 

1See Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, the "Fifth Meditation," 
pp. 89F. 

2see Tugendhat, Der Wahrheitsbegriff, p. 189. See also the 
appendix in The Crisis of European Sciences entitled "Philosophy 
as Kankind I s Self-Reflection; the Self-Realization of Reason, II 

pp. 335f.. 
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times to follow 'reason' ••• and that at all times 
wishes to be capable and ready to advocate the abso
lute contesting of the norms 10f its activity out of 
the source of its finalness • 

• with Husserl we find for the first time an all
encoumpassing position, that does not proceed from a 
presupposed idea of truth, in order then from this 
idea of truth to build or to argue for it. Instead 
we encounter a beginning through a descriftive clari
fication that stays there las description!, meaning 
that philosophy as a whole-engages in thIs task. 
• • • The phenomenological clarification of adequacy 
shows, it can be understood only as a unity of the 
"signified" and "intuited" manner of being given of 
the object. The ideation theme is thereby not put in 

1Tugendhat, Der Wahrheitsbegriff, pp. 188-189. This is my 
translation of: "Philosophie ist 'sich absolut rechtfertigende 
Wissenschaft, und zudem Universalwissenschaft'. 'Philosophie 
gilt mir, der Idee nach, als die universale und im radikalen 
Sinne 'strenge l Wissenschaft. Als das ist sie Wissenschaft aus 
letzter BegrUndung, oder, was gleich gilt, aus letzter Selbst
verantwortung, in der also keine ••• Selbstverstandlichkeit als 
unbefragter Erkenntnisboden fungiert'. DaS sich die allgemeine 
Idee von 'Wissenschaft', die sich in den einzelnen Wissenschaften 
nicht erfUllen kann, in der Philosophie realisiert, heiSt nicht 
unbedingt, da8 letzte BegrUndung und volle Universalitit hier 
tatsichlich erreicht wird, sondern zunichst nur, da8 das Fragen 
methodisch so angelegt ist, da8 es sich auf ein solches Ziel 
Uberhaupt ausrichtet. Die Philosophie 'ist, wie ich betone, eine 
Idee, die • • . nur in einem Stil relativer, zeitweiliger GUltig
keiten und in einem unendlichen historischen Prozess zu verwirk
lichen ist--aber so auch in der Tat zu verwirklichen ist'. 'Eine 
solche universale Philosophie ist ••• ein im Unendlichen 
liegendes Ziel'. 

• • . Sofern das menschliche Leben im ganzen Praxis ist, ist 
'Erkenntnisvernunft ••• Funktion der praktischen Vernunft, der 
Intellekt ist Diener des Willens'. Aber der Wille erreicht seine 
Wahrheit nur sofern er seine theoretische Komponente aktualisiert: 
'Das Erkennenwollen ist vorausgesetzt fUr alles andere Wollen, 
wenn dieses die hochste Wertform besitzen solI'. Philosophie ist 
dann 'keine theoretische Liebhaberei', sondern ••• 'ein Leb~n, 
in dem der Mensch in unermUdlicher Selbst-besinnung und radikaler 
Rechenschaftsabgabe Kritik--letztauswertende Kritik--an seinem 
Lebenzielen ••. Ubt'. Das Telos der Philosophie ••. ist also 
letztlich eine 'philosophische Kultur', d.h. 'eine wahrhaft mUndige 
Menschheit, •.• die allzeit gewillt ist, der 'Vernunft' zu fol
gen • • • und die allzeit befKhigt und bereit sein mochte, die 
absolute Normgerechtigkeit ihres Tuns aus letzten Quellen der 
EndgUltigkeit zu vertreten'." 
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question, only the correctness of taking it as a claim 
to the term of truth. The thematic interest is, how
ever, therefore changed. No longer are we concerned 
with the unity or agreement between subject and object 
(and that means the correlation to the manner in which 
the object is given)--it is concerned with the unity 
/Eogetherness7 of the "bet'ileen, It and only out of this 
phenomenologIcal "between dimension" (that is indeed 
the claim) is the meaning of truth to be clarified. 

Heidegger • . . no longer only asks concerning 
the modes in which an object is given, but about the 
possibility of the dimension of givenness and truth 
as such under the title of "disclosure" and "clear
ing," that is cut short neither as objective or sub
jective, but in those terms is equally a suspended 
foundation. Husserl's reflections develop the immediate 
preliminary stages not exclusively with the subject (not 
with subject-object-unitY)'1but with the how of the 
givenness (emphasis added) • 

1Ibid ., pp. 183-185. This is my translation of: It ••• 

bei Husserl ergibt sich zum ersten Mal eine umfassende Position, 
die nicht von einer vorausgesetzten Idee von Wahrheit ausgeht, 
urn dann auf ihr aufzubauen oder sie zu begrUnden, sondern bei der 
deskriptiven Aufklarung des Wahrheitsbegriffs ansetzt und stehen
bleibt und so die Philosophie im ganzen auf diese Aufgabe festlegt. 
. • • Die phanomenologische Aufklarung der Adaquationsformel zeigt 
••• , daB sie nur als Einheit von 'signitiver' und 'intuitiver' 
Gegebenheitsweise des Objekts verstanden werden kann. Damit ist 
nicht die idealistische Thematik in Frage gestellt, sondern nur 
das Recht, den Terminus Wahrheit fUr sie in Anspruch zu nehmen. 
Jedoch andert sich dadurch das thematische Interesse. Es geht 
nicht mehr auf die Einheit oder Ubereinstimmung zwischen Subjekt 
und Objekt, sondern auf das (intentionale) Verhaltnis des Subjekts 
zum Objekt und d.h. korrelativ auf die Gegebenheitsweisen der Ob
jekte,--es geht statt auf die Einheit auf das 'Zwischen', und nur 
aus dieser phanomenologischen Zwischendimension--das ist aller
dings der Anspruch--ist der Sinn von Wahrheit aufzuklaren. 

Heidegger ••• nicht mehr nur nach den Gegenbenheitsweisen 
der Gegenstande fragt, sondern unter dem Titel 'Erschlossenheit' 
und 'Lichtung' nach der M8glichkeit der Dimension von Gegebenheit 
und Wahrheit als solcher, die schlieBlich weder objektiy noch sub
jektiv abgestUtzt, sondern ihrerseits zum gleichsam schwebenden 
Fundament wird. Husserls Reflexion nicht schlechthin auf das 
Subjekt, auch nicht auf die Subjekt-Objekt-Einheit, sondern 
auf das Wie der Gegebenheit bildet hier die unmittelbare Vor
stufe." 



- 238 

The Phenomenological Description 
of Intentional Consciousness 

The description begins with the phenomenological epoche as 

the suspending of the claim to existence for what is encountered 

in conscious experience. This is a breaking out of what Husserl 

1 names as the "Natural Standpoint." A second transcendental reduc

tion brings us to the phenomenological ego as the absolute start

ing point for philosophical reflection/description. This is the 

Cartesian ego. Phenomenology is an "absolute science" not because 

of its claim to absolute truth, but because of its absolute start

. t 2i ng • Meaning and any truth claim are relative to the conpo~n 

stituted meaning, and adequacy of that meaning, in relationship 

to what is encountered by the particular consciousness. This 

uniqueness to the individual, particular consciousness leads, how

ever, not to subjectivism. It is the recognition that meaning, 

the making-sense-out-of, is my meaning (the unique meaning of a 

particular consciousness), and that that is unrepeatable and 

relative to my encounter with my life-world and what becomes the 

"object" of my reflection. This is not a pure subjectivism, how

ever, because the turn to the subject in phenomenology is never 

a turn to a subject outsdie of/separate from/or simply alongside 

of its life-world. Consciousness is always and only consciousness

of. A Third transcendental reduction is the suspending of all 

1See Ideas, Chapter 3 entitled "The Thesis of the Natural 
Standpoint and its Suspension," pp. 91f. See in addition The 
Crisis of European Sciences, pp. 143-151. 

2see Cartesian Meditations, "First Meditation," pp. 7f • 

..l............................
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claims from the tradition concerning consciousness or its objects, 

and we are challenged to turn to the things themselves. These 

"things themselves," we have already seen, are always to be thought 

in terms of "consciousness-of,1I Le., the philosophical problem 

for Husserl is not the question of "agreement" between an isolated, 

existing subject and its objects of encounter "out there." Con

sciousness is nothing other than its relationships to objective 

correlates (either as "things" or "ideas," which in fact always 

presuppose a relationship to an individuum) within the horizon of 

temporality. On the other hand, objects have meaning (make sense) 

only in relationship to consciousness, and the more adequate the 

encounter, Le., the more rigorous, the more "meaning" (An object 

may always remain in the background, never coming to the fore

ground of conscious reflection or encounter; therefore, remaining 

as part of the life-world without having a distinct meaning for 

that consciousness). 

The transcendental bracketings bring us to examine the 

"how" of meaningful experience in consciousness. By turning our 

attention to conscious experience, we discover a structure to that 

experience as the condition of the possibility for our making sense 

out of that experience. It is not simply that there is a simul

taneity of subjective ideas constituted out of our perceptual 

encounters with objective correlates (cogito, cogitatione, cogi

tatum), but implied in the term "constituted" is a temporality 

informing this structure. This temporality springs from an under

standing of praxis, and possibility, indicative of how meaning is 
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continuously constituted in consciousness. Consciousness is al

ways a projecting/a fulfilling of its meaningful understanding in 

relation to the objects ("empirical," phantasy, illusion, linguis

tic, etc.) it encounters. 

The immanent unities are not known in their constitu
tion in the same way as the appearing of the transcen
dent phenomenon. On the other hand, they must have an 
essence in common. While the immanent impression is 
present just as the perceived is present: in one case 
we have an immanent present, in the other a transcen
dent present "through" appearances. Therefore, where
as the transcendent appearances are unities (consti
tuted in inner consciousness), "in" these unities 
ought to be constituted again other unities; the ap
pearing object. 

The immanent unities • . • are constituted in 
the flowing of the multiplicity of adumbrations. 
• • • The thing constitutes itself in the flowing away 
of its appearances, which themselves are constituted 
as an immanent unity in the stream of primordial impres
sions. The appearing thing constitutes itself, because 
itself is constituted as perceptual unj.ty an~ unity of 
apprehension in the primordial stream. • • • 

1Husserl, Vorlesungen zur Phanomenologie des inneren Zeit
bewu8tseins, pp. 444-445. This is my translation of: "Die im
manenten Einheiten sind in ihrer Konstitution nicht in derselben 
Weise bewu8t wie in der transzendenten Erscheinung das Erschei
~, in der transzendenten Wahrnehmung das Wahrgenommene. An
dererseits mUssen sie doch eine Gemeinsamkeit des Wesens haben. 
Denn die immanente Impression ist Gegenwartigen, wie auch das 
Wahrnehmen Impression Gegenwartigen ist; im einen Fall haben wir 
immanentes Gegenwartigen, im anderen transzendentes Gegenwartigen 
'durch' Erscheinungen. Also, wahrend die transzendenten Erschein
ungen Einheiten sind, konstituiert im inneren Bewu8tsein, sollen 
'in' diesen Einheiten wieder andere Einheiten konstituiert sein: 
die erscheinenden Objekte. 

Die immanenten Einheiten, . . . konstituieren sich im 
Flu8 der temporalen Abschattungsmannigfaltigkeiten. 

. • . Das Ding konstituiert sich im Abflu8 seiner Erschein
ungen, die selbst als immanente Einheiten im Flu8 der ursprung
lichen Impressionen konstituiert sind, und notwendig konstituiert 
sich eins mit dem anderen. Das erscheinende Ding konstituiert 
sich, weil sich im ursprunglichen Flu8 Empfindungseinheiten und 
einheitliche Auffassungen konstituieren•••• " 
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There is a speaking here of a unity in the givenness of both the 

"objective" and "subjective" poles of "perception." It is this 

difference in the manner of givenness that characterizes the 

difference between the two poles. One, the ffobjective," is some

thing that either can be, or in principle could be, "returned" 

to for further encounter (Erfahrungen). The second, the "sub

jective," is an ongoing constitution in which "to go back to" is 

to go back to a representation (Darstellung) of an original datum 

in memory. 

In the original and reproduced course of the Itsinking 
away" arise many differences worthy of attention. The 
original appearing and flowing away of the process 
modes in the appearing is something firm, something 
conscious through "stimulation," towards which we can 
only look. . • • In contrast, the representation is 
something free, it is a free running through, we can 
accomplish representation "quickly" or "slowly," clearer 
or more explicitly, more confused a~d immediately, in 
one stroke or in articulated steps. 

There is a further complication in terms of the givenness of a 

phantasy over against that of an encountering again in memory: 

In mere phantasy there is given no bringing forth 
of the reporduced now and no coincidence of the same 
with a past. Re-remembering, on the other hand, brings 
forth the reproduction, and gives it in this coming 
forth a position in respect to the actual now and to 
the sphere of the original time field to which the re
remembering belongs. Only in original time consciousness 

1 Ibid ., p. 406. This is my translation of: "1m originaren 
und im reproduzierten Ablauf des 'ZurUcksinkens' treten bemerkens
werte Verschiedenheiten auf. Das originare Erscheinen und Ab
flieBen der Ablaufsmodi im Erscheinen ist etwas Festes, etwas 
durch 'Affektion' BewuBtes, auf das wir nur hinsehen k5nnen • 
. • • Dagegen das Vergegenwartigen ist etwas Freies, es ist ein 
freies Durchlaufen, wir konnen die Vergegenwartigung 'schneller' 
oder 'langsamer', deutlicher und expliziter oder verworrener, 
blitzschnell in einem Zuge oder in artikulierten Schritten usw. 
vollziehen." 



- 242 

can the relation between a reproduced now and a past 
now be accomplished. • • . It is considered generally 
true, that we are led back in phenomenological reflec
tion to a stream of constituting phases by which 
appears, is represented,_is thou~ht, etc. in the widest 
sense, that experience /erfahren/ an immanent object: 
including those appearing in perception (outer percep
tion), remembering, expecting, wishing, etc. as unity 
of inner consciousness. In addition, the representa
tion of all types is the constituting of universal, 
time constituting forming of an immanent object as a 
flowing of experience: as "enduring" occur,ence, yet 
somehow flowing away by the representation. 

What is "original time consciousness" for Husserl, and what role 

does this understanding of temporality play in the constituting 

of meaning in consciousness? 

Husserl distinguishes between "cosmic" and t'phenomenological" 

temporality. 2 The former is what can be measured by means of the 

clock, the successions of seasons, the rotation of the earth in 

relationship to the sun, etc. He insists that such "cosmic" time 

1Ibid., p. 409. This is my translation of: "In der bl08en 
Phantasie ist keine Setzung des reproduzierten Jetzt und keine 
Deckung derselben mit einem vergangenen gegeben. Die Wieder
erinnerung dagegen setzt das Reproduzierte und gibt ihm in dieser 
Setzung Stellung zum aktuellen Jetzt und zur Sphare des origin!ren 
Zeitfeldes, dem die Wiedererinnerung selbst angeh8rt. Nur im 
origin!ren Zeitbewu8tsein kann sich die Beziehung zwischen einem 
reproduzierten Jetzt und einem Vergangen vollziehen. • • • Es 
gilt eben allgemein, da8 wir von allern im weitesten Sinne Er
scheinenden, Vorgestellten, Gedachten usw. zurUckgeftihrt werden 
in der phanomenologischen Reflexion auf einen Flu8 von konsti
tuierenden Phasen, die eine immanente Objektivation erfahren: 
eben die zu Wahrnehmungserscheinungen (§uBeren Wahrnehmungen) , 
Erinnerungen, Erwartungen, Wtinschen, usw. als Einheiten des in
neren Bewu8tseins. Also auch die Vergegenwartigungen jeder Art 
als Erlebnisabflti8e von der universellen zeitkonstituierenden 
Gestaltung konstituieren ein immanentes Objekt: 'dauerender' , 
so und so abflie8ender Vorgang der Vergegenwartigung'." 

2See Husserl, Ideas, p. 215 and Vorlesungen zur Phanomenolo
gie des inneren Zeitbewu8tseins, p. 373. 
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has nothing to do with "phenomenological" time. The latter is 

the experience of temporality in the unitary flow of conscious

ness that is an individual. Temporality is an entire region of 

phenomenological investigation in and of itself, because it has 

its own peculiar characteristic over against the life-world of 

relationships and meanings peculiar to a given consciousness. 

Husserl suggests that the ego is in fact not the simple 

absolute as the foundation for philosophical reflection which is 

disclosed by Cartesian doubting. There is a more primordial 

absolute: 1 the Now. The difficulty in describing phenomenological 

1See Husserl, Ideas, p. 216: "The transcendental 'Absolute' 
which we have laid bare through the reductions is in truth not 
ultimate; it is something which in a certain profound and wholly 
unique sense constitutes itself, and has its primeval source in 
what is ultimately and truly absolute." See the discussion of 
"das Jetzt als 'ideale Grenze ,n in Vorlesungen zur Phclinomenologie 
des inneren ZeitbewuBtseins, pp. 399-400 and 418-419: nEs ist 
eine allgemeine und grundwesentliche Tatsache, daB jedes Jetzt, 
indem es in die Vergangenheit zurticksinkt, seine strenge Identi
tclit festhalt. Phclinomenologisch gesprochen: das JetztbewuBtsein, 
das sich auf Grund der Materie A konstituiert, wandelt sich 
stetig in ein VergangenheitsbewuBtsein urn, w~hrend gleichzeitig 
immer neues JetztbewuBtsein sich aufbaut. Bei dieser Umwandlung 
erhalt sich (und das gehBrt zum Wesen des ZeitbewuBtseins) das 
sich modifizierende BewuBtsein seine gegenst~ndliche Intention. 

• • • fOlie gegenst~ndliche Intention verbleibt als absolut 
dieselbe un~identische. Gleichwohl besteht ein phclinomenales 
Sichabstufen und zwar nicht nur hinsichtlich der Auffassungs
inhalte, die ihr Abklingen haben, ein gewiBes Herabsinken von der 
h8chsten Empfindungsh8he im Jetzt bis zur Unmerklichkeit. Vor 
allem ist das Jetztmoment charakterisiert als das Neue. Das 
eben herabsinkende Jetzt ist nicht mehr das Neue, sondern das 
durch das Neue beiseite Geschobene. In dieser Beiseiteschiebung 
liegt eine Veranderung. Aber wahrend es seinen Charakter des 
Jetzt verloren hat, h~lt es sich in seiner gegenst~ndlichen In
tention absolut ungeclindert, es ist Intention auf eine individuelle 
Objektivitclit, und zwar ausschauende Intention. In dieser Hinsicht 
also liegt keinerlei Veranderung vor. Es ist aber hier wohl zu 
erwagen, was 'Erhaltung der gegenstandlichen Intention' besagt. 
Die Gesamtaufhaltung des Gegenstandes enthalt zwei Komponenten: 
die eine konstituiert das Objekt nach seinen ausserzeitlichen 
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temporality is that of distinguishing between "simultaneity" (a 

belonging together) and "succession1f (individuality) in the uni

tary flow of experiencing that occurs in the individual con

sciousness of a particular "object." There is a continuous trans

ition occurring of individual data in the conscious flow from one 

Now to another, while at the same time there is a simultaneity 

of a meaningful life-world informing each Now of conscious con

stitution of meaning. In addition, there is a dynamic interaction 

between the enduring of individual past Nows and our projecting 

of possible meaning into the future Nows that are corning. Con

sciousness is an ever anticipation of a future Now in light of 

its retention of particular past Nows in a coherence of meaning. 

The essential property which the term "temporality" 
expresses in relation to experiences generally indicates 
not only something that belongs in a general way to 
every single experience, but a necessary form binding 
experiences with experiences. Every real experience 
(we ratify this as self-evident on the ground of the 

Bestimrnungen, die andere schafft die Zeitstelle, das Jetztsein, 
Gewesensein usw. Das Objekt als die Zeitmaterie ••• entspringt 
rein aus der Objektivation der Auffassungsinhalte •••• Aber in 
ihrer Eigenschaft alsRepdisentanten dinglicher Qualitti.ten ihrem 
reinen Was nach spielt ihr Zeitcharakter keine Rolle. Die un
zeitlich gefaSten Auffassungsdaten konstituieren das Objekt nach 
seinem spezifischen Bestande, und wo dieser erhalten bleibt, 
kBnnen wir schon von einer Identitat sprechen. Wenn aber vorhin 
von Erhaltung der gegenstandlichen Beziehung die Rede war, so 
bedeutet das, daB nicht nur der Gegenstand in seinem spezifischen 
Bestande erhalten bleibt, sondern als individueller, al~o zeitlich 
bestimrnter, der mit seiner zeitlichen Bestimrnung in der Zeit 
zurucksinkt. Dieses Zurucksinken ist eine eigentUmliche phanomeno
logische Modifikation des BewuStseins, wodurch in Relation zu 
dem imrner neu konstituierten aktuellen Jetzt vermBge der dahin 
fuhrenden stetigen Xnderungsreihe ein imrner wachsender Abstand 
sich ausbildet." The "now" determines the individuality of the 
constituted "object" as it sinks into the background (See pp. 419, 
421, and 422). In the sinking away, the individual datum remains 
individual because of its relationship to the now, the ego (See 
pp. 429f.). 
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clear intuition of an experienced reality) is necessarily 
one that endures: and with this duration it takes its 
place within an endless continuum of durations--a con
cretely filled continuum. It necessarily has a temporal 
purview concretely filled, and stretching ,away endlessly 
on all sides. And that at once tells us that it belongs 
to one endless "stream of experience." Every single ex
perience can begin and end and therewith bring its dura
tion to an end--for instance, an experience of joy. But 
the stream of experience cannot begin and end. Every 
experience, as temporal being, is an experience of its 
pure Ego. And to this the possibility (which, as we 
know, is no empty logical possibility) necessarily be
longs, that the Ego may direct its pure personal glance 
to this experience, and grasp it a, really being, or as 
enduring in phenomenological time. 

Temporality then plays two essential roles in the description of 

intentional consciousness: 1) as the succession of Nows, it is 

what accounts for the individuality of all data of the conscious

ness-of, i.e., consciousness as consciousness-of is always a re

lating to a particular in a Now whether present, past or future. 

The Objectivation of temporal Objects rests, there
fore, on the following moments. The content of sensa
tion which belongs to the different actual now-points 
of the Objects can qualitatively remain absolutely un
altered, but even with so far-reaching an identity with 
regard to content it still does not have true identity. 
The same sensation now and in another now has a differ
ence, in fact, a phenomenological difference which cor
responds to the absolute temporal position. This dif
ference is the primal source of the individuality of 
the "this" and therewith of the absolute temporal posi
tion. Every phase of the modification has "in essence" 
the same qualitative content and the same temporal 
moment, although modified. Furthermore, each pahse has 
in itself the same temporal moment in such a way that 
precisely by means of it the subsequent apprehension 
of identity is made possible: this on the side of sen
sation, or of the foundation of apprehension. The dif
ferent moments sustain different parts of the apprehen
sion, of the true Objectivation. One aspect of the Ob
jectivation finds its support purely in the qualitative 
content of the material of sensations. This yields the 

1Husserl, Ideas, p. 217. 
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! 	
temporal matter, e.g., the sound. This matter is held 
identically in the flux of the modification of the past. 
A second aspect of the Objectivation arises from the 
apprehensio£ of the representatives of the temporal 
positions /Zeitstellenreprasentanten7. This apprehension 1 
is also continuously retained in the flux of modification. 

Husserl adds later: 

The temporally constitutive continuum is a flux of con
tinuous generation of modifications of modifications. 
Starting from 	the actual now. • • • This is the charac
teristic of continuous generation. Modifications con
tinuously beget ever new modifications. The primal im
pression is the absolute beginning of this generation 
--the primal source, that from which all others are 
continuously generated. In itself, however, it is not 
generated; it 	does not corne into existence as that which 
is generated but through spontaneous generation. It 
does not grow 	up (it has no seed): it is primal crea
tion. Does this mean that a fresh now is continuously 
added on to the now which is modified into a not-now? 
Or does the now generate, spring up all of a sudden, a 
source? These are the images. One can only sa¥ that 
consciousness 	is nothing without an impression. 

2) Temporality characterizes the "how" of this consciousness-of 

as praxis, i.e., as a constant constituting of meaning in the 

encounter of/with "objects," whether immanent or transcendent. 

Consciousness 	is ceaseless activity in relation to the "objects" 

of its encounter. This is informed by the "simultaneity in Suc

cession" character of temporality. Always standing in the "back

ground" or life-world are the constituted meanings of previous, 

particular and individual experiences in what Husserl at one 

point calls "passive genesis," and these continuously inform the 
. 3 

engaging of consciousness in the Now of its "active genesis." 

1Husserl, The Phenomenology of Internal Time Consciousness, 
pp. 90-91 (German edition, p. 422). 

2Ibid ., pp. 130-131 (German edition, p. 451). 

Cartesian Meditations, pp. 77f.3see Husserl, 
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With this recognition of Phenomenological temporality, we 

gain a description of consciousness as praxis/activity. Conscious

ness is the process of the constitution of meaning out of the per

ceptual adumbrations/profiles consisting of the "objects" of its 

encounters. This process of constitution is always and already 

within the horizon of a life-world of previously constituted 

meanings simultaneously informing the particular event of the 

present. 

Summary 

The ontological difference provides us with an understand

ing of how things are more than a mere collection side-by-side 

but "somehow" related. Things are related precisely because they 

~, i.e., they are the occasion for the concealing/revealing of 

the transcending unity of the Bein~-of beings. Dasein is, then, 

both the place where things are encountered and named, and 

where transcendence is encountered and named. In turning to the 

work of Edmund Husserl, a description of the "how" of our related

ness, as the occasion for the constituting of meaning in/for 

life-world, to ontic multiplicity occurs. 

Consciousness, we are told, is always consciousness-of, i.e., 

it has as its structure a noetic-noematic polarity as temporality 

that is not merely a subject-object split. In this polarity 

occurs an active genesis of meaning as a constant positing, 

encountering, and fulfilling of projections (or non-fulfillment) 

within an infinited horizon of investigation that presupposes as 

its "background" a life-world (the "reservoir" of passive genesis 
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always available with the new/other as the potential "object" of 

our attention). Consciousness is, then, unique to an individual, 

and ideation is grounded in particularity (that is to say, con

sciousness is intentional, i.e., consciousness-of). On the other 

hand, it is social (i.e., it is a life-world including dialogue 

and the furthering of clarity concerning the adequacy of she.red 

understanding) and, above all, temporal (the subjectivity of the 

subjective is the point of the immediate now, and the particu

larity of the particular object is determined by its place in 

the succession of nows). 

A description of consciousness as praxis/activity does 

not, however, exhaust the full meaning of tlevent" as either the 

condition of the possibility for our transcending to a world or 

the final significance of Husserl1s Phenomenological enterprise 

for our philosophical reflections. Such a description must in

clude the "event" character of the Being-of beings and a discus

sion of temporality appropriate to this ontological "event" as 

an always and already presencing. Only then would we have an 

adequate understanding of the meaning of the Being-of beings and 

time. At this point in the investigation, however, the purpose 

has been to provide the descriptive outline of consciousness as 

intentional, i.e., as event within the structure of relationship

to. Hence, we obtain only the suggestion of the full range of 

contribution Phenomenology has to offer our philosophical/theo

logical reflections. For as much as Phenomenology is a new 

beginning, it is a methodology, and its task is to investigate 
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the infinite regions of conscious experience to test out the 

eidetic meanings constituted in consciousness for each region 

(of course always within the horizon of life-world). What is 

sufficient for the purposes at hand is the "breaking through" to 

the Phenomenological attitude, i.e., the winning of the new stand

pOint for beginning our philosophical/theological reflections/ 

descriptions: intentional consciousness. For the moment it 

suffices to describe the "how" of our ontic experience as an 

endless process of the constitution of meanings in our encounter 

with the phenomena of our life-world. In pursuing further "how" 

it is that we have a life-world (the conditions of the possibility 

for our having such a life-world), we must return to Heidegger's 

description of the ontological difference, and not only in the 

sense that we can then for the first time grasp the significance 

of "event" of our transcendence to world (hence, for our having 

anything such as a life-world at all). In addition, it is impor

tant for our grasping the basic issues challenging us to theo

logical reflection, that we corne to terms with "event" as a re

latedness to Nothing. On the basis of this discussion, a new 

perspective for the importance, i.e., positive significance, of 

Nothing for theology will be attained (to be sure, here is meant 

something quite different from Hegel's "positive" understanding 

understanding of negation that drives the dialectical process 

forward 1). The Nothing that will be sought to be brought forth 

1See Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Phanomenologie des 
Geistes (Frankfurt am Main: Verlag Ullstein GmbH, 1973), p. 59: 
"Die Vollstandigkeit der Formen des nicht realen BewuBtseins, wird 
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here is the Nothing as the condition of the possibility for our 

transcending to a world. There is no Nothing outside of, along 

side of, or distinct from world. 

On Being and Nothing 

The Relationship Between Being and 
Nothing: A New Look 

The more "technical" human consciousness becomes, the greater 

the abyss grows around it. The more we engage our world in terms 

of the calculation, prediction, manipulation and control of things, 

the greater the threat of the end of our relationship with things, 

and the greater our forgetfulness of beginnings. The cessation 

of our involvement with things, i.e., death, is then the most 

radical negation of the prevalent understanding of consciousness 

in Western culture. In our current age, things endure: consciousness 

sich durch die Notwendigkeit des Fortganges und Zusammenhanges 
selbst ergeben. Urn dies begreiflich zu machen, kann im allgemeinen 
zum Voraus bemerkt werden, daB die Darstellung des nicht wahrhaften 
BewuBtseins in seiner Unwahrheit, nicht eine bloB negative Bewegung 
ist. Eine solche einseitige Ansicht hat das natUrliche BewuBtsein 
uberhaupt von ihr: und ein Wissen, welches diese Einseitigkeit zu 
seinem Wesen macht, ist eine der Gestalten des unvollendeten Be
wuBtseins, welche in den Verlauf des Weges selbst f~llt, und 
darin sich darbieten wird. Sie ist n~mlich der Skeptizismus, der 
in dem Resultate nur immer das reine Nichts sieht, und davon ab
strahiert, daB dies Nichts bestimmt das Nichts dessen ist, woraus 
es resultiert. Das Nichts ist aber nur, genommen als das Nichts 
dessen, woraus es herkommt, in der Tat das wahrhafte Resultat: es 
ist hiermit selbst ein bestimmtes und hat einen Inhalt. Der 
Skeptizismus, der mit der Abstraktion des Nichts oder der Leer
heit endigt, kann von diser nicht weiter fortgehen, sondern muB 
es erwarten, ob, und was ihm etwa Neues sich darbietet, urn es in 
denselben leeren Abgrund zu werfen. Indem dagegen das Resultat, 
wie es in Wahrheit ist, aufgefaBt wird, als bestimmte Negation, so 
ist damit unmittelbar eine neue Form entsprungen, und in der 
Negation der Ubergang gemacht, wodurch sich der Fortgang durch 
die vollst~ndige Reihe der Gestalten von selbst ergibt." 
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ceases. The abyss surrounds consciousness as both the "mystery" 

of beginning/source/origin and as the negativity of what-is. 1 

A serious engagement of the contemporary understanding of 

consciousness as informing our theological reflections cannot be 

simply a rejection of "technology" and its manner of representing 

the ultimate within the human condition. We have already impli

citly called into question the prevailing understanding of our 

world of "things" in the above discussion of the ontological dif

ference. There is no question here of destruction of the self-

understanding of our technological age: it is more importantly 

the desire to understand it better than it understands itself. 

What is dangerous is not technology. There is no 
demonry of technology, but rather there is the mystery 
of its essence. The essence of tec~nology, as a des
tining of revealing, is the danger. 

The question concerning technology is the question 
concerning the constellation in which revealing and con
cealing, in which the coming to presence of truth, comes 
to pass. • • • 

The coming to presence of technology threatens re
vealing, threatens it with the possibility that all re
vealing will be consumed in ordering and that every
thing will present itself only in the unconcealedness 
of standing-reserve. Human activity can never directly 
counter this danger. Human achievement alone can never 
banish it. But human reflection can ponder the fact 

1Ernest Becker's The Denial of Death (New York: The Free 
Press, 1975) is a powerful description of the prevalent attempt 
to ignore death or to artificially create eternity within our 
present culture. It places before us a central question concern
ing our Being-in-the-world. See in addition, Bernhard Welte, 
Das Licht des Nichts: Von der M5glichkeit neuer religi6ser 
Erfahrung (Dusseldorf: Patmos verlag, 1980). 

2Martin Heidegger, "The Question Concerning Technology" in 
The Question Concerning Technology: And Other Essays, trans. by 
William Lovitt (New York: Harper Colophon Books, 1977), p. 28. 
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that all saving power must be of a higher essence than 
what is endangered, though at the same time kindred to 
it. 

The closer we come to the danger, the more brightly 
do the ways into the saving power begin to shine and 
the more question~ng we become. For questioning is the 
piety of thought. 

The "essence of technology" in its most radical character, calls 

us into the questioning of Nothing. What is the meaning of No

thing? 

We are already reminded that we said above that the Being-of 

beings is not a thing. In the discussion of the ontological dif

ference, we find a new manner of understanding Nothing. Here we 

I 
find no abyss over against things: No-thing as "ground" is to 

be thought as the condition of the possibility (as the Being-of 

beings) that we are transcendence as Being-in-the-world. Heidegger 

asks: 

Is there a nothing only because of the not, i.e., the 
negation? Or is it the other way around? Is there 
negation and the not only because of the nothing? That 
has not been decided, nor has it once come into ques
tion. We maintai~: nothing is more original than the 
not and negation. 

How do we experience this Nothing that is neither a thing or a 

nagation? It is suggested that this Nichts is what is encountered 

1Ibid., pp. 33-34. 

2 Ibid., p. 35. 

3Heidegger, "Was ist Metaphysik?", pp. 107-108. This is my 
translation of: "Gibt es das Nichts nur, weil es das Nicht, d.h. 
die Verneinung gibt? Oder liegt es umgekehrt? Gibt es die Ver
neinung und das Nicht nur, weil es das Nichts gibt? Das ist 
nicht entschieden, noch nicht einmal zur ausdrUcklichen Frage 
erhoben. Wir behaupten: das Nichts ist ursprUnglicher als das 
Nicht und die Verneinung." 
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~ 
in the radical experience of anxiety (distinguished from fear of 

a particular thing/event): 1 

Anxiety reveals the nothing. 

We "are suspended" in anciety. More clearly: the an

xiety suspends us, because it brings the sliEPing away 

of being in its totality. With that comes /the aware

nes!7 that we ourselves (these beings who are humans) 

slip away in the middle of beings. Only the pure Da

sein in the thorough shaking of this suspension, wit2in 

which it can hold onto nothing, is still there (da). 


Everything is experienced in a deep and penetrating indiffer

ence in this encounter with radical anxiety. Here, Heidegger sug

gests, comes forth the first "positive" function of the Nothing: 

The nothing is no arbitrary event, but, as the re
pelling refers to the slipping away of being in its 
totality, it reveals this being as plainly the Other-
over against the nothing. 

In the bright night of the nothing of anxiety, the 
original candor of being as such f~rst comes forth: 
that it is being--and not nothing. 

1see "The basic state-of-mind of anxiety as a distinctive 
way in which Dasein is disclosed" in Heidegger, Being and Time, 
pp. 228f. 

2Heidegger, "Was ist Metaphysik?," p. 111. This is my 
translation of: "Die Angst offenbart das Nichts. 

Wir 'schweben' in Angst. Deutlicher: die Angst l~Bt 
uns schweben, weil sie das Seiende im Ganzen zum Entgleiten 
bringt. Darin liegt, daB wir selbst--diese seienden Menschen 
--inmitten des Seienden uns mitentgleiten•••. Nur das reine 
Da-sein in der DurchschUtterung dieses Schwebens, darin es sich 
in nichts halten, kann, ist noch da." 

3Ibid ., p. 113. This is my translation of: "Das Nichten 
ist kein beliebiges Vorkommnis, sondern als abweisendes Ver
weisen auf das entgleitende Seiende im Ganzen offenbart es 
dieses Seiende in seiner vollen, bislang verborgenen Befremd
lichkeit als das schlechthin Andere--gegenUber dem Nichts. 

In der hellen Nacht des Nichts der Angst ersteht erst die 
ursprUngliche Offenheit des Seienden als eines solchen: daB 
es Seiendes ist--und nicht Nichts." 
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He adds further: 

Only from the foundation of the primordial mani
festing of nothing can the Dasein of the human move to 
and enter into being. As long as Dasein in its essence 
is related to being, that it is and is not itself, the 
revealing out of the nothing has always and already 
occurred. 

Da-sein means: holding itself into nothing. 
Holding itself into nothing, Dasein is always and 

already beyond being in totality. This beyondness we 
call transcendence. Were Dasein in the foundation of 
its essence not transcending, means now, were it not 
from the beginning a holding itself into nothing, then 
it woul d never be able to have a relationship with 
being nor with itself. 

Without the primordial revealing of nothing there 
is no self and no freedom. 

Thereby the answer to the question concerning no
thing is achieved. Nothing is neither an object nor 
in any sense a being. Nothing comes forth neither for 
itself nor next to being as if it were dependent on 
them. Nothing is the condition of the possibility for 
the revelation of being and therefore as such for human 
Dasein. Nothing is not first encountered as the oppo
site concept of being, but belongs primordially to 
essence itself. In the Bein -of bei occurs the noth
ing of the nothing emphasis added). 

1Ibid ., p. 114. This is my translation of: "Nur auf dem 
Grunde der ursprUnglichen Offenbarkeit des Nichts kann das Dasein 
des Menschen auf Seiendes zugehen und eingehen. Sofern aber das 
Dasein seinem Wesen nach zu Seiendem, das es nicht ist und das 
es selbst ist, sich verhalt, kommt es als solches Dasein je schon 
aus dem offenbaren Nichts her. 

Da-sein heiSt: Hineingehaltenheit in das Nichts. 
Sich hineinhaltend in das Nichts ist das Dasein je schon 

Uber das Seiende im Ganzen hinaus. Dieses Hinaussein Uber das 
Seiende nennen wir die Transzendenz. WUrde das Dasein im Grunde 
seines Wesens nicht transzendieren, d.h. jetzt, wUrde es sich 
nicht im vorhinein in das Nichts hineinhalten, dann konnte es sich 
nie zu Seiendem verhalten, also auch nicht zu sich selbst. 

Ohne ursprUngliche Offenbarkeit des Nichts kein Selbstsein 
und keine Freiheit. 

Damit ist die Antwort auf die Frage nach dem Nichts gewonnen. 
Das Nichts ist weder ein Gegenstand noch Uberhaupt ein Seiendes. 
Das Nichts kommt weder fUr sich vor noch neben dem Seienden, dem 
es sich gleichsam anhangt. Das Nichts ist die Ermoglichung der 
Offenbarkeit des Seienden als eines solchen fUr das menschliche 
Dasein. Das Nichts gibt nicht erst den Gegenbegriff zum Seienden 
her, sondern gehort ursprUnglich zum Wesen selbst. 1m Sein des 
Seienden geschieht das Nichten des Nichts." 



- 255 

We encounter a second "positive" function of Nothing: 1) it is 

what reveals beings to be beings in our encounter of it in an

xiety: and 2) it is what allows for, i.e., is the condition of 

the possibility for, the encounter with beings (even with the 

being that we are ourselves). We have here the possibility of 

a transcending of nihilism in a most foundational manner: 

But where is nihilism really at work? Where men 
cling to familiar essents /oeings7 and suppose that it 
suffices to go on taking essents-as essents, since 
after all that is what they are. But with this they 
reject the question of being and treat being like a 
nothing (nihil) which in a certain sense it is, inso
far as it has an essence. To forget being and culti
vate only the essent--that is nihilism. Nihilims thus 
understood is the ground of the nihilism which Nietzsche 
exposed in the first book of The Will to Power. 

By contrast, to press inquiry into being explicitly 
to the limits of nothingness, to draw nothingness into 
the question of being--this is the first and onl1fruit
ful step toyard a true transcending of nihilism empha
sis added). 

The irony of our contemporary understanding of what is ulti

mate in our experience is that the focussing of our attention 

more and more upon "things" (and here is meant not just "material" 

objects but ideas, feelings, phantasies, etc., i.e., multiplicity), 

i.e., the more that intentional consciousness is reduced to a 

subject standing over against a world, the more the threat of 

non-being rises as negation. Heidegger suggests, however, that 

we are not faced here with a choice between embracing the world 

or turning away from it to some "higher" essence outside of it. 

1Heidegger, An Introduction to Metaphysics, pp. 169-170. 
Again, it should be noted that Ralph Manheim has chosen to trans
late das Sein as being and das Seiende as essent. See the trans
lator's note, pp. x-xi. 
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We are challenged, on the contrary, to examine our understanding 

of "world" all the more radically. Referring to the ontological 

difference that finds its meaning in Dasein, Heidegger claims: 

Thus if being itself is to be disclosed and ground
ed in its original differentiation /negation7 from the 
essent-YSeiende/, an original perspective must be open
ed. The beginnings of the differentiation between 
being and thinking, the divergence between apprehension 
and being, make it clear that what is at stake is no
thing less than a humanity, a being-human determined 
by the essence of being. 

The question of who man is is closely bound up 
with the question of the essence of being. But the 
definition of the essence of man required here cannot 
be the product of an arbitrary anthropology that con
siders man in basically the same way as zoology con
siders animals. Here the direction and scope of the 
question of being-human are determined solely through 
the question of being. In accordance with the hidden 
message of the beginning, man should be understood 
within the question of being, as the site which being 
requires in order to disclose itself. Man is the site 
of openness, the there. The essent juts into this 
there and is fulfilled. Hence, we say that man's being 
is in the strict sense of the word "being-there." The 
perspective for the opening of being must be grounded 
originally in the essence of,being-there as such a site 
for the disclosure of being. 

That Nothing is not adequately understood (in fact, neither 

the meaning of a "thing" nor of "subjectivity," we are told, is 

adequately understood), sets before us the task to think most 

rigorously the meaning of this term. We find, on the other hand, 

that Heidegger's description of the path may not be exclusive. 

It may be that it is not simply through an encounter with anxiety 

(the experience of a pervasive slipping away of everything an

nouncing the enduring of Dasein and the difference between no

thing and "things") that Nothing/the Being-of beings comes before 

, Ibid., p. , 7' . 
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us. In fact, it has been the task and function of metaphors, 

symbols, and myths in our tradition to break us open to the "full" 

content of our experience, i.e., to break us open to Nothingness 

(the unsayable in the said) as the condition of the possibility 

of our Being-in-the-world. In such a way, I would suggest, we 

can understand the metaphors applied to the divine reality of 

"rock," "everlasting spring," and It fountain of life," for example, 

in the Psalms (e.g., 95:1-2; 46:1-4; 36:9). These metaphors 

"work" by applying a term from one region of experience to an

other (recognizing that they are not adequate--there is a semantic 

impertinence involved--to the new application in a univocal, or 

literal, sense) allowing for their suggestive power (a new seman

tic pertinence) to open up new meaning for the hearer/reader. 

Since all of our language (with the exception of those forms of 

language which either are, or function in the same way as, meta

phors and symbols) are limited in their reference to "things" 

(i.e., multipliCity), the human has always employed metaphors 

and symbols (along with other forms of expression which function 

in an analogous manner, e.g., the parable, the work of art) to 

evoke the "more" that fails in every expression as what cannot 

be said in the said. I will argue in the concluding Chapter of 

this project that the symbol of the Kingdom of God, deeply rooted 

in the religious tradition of the Old and New Testaments and 

informing theological reflection throughout the Judeo-Christian 

tradition, has precisely this disclosive power to break us open 

to our role as the human, to be that place where the Being-of beings/ 

Nothing comes face to face with itself and is named. 
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The recognition of what we may name a "positive" function 

of Nothing is in no manner an attempt to convince the reader of 

the place for blind optimism in our Being-in-the-world. As will 

be discussed below, there should never be a forgetting of the 

precariousness and danger, what could be named the terror, of our 
,t 

I 
I Being-in-the-world. If there is hope in our present predicament, 

it has nothing to do with the denial of the tremendous wight of 

catastrophy that threatens. On the contrary, it has to do with 

the recognition that every dualism contains its opposite, and 

that the divine reality (here understood by means of the philo

sophical metaphor of the Being-of beings/Nothing) is the condition 

of the possibility for all dualisms, i.e., were the divine reality 

absent from either lIpole lt of a duality there would be no break

ing open to new possibility. That the human may fail in its ontic 

task, however, is an equal possibility. The claim is, however, 

that human Being-in-the-world (intentional consciousness) is not/ 

will not remain passive, and its activity will reflect how it 

understands itself. 

Given the pervasive quest for security in a culture that 

defines itself in terms of its technological conquering of nature 

(and the consequent escallation of the threat of nihilation driv

ing the human to concentrate even more rigorously upon the "things" 

that it possesses), the theological task unites with that of the 

philosophical in attempting to think anew the meaning of Nothing 

and the meaning of the Being-of beings. Again, this is not in 

the sense of a call to turn away from the world; it is a call to 

come to world in the most adequate and disclosive manner. 
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Technology always and already understands in order for it to in

terpret, calculate, manipulate, and control the things it en

counters. The task at hand is to point to this understanding in 

its most radical form. How radically we understand will deter

mine how adequately we respond to our present human situation. 

Summary 

Possibility is the pervasive characteristic of the human 

that we encounter in Husserl's Phenomenology as infinite horizon 

of investigation and in Heidegger's hermeneutic phenomenology: 

"Higher than reality stands possibility. The understanding of 

Phenomenology rests solely in the apprehension of it as possi

bility."1 

Every destining of revealing comes to pass from out of 
a granting and as such a granting. For it is granting 
that first conveys to man that share in revealing which 
the coming-to-pass of revealing needs. As the one so 
needed and used, man is given to belong to the coming
to-pass of truth. The granting that sends in one way 
or another into revealing is as such the saving power. 
For the saving power lets man see and enter into the 
highest dignity of his essence. This dignity lies in 
keeping watch over the unconcealment--and with it, from 
the first, the2concealment--of all coming to presence 
on this earth. 

But what help is it to us to look into the constel
lation of truth? We look into the danger and see the 
growth of the saving power. 

Through this we are not yet saved. But we are 
thereupon summoned to hope in the growing light of the 
saving power. How can this happen? Here and now-in 
little things, that we may foster the saving power in 
its increase. This incl~des holding always before our 
eyes the extreme danger. 

1Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, p. 38. 

2Heidegger, "The Question Concerning Technology," p. 32. 

3Ibid ., p. 33. 
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The closer we come to the danger, the more brightly 
do the ways into the saving power begin to shine and the 
more questioning ye become. For questioning is the 
piety of thought. 

In addition, we have seen how possibility is foundation to 

the constituting of meaning in intentional consciousness in the 

Husseralian enterprise (i.e., the understanding of temporality 

as the succession of nows within the horizon of simultaneity that 

preserves the uniqueness of the "individuum" encountered and sug

gests the praxis character of intentional consciousness as a con

stant testing out of the adequacy of its, constituted meanings). 

This intuitive and reflective testing out of the adequacy of 

our constituted meanings by means of a constantly new "throwing 

before/projection" (Vorstellung/Darstellung) of our accumulated 

meanings in the midst of our encounter with "objects" (either 

"empirical" or "ideational") is in fact a characterization of 

intentional consciousness as possibility. When we press for

ward to examine this foundation, we find that its presupposition 

is itself "event," Le., the event of the Being-of beings in, 

through, and as making possible the encounters of intentional 

consciousness. The very transcending to world, which character

izes Dasein as intentional, is itself possible because of the 

event character of the Being-of beings. This Being-of beings, 

which is No-thing, is the "groundless ground" that enables our 

being in a world . 

. Dasein must traverse itself in the world pro
jecting traversing of being in order, out of this 
elevation, first and foremost to be able to understand 

1Ibid., p. 35. 
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an abyss. This abysness of Dasein again is nothing 
that a dialectic or psychological dissection can open 
up. The breaking open of the abyss in the grounding 
transcendence is much more a primordial movement, 
which freedom accomplishes with us and thereby gives 
us "to understanding." That means, as primordial 
world content is given, the more primordial this 
!world content7 is grounded, the more simple the core 
of Dasein encounters its selfness in engagement. The 
non-essence of the foundation consequently is subdued 
only in actually existing, but never can it be elim1inated. 

The non-essence (Nothing) of the foundation is the "ground" as 

condition of the possibility that Dasein be engaged in world. 

This we accomplish with freedom. Freedom is here suggestively 

related to the "groundless ground," Nothing, that is the condi

tion of the possibility of our being transcending Being-in-the

world. What is the meaning of freedom announced here? 

On Freedom 

Freedom as an Ontological Problem 

The issue before us is articulated perhaps most succinctly 

by Werner Marx in his work Heidegger and the Tradition: 

These deliberations are especially appropriate 
in bringing to light the extremely perilous character 
of Heidegger's concept of truth and at once to evoke 

1Heidegger, "Vom Wesen des Grundes," p. 172. This 1s my 
translation of: " ••• das Dasein muS 1m weltentwerfenden Uber
stieg des Seienden sich selbst Ubersteigen, urn sich aus dieser 
Erh5hung allererst als Abgrund verstehen zu k5nnen. Un4 diese 
AbgrUndigkeit des Daseins wiederum 1st nichts, was einer Dia
lektik oder psychologischen Zergl1ederung sich 5ffnete. Das 
Aufbrechen des Abgrundes in der grUndenden Transzendenz ist viel
mehr die Urbewegung, die die Freiheit mit uns selbst vollzieht 
und uns damit 'zu verstehen gibt', d.h. als ursprunglichen Welt
gehalt vorgibt, daB dieser, je ursprUnglicher er gegrundet w1rd, 
urn so einfacher das Herz des Daseins, seine Selbstheit im Handeln 
trifft. Das Unwesen des Grundes wird sonach nur im faktischen 
Existieren 'Uberwunden', aber nie beseitigt." 
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most forcefully the question of whether Heidegger has 
actually considered the matter correctly when he recog
nized not only "the mystery" but also error, sham, and 
evil as equal partners within the occurrence of truth. 
Do the fact of the sciences and their results not show 
that error-and sham can be overcome and are therefore 
of lesser rank than undisguised luminosity, and this 
without detriment to the true insight that these re
sults themselves continue to be pervaded by the mys
tery, which denies itself to these sciences? And for 
all our skepticism, do we not encounter a sufficient 
number of modes of behavior in extreme human situations 
which demonstrate that the good has priority over evil, 
just as in the bodily realm health unquestionably has 
priority over sickness? Perhaps a significant task 
for a thinking that carries on, that pursues Heidegger's 
insight into the mystery character of truth, lies in 
demonstrating, from the topic itself, that the undis
guised has an essential priority over t~e disguised in 
the relationship of light and darkness. 

At issue here is not a crituque or defense of Heidegger. It is 

to think the meaning of this relationship of good and evil to the 

Being-of beings/Nothing as the granting of (condition of the pos

sibility of}multiplicity, or the being that we ourselves are. 

Is it an adequate understanding of this Being-of beings as no

thing to claim that "error, sham, and evil ••. Lar~7 equal part

ners within the occurrence of truth?" What does "equal" mean 

here? Does it mean that good and evil are indifferently mani

fest through the event of truth? Does it mean that good and 

evil have cosmically the same weight or "quantity?" Does Marx's 

question not in fact betray a fundamental wish of the human that 

it could surrender its responsibility to a "foundation of exis

tence" that is the Good; therefore assuring the priority of good 

over evil? 

1werner Marx, Heidegger and the Tradition, trans. by Theodore 
Kisiel and Murray Greene (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 
1971), p. 171. 
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I wish to suggest here, on the contrary: the Being-of beings/ 

Nothing is the condition of the possibility for both good and 

evil. The Being-of beings, as condition of possibility, makes 

possible, in freedom, world. Nothing is here decided (quanti

ties are not determined)--only possibilities are made available. 

(This "only," however, contains everything.) Hence, the symbol 

of the Kingdom of God (thought as the always and already reigning/ 

presencing of the divine reality as the Being-of beings/Nothing) 

is not here thought in terms of an already victorious "ethical 

reality." That would be to understand the symbol as a steno 

symbol (or sign) refusing to let it work tensively as a call to 

the individual/community to re-examine its self-understanding of 

world and to respond. I return to this theme following a discus

sion of freedom. 

Access to the complexity of issues here addressed will be 

obtained by engaging F.W.J. Schelling's Uber das Wesen der 

menschlichen Freiheit and Heidegger's study of this text entitled 

Schelling's Abhandlung Uber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit: 

Where nature is so conceived as not only something to 
be overcome, but as having a voice /a mutual taking 
part?, there we find a moving along-to a higher unity 
witn freedom. From the other side, however, freedom 
invades, though as not unfolded, into nature. Schell
ing was the first, in his going beyond Fichte, to take 
the step t0 1this complete, general, essential essence 
of freedom. 

1Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, pp. 101-102. This is my 
translation of: "Wo die Natur aber so begriffen wird, nicht als 
das nur zu Uberwindende, sondern als das Mitbestimmende, da ruckt 
sie in eine hohere Einheit mit der Freiheit. Umgekehrt aber 
ruckt die Freiheit ihrerseits, wenngleich als unentfaltete, ein 
in die Natur. Den Schritt zu diesem vollstandigen allgemeinen 
Wesensbegriff der Freiheit hat erst Schelling in seinem Hinaus
gehen Uber Fichte getan." 
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The task at hand is to investigate the relationship between free

dom, good, and evil. The thematic outline for this analysis is 

as follows: 

1) Schelling's work is seen as a first attempt to address the 

question of freedom in a radically new form from a standpoint of 

"panentheism" (where the divine reality is understood as a unity 

in multiplicity); 2) it demonstrates, as well, that, radically 

understood, freedom is freedom to good and evil (rather than to 

good or evil); 3) it provides a foundation for turning to 

Heidegger's discussion of freedom in relationship to the "ground" 

of experience as Nothing; and finally, 4) the implications of the 

Heideggerian claim will be purseued that the Being-of beings 

(Nothing) as condition of the possibility, is freedom, i.e., is 

the enabling possibility to good and evil. It then becomes pos

sible to come to terms not only with our freedom as an enabling, 

courage to be, but in addition as establishing our "right"/duty 

to be the clearing for the announcing of good and evil, i.e., 

freedom. Here we will encounter the suggestion that were God 

absent from evil we would not be able to transcend it. The 

enabling of this courage to be, right/duty will be returned to 

in the last chapter, concerned with the ability of the symbol 

of the Kingdom of God to "work" as a soteriological symbol in 

our world today as an event of ontological soteriology placing 

our self-understanding of world into question and challenging us 

to corne fo~th into the fullness of the clearing that it can be 

announced in world. This fullness enables us in the struggle 

with evil. 
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Schelling on Freedom and 
the Divine Reality 

Schelling thinks his system through from the perspective 

of "absolute, general unity," i.e., from the "divine perspective." 

He presents three pivotal ideas shaping his description of the 

essence of freedom: 1) What is free "is that which is concerned 

only with the laws of its own essence and is determined by no

thing other either within or without;,,1 2) though God is abso

lute, general unity, he is completely removed from evil (and "to 

be taken to be accordingly good" 2 : "the fundamental essence of 

the beginning can never in itself be evil. ••• ft3); 3) the 

human alone has the capacity to choose good and evil (not good 

4 or evil). 

Our suspiscion is immediately aroused when we read "system." 

System building is an inheritance from Kant within German Ideal

ism. "Kant discovered--that means always in Philosophy: he 

formed--for the first time the inner system character of reason 

as laws of the spirit. nS It is not an accident that "law"/"rule" 

1F •W•J . Schelling, Uber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit 
(Stuttgart: Philipp Reclam, 1977), p. 384. Pagination following 
the 1860 edition of Schelling's Complete Works. This is my trans
lation of: ft ••• ist, was nur den Gesetzen seines eignen Wesens 
gem~B handelt und von nichts anderem weder in noch auBer ihm be
stimmt ist." 

2Ibid ., p. 354. This is my translation of: ftal s ~autere 
GUte betrachtet wird." 

3Ibid ., p. 375. This is my translation of: ItDas anf~ngliche 
Grundwe5en kann nie an sich B5se seine ••• " 

4see Ibid., p. 368: " ••• es der Mensch, die vollkommenste 
aller sichtbaren Kreaturen ist, der des BBsen allein f~hig ist •• " 

SHeidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 46. This is my trans
lation of the following sentence: "Kant entdeckte - d.h. in der 
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and reason are here combined. For Kant and the German Idealists 

of the 19th century, reason has as its model mathematics, and 

foremost the structure and rules of geometry. Reason is thought 

in terms of necessity, i.e., the necessary coherence of law and 

rule. It is contrasted with life which is anything but the 

necessity of thought. Thi~ is betrayed as a principle of 

Schelling's system when he says: 

All of nature says to us, that it is by no means there 
as a simple geometric necessity; there is no genuinely 
pure reason in it, but personality and spirit. /"There 
is a system of divine underst,nding, but God itself is 
no system, but a life •••• " 7; otherwise geometric 
understanding, which has ruled for so long, would have 
long since penetrated and would have proven more to be 
true according to its idol of general and eternal 
natural laws then it till now in fact has, while it 
must daily recognize all the more the irrational con
dition of nature. Creation is no happening, but an 
act. There is no effect from general laws, but God 
(the person God) is the general law, and everything 

that occurs, does so by means of the personality o~ 


God; not according to an abstract necessity •••• 


Philosophie irnrner auch: er gestaltete - als geistiges Gesetz 
erstmals den inneren Systemcharakter der Vernunft." 

1schelling, Uber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit, p. 399. 
This is my translation of: "In dem g~ttlichen Verstande ist ein 
System, aber Gott selbst ist kein System, sondern ein Leben .••• " 

2Ibj d., pp. 395-396. This is my translation of: "Die ganze 
Natur sagt uns, daB sie keineswegs vermoge einer bloB geometrischen 
Notwendigkeit da ist; es ist nicht lautre reine Vernunft in ihr, 
sondern Pers~nlichkeit und Geist (wie wir den vernlinftigen Autor 
vom geistreichen wohl unterscheiden); sonst hMtte der g~ometrische 
Verstand, der so lange geherrscht hat, sie langst durchdringen und 
sein Idol allgemeiner und ewiger Naturgesetze mehr bewahrheiten 
mtissen, als es bis jetzt geschehen ist, da er vielmehr das ir 
rationale Verhaltnis der Natur zu sich taglich mehr erkennen muB. 
Die Sch~pfung ist keine Begebenheit, sondern eine Tat. Es gibt 
keine Erfolge aus all~~ Gesetzen, sondern Gott, d.h. die 
Person Gottes, ist das allgemeine Gesetz, und alles, was geschieht, 
geschieht vermoge der Pers~nlichkeit Gottes; nicht nach einer 
abstrakten Notwendigkeit•••• " Personality here has the following 
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Kant had demonstrated the possibility of a system building of the 

reason, but in German Idealism the system was taken a step fur

ther: 

• • • the laying out and promoting of a system presses 
directly in the direction, that the system is concerned 
increasingly less as the milieu for the knowing of be
ing, and increasingly more as the fUiue of Being itself 
and with a presenting of this fugue. 

Being /Seyn7 "itself," as unity and becoming, was seen as an orderly 

unfolding, according to a systematic patterning of structure and 

levels (or stages), in and through multiplicity. German Idealism 

is the attempt to describe this fugue of Being. Both the charac

ter and possibility of this description is betrayed by the German 

word for "ground. 1t Grund means both "foundation" and "reason"/ 

cause. The task of the philosopher is to see the reason inform

ing the foundation of existence. 

It is precisely here that the Pantheism Controversy engaged 

the problem of freedom. Reason means necessity. It is then a 

logical progression to say that a foundation that is necessary 

cannot allow for freedom. Schelling attempts in his essay to en

gage this problem directly. His system rests on his statement 

meaning: "Nur in der Pers5nlichkeit ist Leben; und aIle Person
lichkeit ruht auf einem dunkeln Grunde, der also allerdings auch 
Grund der Erkenntnis sein muSe Aber nur der Verstand ist es, der 
das in diesem Grunde verborgene und bIoS potentialiter enthaltene 
herausbildet und zum Aktus erhebt. Dies kann nur durch Scheidung 
geschehen, also durch Wissenschaft und Dialektik" (pp. 413-414). 

" 

1Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 47. This is my trans
lation of: " ••• die Ausgestaltung der Systemforderung dr~ngt 
gerade dahin, das System immer weniger nur als Rahmen des Wissens 
vom Seienden, sondern immer mehr als Fuge des Seyns selbst zu 
begreifen und dementsprechend zu gestalten." 
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quoted above: "There is a system of divine understanding, but God 

,,1itself is no system, but a life••• How is freedom possible 

in a system? 

God, according to Schelling is thought as Creator, as self-

revelation. 2 Everything in this self-revelation is the conse

quence of two principles: "ground" (cause) and "existence." 3 

Ground is the dark principle,4 and turned into itself,5 from 

which the particular comes to its existence in its definiteness 

in the light (the idea principle).6 

The first period of creation is • • • the birth of light. 
Light, or the idea principle, is the created Word as an 
eternal opposition to the dark principle, which expires 
the, at the foundation concealed, life of non-being, by 
lifting it out of potentiality into act. Spirit goes 
beyond Word, and spirit is the first essence, uniting 
the dark and the light world and subordina,ing both 
principles to realization and personality. 

1schelling, Uber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit, p. 118. 

2See Ibid., pp. 347 and 394; Heidegger, Schellings Abhand
lung, p. 1SS:

3see Schellin~ Uber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit, 
p. 357. 

4see Ibid., p. 377. 

5See Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 165. 

6see Schelling, Uber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit, 
p. 404. 

7Ibid., p. 404. This is my translation of: "Die 'erste Pe
r-icx1e der Schopfung ist, • . • die Geburt des Lichts. Das Licht 
oder das ideale Prinzip ist als ein ewiger Gegensatz des finstern 
Prinzips das schaffende wort, welches das im Grunde verborgene 
Leben aus dem Nichtsein erlost, es aus der Potenz zum Aktus er
hebt. Uber dem wort geht der Geist auf, und der Geist ist das 
erste Wesen, welches die finstre und die Lichtwelt vereiniget und 
beide Prinzipien sich zur Verwirklichung und Personlichkeit unter
ordnet. " 
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God alone "lives in pure light, because it alone is from itself,'" 

but the ground of his existence is something in him that is "not 

himself.,,2 

This ground of its existence that God in itself has, is 
not God absolutely viewed, i.e., insofar as it exists: 
for it is only the ground of its existence, it is nature 
--in God: that which is insepara~le from jt LGo~7 but 
still a distinguishable essence. 

Were we to make this essence more human for us, we could 
say: it is desire/yearning, which the eternal One ex
periences in giving itself birth. It is not the One it
self, but still eternal with it. Yearning wants God, 
i.e., to give birth to the in fathomable unity. There
fore, insofar, is it itself not yet the unity •••• 
After the act of self-revelation, everything in the 
world is, as we now see, rule, order, and form, but al
ways laying at the foundation is chaos, as if it once 
again could break through. Now here it does appear as 
if order and form were the primordial, but that is a 
bringing forth of order out of chaos. This is in fact 
the unconceivable basis of reality, the never consumed 
extra, which even with the most strenuous effort never 
comes into understanding, but eternally stays in the 
foundation. Out of this non-understanding is born under
standing in its real sense. Without this presupposed 
darkness, there is no realitY40f the creative; obscurity 
is its necessary inheritance. 

'Ibid., p. 360. This is my translation of: "wohnt im reinen 
Lichte, denn er allein ist von sich selbst." 

2See Ibid., p. 359: " • was in Gott selbst nicht Er selbst-,,-ist. . . . 
3Ibid ., p. 358. This is my translation of: "Dieser Grund 

seiner Existenz, den Gott in sich hat, ist nicht Gott absolut 
betrachtet, d.h. sofern er existiert; denn er ist ja nur der Grund 
seiner Existenz, Er ist die Natur--in Gott: ein von ihm zwar un
abtrennliches, aber doch unterschiednes Wesen." . 

4Ibid ., pp. 359-360. This is my translation of: tlWollen wir 
uns dieses Wesen menschlich ngherbringen, so k5nnen wir ~agen: es 
sei die Sehnsucht, die das ewige Eine empfindet, sich selbst zu ge
baren. Sie ist nicht das Eine selbst, aber doch mit ihm gleich 
ewig. Sie will Gott, d.h. die unergrtindliche Einheit gebgren, aber 
insofern ist in ihr selbst noch nicht die Einheit •••• Nach der 
ewigen Tat der Selbstoffenbarung ist ngmlich in der Welt, wie wir 
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In an attempt to describe the divine ground (distinct from the 

divine existence) Schelling speaks of a yearning/striving. Yearn

ing and striving are not "the thing itself;" they are the driving 

to become something out of chaos. Heidegger speaks of this yearn

ing in this way: 

The eternal yearning is a striving that never allows 
itself to come to an established picture, because it 
wants to always remain yearning: as un-understandable 
striving it is nothing understandable and nothing that 
is brought to a standing or stationary. There is no
thing about it that could be called definite or of its 
own. It is nameless, it knows no name, if fails the 
possibility of words. 

. . • Yearning is the stirring that is the stretch
ing away and apart from itself; and even in this stir
ring resides and occurs1the arousal of (itself) the 
being active to itself. 

This yearning to become is the yearning to give birth to the divine 

unity which can only be announced through the becoming of multipli

city, i.e., duality. Every essence can be revealed/announced 

sie jetzt erblicken, alles Ret]el, Ordnung und Form; aber immer 
liegt noch im Grunde das Regellose, als kOnnte es einmal wieder 
durchbrechen, und nirgends scheint es, als w~ren Ordnung und Form 
das UrsprUngliche, sondern als ware ein anfanglich Regelloses zur 
Ordnung gebracht worden. Dieses ist an den Dingen die unergreif
liche Basis der Realitat, der nie aufgehende Rest, das, was sich 
mit der grOSten Anstrengung nicht in Verstand auflOsen laSt, 
sondern ewig im Grunde bleibt. Auf diesem Verstandlosen ist im 
eigentlichen Sinne der Verstand geboren. Ohne dies vorausgehende 
Dunkel gibt es keine Realitat der Kreatur: Finsternis ist ihr not
wendiges Erbteil." 

1Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 151. This is my trans
lation of "Die ewige Sehnsucht ist ein Streben, das aber selbst 
es nie zu einem festen Gebilde kommen laSt, weil sie immer Sehn
sucht bleiben will; als verstandloses Streben hat es nichts Ver
standenes und zum Stehen und Stand zu Bringendes, nichts, was es 
als ein Bestimmtes, Einiges, nennen k5nnte: 'namenlos' ist sie, 
sie weiS keine Namen, sie vermag nicht zu nennen, was sie erstrebt: 
ihr fehlt die MBglichkeit des Wortes. 

• • • Die Sehnsucht ist die Regung, das sich von sich weg 
und eben in dieser Regung liegt und geschieht die Erregung des 
(sich) Regenden zu sich selbst. 1I 
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only in its opposite. This is a central pillar of Schelling's 

system: 

. each essence can only be revealed through its op
posite, love only in hate, unity in str~ggle. Were 
there no separation of the principles /ground and exis
tence/darkness and light7, there could-be no recognition 
of the unity of their omnipotence; were there n9 discord, 
then love could not really be (emphasis added). 

Schelling adds, that in order to exist, Gad must reveal itself,2 

and in order to reveal itself it must do so through the becoming 

in the separation of the two principles of ground and existence. 

This becoming, however, is not simply an irregular, constant 

change, Heidegger wishes to point out: 

What is meant is not this platitude, that all things 
pursue change: also not meant is the external statement, 
that there is overall in the world no standing still and 
i£ fact beings have no Being (Seyn). But the statement 
/The fact of the case consists in the fact that Gad's 
essence is revelation/revealing.7 wishes to express: 
Things are indeed, but the essence of their Being (seY9) 
consists of always a level being presented /darstellen 
and a manner in which the absolute establishes and pre
sents itself. Being is not unravelled or become named 
in an external flowing, but becoming is the way Being 
(Seyn) is to be understood. But Being (Seyn) is now 
primordially to be understood as will. Being (das 
Seiende) is being (seiend) always according to the fug
ing of the fugue of Being (Seyn) belonging to the moments 
of "ground and existence" as a willing. That Being of 
a thing is becoming says: The being (seienden) thing 
strives for a definite level of the will; there is never 

lschelling, Uber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit, pp. 373
374. This is my translation of: It ••• jedes Wesen kann nur in 
seinem Gegenteil offenbar werden, Liebe nur in HaS, Einheit in 
Streit~ Ware keine Zertrennung der Prinzipien, so k~nnte die 
Einheit ihre Allmacht nicht erweisen: ware nicht Zwietracht, so 
konnte die Liebe nicht wirklich werden." 

2 See Ibid., p. 374: " ••• weil Gatt notwendig sich offen
baren muS .-.-•• " 
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in its domain an indifferent uniformity to a merely 
present multiplicity. Becoming is one of Being's most 
serviceable ways of being preserved, and is n9t simply 
the opposite of Being (emphasis added). • . • 

There is order and rule to the self-revelation of God according 

to Schelling. Each level in the development of things out of the 

separation of the two principles of ground and existence announces 

the deeper unity that is the binding of the two principles, i.e., 

the divine. This deeper unity binding the two principles is love 

(according to Schelling), and it is more "original" than Geist 

(Spirit/Reason). "Spirit is the self-knowing unity of ground and 

existence Ldarkness and ligh17 (emphasis added).n 2 Geist, on the 

other hand, stands on the "other side" of the self-revelation (on 

the other side of the separation of the two principles) from love: 

1Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 148. This is my trans
lation of: "Gemeint ist nicht jener Gemeinplatz, daB eben alle 
Dinge sich fortgesetzt verandern: gemeint ist auch nicht jene auBer
liche Feststellung, daB Uberall in der Welt Uberhaupt kein Still
stand !ei und eigentlich die Dinge kein Seyn haben, sondern der 
Satz /Die Dingheit der Dinge besteht darin, das Wesen Gottes zu 
offenEaren.7 will sagen: Die Dinge sind freilich, aber das Wesen 
ihres Seyns besteht darin, je eine Stufe darzustellen und eine 
Weise, in der das Absolute sich fest- und darstellt. Das Seyn 
wird nicht in ein auBerliches ZerflieBen, genannt Werden, aufgelBst, 
sondern das Werden wird als eine Weise des Seyns begriffen. Seyn 
wird aber jetzt ursprUnglich begriffen als Wollen. Das Seiende 
ist seiend je nach der FUgung der zur Seynsfuge gehBrigen Momente 
'Grund und Existenz ' in einem Wollenden. Das Seyn der Dinge ist 
ein Werden, besagt: Die seienden Dinge erstreben je bestirnrnte 
Stufen des Wollens; es gibt in ihrem Bereich niemals die gleich
gtiltige GleichmaBigkeit eines nur vorhandenen Vielerlei. Das 
Werden ist eine dem Seyn dienstbare Weise der Seinsbewahrung, und 
nicht das einfache Gegenteil zum Seyn ..•• It 

2Ibid., p. 178. This is my translation of: "Geist. . • ist 
die sich selbst wissende Einheit von Grund und Existenz." 

http:added).n2
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• • • spirit is not yet the highest: it is only spirit, 
or the breath of love. Love is the highest. It is that, 
which was there, even before the gro¥nd and before the 
existing (as separation) were •.•• 

At the most complex and sophisticated level of becoming stands 

the human. Here we find the greatest separation of the principles 

and, therefore, the richest announcement of the unity (God). 

When ••. finally, through developing transformation and 
separation of all the powers of the most inner and deepest 
point of the original darkness is transfigured completely 
in light in an essence, so is, of course, the will of this 
essence, insofar as it is separate, likewise in itself a 
particular will, or as the center of all other particular 
wills, but one with the primordial will or understanding, 
so that out of both now becomes a single whole. This rais
ing of the deepest center into the light occurs in no other 
evident creature outside of humanity. In humanity is the 
complete power (Macht) of the dark Drinciple and equally so 
the complete power/energy (Kraft) of light. • • • The eter
nal spirit speaks unity or the Word in nature. The spoken 
(real) Word is onl in the unit of Ii ht and darkness (the 
'said an the "said with". Of course, the two principles 
are in all things, but without full consonance because of 
the imperfection in the rising out of the ground. First 
with humanity is that still held back and incomplete word 
completely said. But spirit is in the spoken word revealed, 
i.e., God as existing act. Now, in that the soul is the 
living identity of both principles, it is spirit; and spirit 
is in God. Were, though, the identity of both principles in 
the spirit of humanity just as insoluable as they are in God, 
there would be no distinction, i.e., God as spirit would not 
be revealed. The unity, which is inseparable in God, must 
therefore be se arable in humanit ,--and his is the ossi
bility to goo and evil (emphasis added • 

1schelling, tiber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit, pp. 405
406. This is my translation of: " •.. der Geist ist noch nicht 
das Hochste; er ist nur der Geist, oder der Hauch der Liebe. Die 
Liebe aber ist das Hochste. Sie ist das, was da war, ehe denn der 
Grund und ehe das Existierende (a Is getrennte) waren. " 

2Ibid ., pp. 363-364. This is my translation of: "Wenn 
endlich durch fortschreitende Umwandlung und Scheidung aller Krafte 
der innerste und tiefste Punkt der anfanglichen Dunkelheit in einem 
Wesen ganz in Licht verklart ist, so ist der Wille desselben Wesens 
zwar, inwiefern es ein Einzelnes ist, ebenfalls ein Partikularwille, 
an sich aber, oder als das Zentrum aller andern Partikularwillen, 
mit dem Urwillen oder dem Verstande eins, so daB aus beiden jetzt 
ein einiges Ganzes wird. Diese Erhebung des allertiefsten Centri 
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evi 

Why does Schelling speak of the greatest separation as the possi

bility to good and evil? We are told: 

• • • evil is actually the external antithesis and re
bellion of the spirit against the absolute in the es
sence of humanity (the tearing away from universal will, 
the opposed-to, in the "opposed," displacing will). 
Evil 'is' as freedom, the external freedom against the 
absolute within the whole of being; because freedom 
'is' the abilit to ood and evi. Good 'is· evil and 

Here we learn why Schelling says that humanity " ••• alone is 

capable of evil •••• ,,2 The most complex separation of the 

in Licht geschieht in keiner der uns sichtbaren Kreaturen auBer im 
Menschen. 1m Menschen ist die ganze Macht des finstern Prinzips 
und in ebendemselben zugleich die ganze Kraft des Lichts •••• der 
ewige Geist spricht die Einheit oder das Wort aus in die Natur. Das 
ausgesprochene (reale) Wort aber ist nur in der Einheit von Licht 
und Dunkel (Selbstlauter und Mitlauter). Nun sind zwar in allen 
D~ die beiden Prinzipien, aber ohne v81lige Konsonanz wegen der 
Mangelhaftigkeit des aus dem Grunde Erhobenen. Erst im Menschen 
also wird das in allen andern Dingen noch zurUckgehaltne und voll
st!ndige Wort v81lig ausgesprochen. Aber in dem ausgesprochnen Wort 
offenbart sich der Geist, d.h. Gottals actu existierend. Indem nun 
die Seele lebendige Identit!t beider Prinzipien ist, ist sie Geist; 
und Geist ist in Gott. W!ren nun im Geist des Menschen die Identi
t!t beider Prinzipien ebenso unaufl8slich als in Gott, so w!re kein 
unterschied, d.h. Gott als Geist wilrde nicht offenbar. Diejenige 
Einheit, die in Gott unzertrennlich ist, muB also im Menschen zer
trennlich sein, und dieses ist die M8glichkeit des Guten und des 
B8sen." 

1Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 216. This is my trans
lation of: " ••• das B8se ist eigentlich im Wesen des Menschen 
als der !uBerste Gegensatz una-Aufstand des Geistes gegen das Ab
solute (das Sich-IosreiBen vom Universalwillen, das Gegen-ihn, im 
'Gegen' ihn ersetzender Wille). Das B8se list' als die Freiheit, 
die !uBerste Freiheit ge1jn das Absolute innerhalb des Ganzen des 
Seienden; denn Freiheit st' das Verm8gen zum Guten una zum B8sen. 
Das Gute list' das B8se und das B8se list' das Gute." See in addi
tion, Schelling, Uber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit, p. 352: 
"Der Idealismus gibt nHmlich einerseits nur den allgemeinsten, an
drerseits den bloB formellen Begriff der Freiheit. Der reale und 
lebendige Begriff aber ist, daB sie ein Verm8gen des Guten und des 
B8sen sei." 

2Ibid., p. 368. This is my translation of: " • • der des 
B8sen allein f!hig ist•••• " 
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principles occurs in humanity when the human, as Geist, seeks its 

own self rather than its unity in God. 

The elevated principle out of the ground of nature, 
whereby man is separated from God, is his self: This 
is spirit, however, through its unity with the ideal 
principle. The self as such is spirit, or man is spirit 
as a selfish, special (separated from God) essence, 
whose connection is made by the personality. Because 
the self is spirit, however, it is at the same time 
lifted out of creatureliness into the over-creature
liness. It is will, which catches sight in itself of 
complete freedom that is no longer a tool of the creat
ing universal will in nautre, but is above, and outside 
of all nature. Spirit is above light, while it in 
nature is elevated above the unity of the light and 
dark principles•••• /S7ecause /the self7 has spirit 
(because this rules over-light ana darkness)--when it, 
of course, is not the spirit of eternal love--the self 
can separate itself from the liqht, or the wilfulness 
can strive to be a particular will (this striving being 
what identity it has with the universal will). It can 
be a particular will only insofar as it remains in the 
center•••• Thereby, a separation of the spirit in 
the self from the light also arises in the human will 
(because spirit stands above light), i.e., an unravel
ling of the always intertwined principles in God. When 
the opposition of the wilfullness of h\unanity as the 
central will remains in its foundation, so that the 
divine relationship of the principles is maintained 
••• , and when in place of the spirit of discord (in 
which the one principle wants to separate itself from 
the general), the spirit of love holds sway, then the 
will is of a divine type and order.--But that each ele
vating of wilfulness is evil, is clear from the follow
ing. The will which comes forth in its above natureness 
/Iiterally super-naturalness7 in order to make itself as 
general will at the same time particular and creaturely, 
the relationship of the principles strives in reverse. 
Then the ground /foundation/dark principle7 is elevated 
above the cause,-the spirit, and is now taken to be the 
center. Out of the ground it is used against the crea
ture whereby disorder follows both in and outside of the 
self. The will of man can be seen as a bond of living 
powers. As long as man remains in unity with the uni
versal will, so remain each of the powers in their divine 
proportion and equality. Hardly is there a giving in of 
the wilfullness itself out of the center of its position, 
so is there a giving in of the bond of the powers: In 
its place the particular will controls, which can no 
longer unite the powers as they originally were, and 
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therefore must strive, out of the disaray of the powers 
as a rebellious army of desire and lust, • • • to form 
or brinq toqether its own peculiar life (which in itself 
is possible while evil persists as the first bond of the 
powers, the qround of nature). But that it is in no way 
a true life (which can only occur in the oriqinal rela
tionship), so arises one's own (but a false) life, a 
life of lies, a tumor of unrest and destruction. The 
best imaqe here is that of sickness, which is the true 
counterpart to evil or sin throu~h the misuse of freedom 
in nature resultinq in disarray. 

'Ibid., pp. 364-366. This is my translation of: "Das aus dem 
Grunde-air Natur emporqehobne Prinzip, wodurch der Mensch von Gatt 
qeschieden ist, ist die Selbstheit in ihm die aber durch ihre Ein
heit mit dem idealen Prinzip Geist wird. Die Selbstheit als solche 
ist Geist, oder der Mensch ist Geist als ein selbstisches, besondres 
(von Gatt qeschiedenes) Wesen, welche Verbindunq eben die PersBn
lichkeit ausmacht. Dadurch aber, da8 die Selbstheit Geist ist, ist 
sie zuqleich aus dem KreatUrlichen ins tlberkreatUrliche qehoben, 
sie ist Wille, der sich selbst in der vBlliqen Freiheit erblickt, 
nicht mehr Werkzeuq des in der Natur schaffenden Universalwillens, 
sondern Uber und au8er aller Natur ist. Der Geist ist Uber dem 
Licht, wie er sich in der Natur Uber der Einheit des Lichte und des 
dunkeln Prinzips erhebt. Dadurch, da8 sie Geist ist, ist also die 
Selbstheit frei von beiden Prinzipien. • • • da8 sie den Geist hat 
(weil dieser Uber Licht und Finsternis herrscht)--wenn er nlmlich 
nicht der Geist der ewiqen Liebe ist--kann die Selbstheit sich tren
nen von dem Licht, oder der Eiqenwille kann streben, das, was er 
nur in der Identitlt mit dem Universalwillen ist, als Partikular
wille zu sein, das, was er nur ist, inwiefern er im Centro bleibt. 
• • • Dadurch also entsteht im Willen des Menschen eine Trennunq 
der qeistiq qewordnen Selbstheit (da der Geist Uber dem Lichte 
steht) von dem Licht, d.h. eine Auf16sunq der in Gatt unauf16slichen 
prinzipien. Wenn im Geqenteil der Eiqenwille des Menschen als 
Zentralwille im Grunde bleibt, so da8 das q6ttliche Verhlltnis der 
Prinzipien besteht ••• , und wenn statt des Geistes der Zwietracht, 
der das eiqne Prinzip vom allqemeinen scheiden will, der Geist der 
Liebe in ihm waltet, so ist der Wille in qOttlicher Art und Ordnunq. 
--Da8 aber eben jene Erhebunq des Eiqenwillens das BBse ist, er
hellet aus folqendem. Der Wille, der aus seiner tlbernatUrlichkeit 
heraustritt, um sich als allqemeinen Willen zuqleich partikular und 
kreatUrlich zu machen, strebt das Verhlltnis der Prinzipien umzu
kehren, den Grund Uber die Ursache zu erheben, den Geist, den er 
nur fUr das Zentrum erhalten, au8er demselben und qeqen die Kreatur 
zu qebrauchen, woraus ZerrUttunq in ihm selbst und au8er ihm er
folqt. Der Wille des Menschen ist anzusehen als ein Band von 
lebendiqen Krlften; solanqe nun er selbst in seiner Einheit mit 
dem Universalwillen bleibt, so bestehen auch jene Krlfte in q6tt
lichem Mass und Gleichqewicht. Kaum aber ist der Eiqenwille selbst 
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Schelling's system is a system of the "fugue" of Being as the 

absolute unity that in its eternal first moment of creation is a 

separation of ground (striving/yearning) and existence. 1 By means 

of, and through, this becoming through separation,2 the reason ob

serves the necessary stages/levels that lead to the highest and 

most complex independent dependence of the individual, humanity. 

God as love (the living unity/personality) may be perceived by the 

reason as the principle of unity binding the two principles (ground 

and existence) together. 3 In nature we have a separation of the 

two principles, but the separation never comes to "the light," Le., 

it remains a blind striving and desire without reason and spirit. 4 

"Nature comes to a boundary which consists in its never coming to 

itself."5 In humanity, however, spirit becomes perceived in reason. 

aus dem Centro als seiner Stelle gewichen, so ist auch das Band der 
Krafte gewichen: statt desselben herrscht ein bl08er Partikularwille, 
der die Krafte nicht mehr unter sich, wie der ursprUngliche, vereini
gen kann, und der daher streben mu8, aus den vonejnandergewichenen 
Kraften, dem emporten Heer der Begierden und LUste ••• ein eignes 
und absonderliches Leben zu formieren oder zusammenzusetzen, welches 
insofern moglich ist, als selbst im Bosen das erste Band der Krafte, 
der Grund der Natur, immer noch fortbesteht. Oa es aber doch kein 
wahres Leben sein kann, als welches es nur in dem ursprUnlichen Ver
haltnis bestehen konnte, so entsteht zwar ein eignes, aber ein fal
sches Leben, ein Leben der LUge, ein Gewachs der Unruhe und der Ver
derbnis. Oas treffendste Gleichnis bietet hier die Krankheit dar, 
welche als die durch den MiBbrauch der Freiheit in die Natur gekommne 
Unordnung das wahre Gegenbild des Bosen oder der SUnde ist." 

1see Ibid., pp. 359-360 and p. 404. See in addition, Heidegger, 
Schellings-xbhandlung, pp. 147 and 155. 

2See Schelling, Uber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit, p. 404. 

3see Ibid. , pp. 373-376. 

4See Ibid. , p. 372. 

5Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 172. This is my trans
lation of: "Die Natur kommt an eine Grenze, die darin besteht, da8 
sie nie zu sich selbst kommt." 
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Humanity is free,1 i.e., it is free to decide what it is/will be 

without being determined either from within (i.e., the divine prin

ciple of unity binding the separation of ground and existence in 

the human does not determine the particularity of the individual) 

or from without (the human can strive/yearn for its own self-iden

tity). In its freedom, then, the human as spirit, i.e., knowing 

unity,2 can in its freedom turn everything upside down. It is 

3not individuality alone that leads to evil, but individuality 

that becomes mere personal striving and yearning (ground) tearing 

itself away from light. Evil in humanity, according to Schelling, 

is a striving for individuality that employs spirit to "go beyond" 

nature not to a seeking of original unity, but to control and 

dominate for personal end. It is an effecting of the separation 

from the divine in the most radical way, because it is a radical 

maintenance of the separation between the two first principles 

(ground and existence). It is possible only for the human to be 

evil as the lIoppositell/"opposed toll from the divine unity/love. 4 

The paradox of the human is that as spirit humanity is divine,S 

but, as freedom to good and evil, humanity is opposite/opposed to 

1See Schelling, Uber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit, 
p. 	373. 

2See Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 178. 

3see Schelling, Uber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit, 
pp. 399-340: "Denn nicht die erregte Selbstheit an sich ist das 
Bose, sondern nur sofern sie sich ganzlich von ihrem Gegensatz, 
dem Licht oder dem Universalwillen, losgerissen hat.1I 

4see Ibid., pp. 410-411. 


Ssee Ibid., p. 373. 
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the divine. God, as love, is necessarily love. 1 It is this abso

lute that is the inner core of freedom allowing for the possibi

lity that the separation of the divine becoming can in and through 

freedom (as the opposite of the inner necessity) conquer evil in 

the encountering of the unity as the core of multiplicity. In 

order for humanity to be free, God is necessarily love and becom
2ing, and evil is itself a metaphysical necessity. The divine 

love/unity is announced only in the human (tiMan must be, that God 

3will be revealed." ). God as ground (not as existence) is the 

enabler of evil and good, though not itself evil. Precisely because 

humanity is free, God is not evil for Schelling. 

The freedom to good and evil in Schelling's system is a "neces-

I sary" freedom. The necessity to be free, to choose to employ Geist 

I 
 as a "rising above" nature to serve the purpose of the particular 


will, this necessity is announced in the teleological goal of the 
g 

self-revelation: 

The end of the revelation is therefore the expulsion of 
evil from the good, the declaration of evil as total un
reality. Opposed to this, the good (elevated to eternal 

1see Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 192. 

2see Schelling, tiber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit, 
p. 373 and Heidegger, Schelilngs Abhandlung, p. 193. 

3Ibid ., p. 143. "Der Mensch muS sein, damit Gott offenbar 
werde.~ee in addition, Schelling, tiber das Wesen der menschlichen 
Freiheit, pp. 374-374: "Ware keine Zertrennung der Prinzipien, so 
k8nnte die Einheit ihre Allmacht nicht erweiseni ware nicht Zwie
tracht, so konnte die Liebe nicht wirklich werden. Der Mensch ist 
auf jenen Gipfel gestellt, wo er die Selbstbewegungsquelle zum 
Guten und Bosen gleicherweise in sich hat: das Band der Prinzipien 
in ihm ist kein notwendiges, sondern ein freies. Er steht am Scheid
punkt; was er auch wahle, es wird seine Tat sein, aber er kann nicht 
in der Unentschiedenheit bleiben, weil Gott notwendig sich offenbaren 
muS, und weil in der Schopfung Uberhaupt nichts Zweideutiges bleiben 
kann." 



- 280 

unity out of the ground) will be combined with the pri
mordial good. That which was born out of the darkness 
into the light attaches itself to the ideal principle as 
a limb on its body in which this is realized perfectly 
and only as completely personal essence. As long as the 
original duality lasts, the creating Word rules in the 
ground, and this period of creation goes through to its 
end. But when the duality is destroyed through the sepa
ration, the Word (or the ideal principle itself and what 
has become a real solidarity with him) is subordinated 
to the Spirit, and this /Spirit7, as the divine conscious
ness, lives in the same way in-both principles: as the 
writing from Christ says: he must rule until all his 
enemies are under his feet. The last enemy, which is to 
be neutralized /aufgehoben7, is death (for death was the 
necessary separation, the good must die, inorder to sep
arate itself from evil, and for evil to separate itself 
from good). But when everything is subject to him /Geist/ 
Spirit7, then will the Son himself be also subject to 
that,-which subjected him to eyerything, in order that 
God be in all and through all. 

Further: 

• the good should be elevated out of the darkness 
to actuality in order to live everlasting with God~ but 
the evil should be separated from good in order to be 
eternally expelled into non-being. For this is the final 
intention of creation, that what cannot be for itself, 
be for itself, in that it is elevated out of the darkness 
(as an independent ground from God) into existence. 
Therefore the necessit1of birth and death. God grants 
the ideas, which were n him without independent life, 
that state of self and non-being, that (in that they 

'Ibid., p. 405. This is my translation of: "Das Ende der 
Offenbarung ist daher die AusstoBung des Bosen vom Guten, die Er
klarung desselben als ganzlicher Unrealitat. Dagegen wird das aus 
dem Grunde erhobene Gute zur ewigen Einheit mit dem ursprUnglichen 
Guten verbunden: die aus der Finsternis ans Licht Gebornen schlieBen 
sich dem idealen Prinzip als Glieder seines Leibes an, in welchem 
jenes vollkornmen verwirklicht und nun ganz personliches Wesen ist. 
Solange die anfangliche Dualitat dauerte, herrschte das'schaffende 
Wort in dem Grunde, und diese Periode der Schopfung geht durch aIle 
hindurch bis zum Ende. Wenn aber die Dualitat durch die Scheidung 
vernichtet ist, ordnet das Wort oder das ideale Prinzip sich und das 
mit ihm eins gewordene reale gemeinschaftlich dem Geist unter, und 
dieser, als das gottliche BewuBtsein, lebt auf gleiche Weise in 
beiden Prinzipieni wie die Schrift von Christus sagt: Er muB herr
schen, bis daB er aIle seine Feinde unter seine FuBe lege. Der 
letzte Feind, der aufgehoben wird, ist der Tod (denn der Tod war nur 
notwendig zur Scheidung, das Gute muB sterben, urn sich vom Bosen, 
und das Bose, urn sich vom Guten zu scheiden). Wenn aber alles ihm 
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/the ideas7 will be called out into life) they as inde
pendent can again be in him. The ground in its freedom 
brings about separation and judgment .•. , and thTreby 
the perfect actualization of God (emphasis added). 

It is this character of "necessity" (not the necessity of a blind 

fatalism coming from pantheism, but the necessity of freedom as 

the condition of the possibility for the announcing of the divine 

unity) that led Hegel to criticize Schelling's system. 

The life of God and divine perception may well be ex
pressed as a game of love with itself. But this idea 
is degraded to devotionalism and to triteness when 
thereby fails ea2nestness, pain, patience and the work 
of the negative. 

Hegel adds: 

The true is the whole. But the whole is only through 
its development a perfecting essence. What may be said 
of the absolute is that it is essentially result, that 
it is first at the end what it is in truth. • . . The 
beginning (the principle or the absolute) as it is ex
pressed first and unmediated, is only the general. So 
little does it count for a zoology when I say all ani
mals, so is it striking, that the words God, absolute, 

untertan sein wird, alsdann wird auch der Sohn selbst untertan sein 
dem, der ihm alles untergetan hat, auf daB Gott sei Alles in Allem." 

1Ibid ., p. 404. This is my translation of: It ••• das Gute 
soll aus der Finsternis zur Aktualit~t erhoben werden, urn mit Gott 
unverganglich zu leben; das BBse aber von dem Guten geschieden, urn 
auf ewig in das Nichtsein verst08en zu werden. Denn dies ist die 
Endabsicht der Schopfung, da8, was nicht fUr sich sein kBnnte, fUr 
sich sei, indem es aus der Finsternis, als einem von Gott unabhangi
gen Grunde, ins Dasein erhoben wird. Daher die Notwendigkeit der 
Geburt und des Todes. Gott gibt die Ideen, die in ihm ohne selb
standiges Leben waren, dahin in die Selbstheit und das Nichtseiende, 
damit, indem sie aus diesem ins Leben gerufen werden, sie als un
abhangig existierende wieder in ihm seien. Der Grund wirkt also 
in seiner Freiheit die Scheidung und das Gericht ... , und eben 
damit die vollkommne Aktualisierung Gottes." 

2Hegel, Phanomenologie des Geistes, p. 22. This is my trans
lation of: "Das Leben Gottes und das gBttll.che Erkennen mag also 
wohl als ein Spielen der Liebe mit sich selbst ausgesprochen werden; 
diese Idee sinkt zur Erbaulichkeit und selbst zur Fadheit herab, 
wenn der Ernst, der Schmerz, die Geduld und Arbeit des Negativen 
darin fehlt." 
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eternal, etc., cannot express what is contained within 
them. And only such words express in fact perception 
as unmediated. What more such a word is, is a mediation 
only in the transition to the sentence involving a 
change that must be canceled. But this is that which 
is repulsively disgusting, as if thereby absolute know
ledge would be surrendered that more is to be made out 
of the mediation than only this: 1it is nothing abso
lute and can not be the absolute. 

It is in this sense that Hegel criticizes Schelling's system as an 

"empty" epistemological system in which we experience na night in 

which all the cows are black." 

To consider any life as it is in the absolute consists 
of nothing else than to say about it, of course, it is 
a speaking about something in the absolute (in the A=A) , 
yet that doesn't exist, because in the absolute every
thing is one. This one knowledge is the naivete of 
empty knowledge, that everything in the absolute is the 
same (whether seen as a distinguishing and coming to 
fulfilment or as a setting in opposition seeking ful
filment and claimed knowledge)--or to propagate one's 
absolute as the nig2t in which, as one carefully says, 
all cows are black. 

1Ibid ., pp. 23-24. This is my translation of: "Das Wahre ist 
das Ganze. Das Ganze aber ist nur das durch seine Entwicklung sich 
vollendende Wesen. Es ist von dem Absoluten zu sagen, daB es wesent
lich Resultat, daB es erst am Ende das ist, was es in Wahrheit ist . 
• • • Der Anfang, das Prinzip oder das Absolute, wie es zuerst und 
unmittelbar ausgesprochen wird, ist nur das Allgemeine. So wenig, 
wenn ich sage: alle Tiere., dies Wort fUr eine Zoologie gelten 
kann, ebenso fallt es auf, daB die Worte des G6ttlichen, Absoluten, 
Ewigen usw. das nicht aussprechen, was darin enthalten ist;--und 
nur solche Worte drUcken in der Tat die Anschauung als das Un
mittelbare aus. Was mehr ist als ein solches Wort, der Ubergang 
auch nur zu einem Satze, enthalt ein Anderswerden, das zurUckgenom
men werden muB, ist eine Vermittlung. Diese aber ist das, was 
prehorresziert wird, als ob dadurch, daB mehr aus ihr gemacht wird 
denn nur dies, daB sie nichts Absolutes und im Absoluten gar nichts 
sei, die absolute Erkenntnis aufgegeben ware. n 

2Ibid ., p. 19. This is my translation of: "Irgendein Dasein, 
wie es-rrn-Absoluten ist, betrachten, besteht hier in nichts anderem, 
als daB davon gesagt wird, es sei zwar jetzt von ihm gesprochen 
worden als von einem Etwas, im Absoluten, dem A=A, jedoch gebe es 
dergleichen gar nicht, sondern darin sei alles eins. Dies Eine 
Wissen, daB im Absoluten Alles gleich ist, der unterscheidenden 
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This becomes a key to Hegel's assertion: "According to my under

standing ••. everything depends upon truth not as substance, but 

to perceive and express truth so much more as subject."1 The 

"result" or "end" for Hegel, which includes all of the negativity, 

pain, and suffering, is not a simple return to the beginning (i.e., 

to a pure Absolute); it is the movement to subjectivity (a form 

of holding all of the complexity in the simple unity of the con

cept) • 

Heidegger, on the other hand, is as critical of Hegel as he 

is of Schelling, though he defends Schelling from Hegel's criticism 

to the extent that it is unfair to Schelling to reduce his system 

to one element. 2 Heidegger suggests, however, that the system 

building of philosophy "fails," because it begins with an answer 

rather than a question: 

It will now be prudent to determine in what respect 
Hegel's recognizable judgment about this essay /Schell
ing'!7 is false: In that it {the essa17 only concerned 
itself with a special question /"The special question 
of freedom as the ruling middlepoint of the system."7: 
Were we to understand the essay from the very beginning 
and constnatly in the light and intention of the funda
mental question of philosophy, the question of Being 
/Seyn7, then we grasp straight from it, why Schelling's 
philosophy despite all must founder, i.e., in the way 
it must founder, as it founders. Every philosophy 

und erfUllten oder ErfUllung suchenden und fordernden Erkenntnis 
entgegenzusetzen,--oder sein Absolutes fUr die Nacht auszugeben, 
worin, wie man zu sagen pflegt, aIle KUhe schwarz sind, "ist die 
Naivit~t der Leere an Erkenntnis." 

1Ibid ., p. 29. This is my translation of: "Es kommt nach 
meiner Einsicht, • • . alles darauf an, das Wahre nicht als Sub
stanz, sondern eben so sehr als Subjekt aufzufassen und auszU=-
drUcken." 

2See Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 15. 
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founders, and that belongs to their concept. The general 
understanding follows freely: it does no one good to phi
losophize, because that only serves which is tangible. Phi
losophy concludes on the contrary that there is an indes
tructible necessity to philosophy. This is not in the opin
ion that someday this denial could be overcome and philo
sophy would be "complete." Philosophy will be consumated 
always where its end is and remains what its beginning is, 
the question. Only in that philosophy truly stays with the 
question can it bring what is worthy of question into sight. 
In that she accomplishes that, to open that which is worthy 
of question, does it bring about the fulfilling of the reve
lation which surmounts and passes over from the ground out 
of nothing and the negation, the fulfilling of the revela
tion of Being ISeyn7. Being ISfiyn7 is the aether that 
humanity breathes. Without suc aether he sinks to a ,imple 
cow and his entire activity to simple cattle-breeding. 

Heidegger wrote a book on Schelling not simply to suggest that 

his system (as does every system and philosophical enterprise) 

l Ibid ., pp. 117-118. This is my translation of: "Es wird 
jetzt auch einsichtig, inwiefern Hegels zwar anerkennendes Urteil 
tiber diese Abhandlung LSchellin~'~7 ein Fehlurteil ist: daB sie 
nur eine Sonderfrage behandle IDie Sonderfrage nach der Freiheit 
als der herrschende Mittelpunkt des Systems.7! Verstehen wir sie 
aber von Anfang an und standig im Lichte und-in der Absicht der 
Grundfrage der Philosophie nach dem Seyn, dann begreifen wir gerade 
von ihr aus, nach vorn blickend, warum Schelling trotz allem mit 
seiner Philosophie scheitern muBte, d.h. in der Weise scheitem nuBte, 
wie ~ scheiterte: denn jede Philosophie scheitert, das gehBrt zu 
ihrem Begriff. Der gemeine Verstand freilich folgert daraus: Also 
lohnt es sich nicht zu philosophieren, weil ihm ja nur das als et
was gilt, was greifbar sich lohnt. Der Philosoph folgert umgekehrt 
daraus die unzerstorbare Notwendigkeit der Philosophie, und dieses 
nicht in der Meinung, als konnte eines Tages doch dieses Versagen 
tiberwunden und die Philosophie 'fertig' gemacht werden. Vollendet 
ist die Philosophie immer dann, wenn ihr Ende das wird und bleibt, 
was ihr Anfang ist, die Frage. Denn nur indem die Philosophie 
wahrhaft im Fragen stehen bleibt, zwingt sie das Frag-wlirdige in 
den Blicki indem sie aber dieses, das hochst Frag-WUrdigste, er
offnet, wirkt sie mit am Vollzug der Offenbarkeit dessen, was von 
Grund aus das Nichts und das Nichtige tiberwindet und Ubersteigt, 
am Vollzug der Offenbarkeit des Seyns. Das Seyn ist das WUrdigste, 
weil es den hochsten Rang vor allem Seienden und in allem Seienden 
und fUr alles Seiende behauptet. Das Seyn ist der Aether, in dam 
dar Mensch atmet ohne welchen Aether er zum bloBen Vieh und sein 
ganzes Tun zur bloBen ViehzUchtung herabfallt." 
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"fails."1 He engages Schelling's discussion, because Schelling 

1) sees the task of philosophy to think the fugue of Being in 

beings,2 and 2) while Schelling sees that freedom "is one of the 

essential ingredients" in that philosophical reflection: 

. . . freedom is here considered not as the possession 
of the human, but in reverse: the human is at most the 
possession of freedom. Freedom is the all encompassing, 
thorough essence in whose restoration the human first 
becomes human. That says: the essence of the human is 
grounded in freedom. Freedom itself, however, is, in 
terms of all human Being /sey?7, a transcending destiny 
of true/intrinsic Being /Seyn ~ Insofar the human is 
human, this destiny of Being /seyn7 must playa part, 
and the human is insofar as it fulfils this participa
tion in freedom: (Sentence to be born in mind: Free
dom is not the possession of t~e human, but the human 
is the possession of freedom.) 

A third issue that arises in Heidegger's analysis of Schelling's 

text is a suggestion of the relationship between philosophy and 

theology as that is understood by Heidegger in contrast to the 

dogmatic understanding of theology he articulated in his famous 

essay "Phanomenologie und Theologie:,,4 

1See Ibid., p. 194. 

2see Ibid., pp. 34 and 47. 

3Ibid ., p. 11. This is my translation of: " •• hier gilt 
die Freiheit nicht als Eigenschaft des Menschen, sondern um-gekehrt: 
Der Mensch gilt allenfalls als Eigentum der Freiheit. Freiheit ist 
das umgreifende und durchgreifende Wesen, in das zurtickversetzt der 
Mensch erst Mensch wird. Das will sagen: Das Wesen des Menschen 
griindet in der Freiheit. Die Freiheit selbst aber ist eine alles 
menschliche Seyn iiberragende Bestimmung des eigentlichen Seyns 
iiberhaupt. Sofern der Mensch als Mensch ist,muB er an dieser 
Bestimmung des Seyns teilhaben, und der Mensch ist, soweit er diese 
Teilhabe an der Freiheit vollzieht. (Merksatz:--rreiheit nicht 
Eigenschaft des Menschen, sondern: Mensch Eigentum der Freiheit.)" 

4Martin Heidegger, "Phanomenologie und Theologie" in Weg
marken, pp. 45-77. 
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Every philosophy is theology in the most original 
and essential sense in that what is asked about is the 
understanding of being /das Seienden7 in its totality 
in terms of the ground of Being Ides seyns7 and this 
ground is named God. . • • One is never permitted to 
appraise the theology in philosophy according to some 
dogmatic church theology, i.e., one is definitely not 
permitted to suggest that philosophical theology i~ an 
enlightened, reasonable form of a church theology. 

This is not the place to pursue Heidegger's understanding of the 

relationship between philosophy and theology. I make reference 

to this element in his study of Schelling only to cryptically 

suggest that his essay "Phlnomenologie und Theologie" is not his 

"last" word concerning this relationship, and his suggestion here 

is helpful for one seeking to understand the philosophical meta

phor of the Being-of beings as the meaning of God. I must quickly 

add that Heidegger does not establish for us today, given our 

need(s) and our quest for understanding, what we must understand 

to be the relationship between philosophy and theology. What is 

disclosive and helpful for our understanding remains the criterion 

for making this judgment. 
:s 

That Heidegger suggests that Schelling's system and German 

f Idealism "fails," however, should not be understood as a simple 
!; 

rejection of an attempt (or "path") in philosophy. He repeats often 

that "the ground/foundation of the system remains dark/in darkness. n2 

1Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 61. This is my trans
lation of the following material: "Jede Philosophie ist Theologie 
in dem ursprlinglichen und wesentlichen Sinne, daB das Begreifen 
(A6yoo) des Seienden im Ganzen nach dem Grunde des Seyns fragt und 
dieser Grund (dEOO), Gott, genannt wird•••• Man darf die in der 
Philosophie liegende Theologie aber niemals abschltzen nach irgend
einer dogmatisch-kirchlichen, d.h. man darf insbesondere nicht 
meinen, die philosophische Theologie sei nur die vernunftmlBige 
aufkllrerische Form einer kirchlichen." 

2see, for example, Ibid., pp. 50 and 53. 
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The ground of ideas and their unity, i.e., the 
ground of the system, is dark. The path to the system 
is not secured. The truth of the system is question
able. Y1t the summons of the system is not uncompan
ionable. 

The ground/foundation remains, will remain, dark or "concealed. 1I 

The task is not the turning away from the unground that grounds; 

it is to seek/to point to that which is concealed in what is 

revealed. 

Schelling ends his work on human freedom suggesting: "The 

time of simple historical faith is past, when the possibility of 

unmediated knowledge 	is given. We have an older revelation than 
2 any written, nature." Heidegger comments: 

This taking of everything into account is the essence 
of 'historicism /"Historicism makes present the past' 
and ex§lains it by means of what happened before this 
past." 7; making this fit is the essence of tactualism. I 

L"Actualism is the other side of historcism. . • . It 

1Ibid ., pp. 53-54. This is my translation of: "Der Grund 
der Ideen-und ihrer Einheit, d.h. der Grund des Systems ist dunkel. 
Der Weg zum System ist nicht gesichert. Die Wahrheit des Systems 
ist fraglich. Und doch--die Forderung des Systems ist unum
ganglich." 

2schelling, Uber das 	Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit, pp. 415
416. This is my translation of: "Die ZeIt des bl08 historischen 
Glaubens ist vorbei, wenn die Moglichkeit unmittelbarer Erkenntnis 
gegeben ist. Wir haben eine aJ:tere Offenbarung als jede geschrie
bene, die Natur. II 

3Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p. 204: "Der Historismus 
vergegenwartigt das Vergangene und erklart es aus dem Vor
vergangenen." 
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miscalculates the past out of a value of the present.,,1 7 
Both belong together. They are the ne~rly open, nearly 
concealed enemy of resolving thinking. 

If there is no unmediated knowledge, we are told, in addition, 

that neither have we "irrunediate knowledge:" 

In fact when the historical consideration of German 
Idealism is sought, our thought is no historical orien
tation; it is also no 'unmediated knowledge' according 
to the type of metaphysics in German Idealism. The 
thinking that has become neJessary is a historical 
/geschichtliches7 thinking. 

Thinking that is "geschichtliches" rather than "historisch" is not 

an "irrunediate knowing," but a mediating encounter of revealing and 

concealing not as something "nearly open" or "nearly concealed," 

but a revealing and concealing that discloses itself in its full

ness. It attempts to think freedom, for example, at a most radical 

level. Not in terms of explanation (either as "historicism" or 

"actualism"), but in terms of the "essential" character of the Being-

of beings and Dasein. What is the meaning of freedom for Heidegger's 

path of thought? Does it provide an insight into freedom as dis

cussed by Schelling as human freedom to good and evil? 

1Ibid ., p. 204: "Der Aktualismus ist die Kehrseite des Hi
stori~.. Er verrechnet das Vergangene auf einen Gegenwarts
wert. " 

2Ibid ., p. 203: This is my translation of: "Jenes Zusarrunen
rechnen ist das Wesen des 'Historismus', dieses GemaBmachen ist das 
Wesen des 'Aktualismus'. Beide gehoren zusarrunen. Sie sind die bald 
offenen, bald versteckten Feinde des entscheidenden Denkens." 

3Ibid ., p. 204. This is my translation of: "In der Tat, 
unser Denken ist, wenn es die geschichtliche Besinnung auf den 
deutschen Idealismus versucht, keine historische Orientierung; es 
ist aber auch keine 'unmittelbare Erkenntnis' nach der Art der 
Metaphysik des deutschen Idealismus. Das notwendig gewordene Denken 
ist ein geschichtliches Denken." This reminds us of Gadamer's claim 
for Wirkungsgeschichte. See above, Chapter I, pp. 22-24. 
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Heidegger on Freedom 

"Freedom is . not simply a capacity among others, but it 

is the capacity of all possible capacities. 1I1 

The definition of this essence ... , i.e., the pri 
mordially free in freedom, is this comprehending be
yond itself as an apprehending of itself, that comes 
out of the or~ginating essence of human being Ides 
Menschseins7. 

Heidegger attempts to think foundation, truth, and freedom 

as an essential belonging together. Freedom brings us to the core 

of the "fugue of Being," and is, therefore, to be thought of not 

as a possession of humanity--rather, humanity is a possession of 

freedom. 3 

The human does not 'possess' freedom as attribute, but 
at best in reverse: freedom, the ex-istent, disclosing 
Da-sein, possesses the human, and does so so primordially, 
that only it /freedom7 grants to humanity that all his
torical, f!rst establishing and inventor~ing relation 
to being /Seienden7 in totality as such. 

1Ibid ., p. 186. This is my translation of: "Die Freiheit 
ist . -.--.-nicht irgendein Vermogen unter andern, sondern sie ist 
das Vermogen aller moglichen Vermogen." 

2Ibid., p. 186. This is my translation of: "Die Bestirnrnung 
des eigenen Wesens ••• , d.h. das ursprtinglichste Freie in der 
Freiheit, ist jenes Uber-sich-hinweggreifen als Sich-selbst-er
greifen, das aus dem anfanglichen Wesen des Menschseins herkornrnt." 

3See above, p. 285. 

4Heidegger, "Vom Wesen der Wahrheit" in Wegmarken, p. 187. 
This is my translation of: "Der Mensch 'besi tzt' die Freiheit 
nicht als Eigenschaft, sondern hochstens gilt das Umgekehrte: 
die Freiheit, das ek-sistente, entbergende Da-sein besitzt den 
Menschen und das so ursprlinglich, daB einzig sie einem Menschen
turn den aIle Geschichte erst begrUndenden und auszeichnenden 
Bezug zu einem Seienden im Ganzen als einen solchen gewahrt." 
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This strikes us in its strangeness, because Heidegger suggests ,
that freedom is above all not a capacity to choose. We are to 

engage the question of freedom at another level that that achieved 

by Schelling (even though Schelling, by means of his system as a 

thinking the fugue of Being understands humanity, as wp.ll, as a 

possession of freedom). 

In contrast to Schelling, Heidegger speaks of individuality 

(Selbstheit) not in terms of the freedom to choose good and evil 

(i.e., as a human capacity to strive for the self effecting most 

radically the separation of the fundamental principles of ground 

and existence/darkness and light), rather, as suggested above in 

the discussion of the "priority" of Dasein as both "ontic" and 

"ontological:" "The selfness of the all spontaneous and already 

2underlying self rests ••• in transcendence." He adds immediately: 

The throwing/covering over, allowing world to do as it 
pleases, is freedom.••. Freedom as transcendence is, 
however, not only a 'type' of ground, but in fact is 
primordial ground. Freedom is freedom to ground. 3 

'see Ibid., p. 186: "Freiheit ist nicht nur das, was der 
gemeine Verstand gern unter dlesem Namen umlaufen 1~8t: das zu
weilen auftauchende Belieben, in der Wahl nach dieser oder jener 
Seite auszuschlagen. Freiheit ist nicht die Ungebundenheit des 
Tun- und Nicht-tunkonnens." 

2Heidegger, "Vom Wesen des Grundes," p. 162. This is my 
translation of: "Die Selbstheit des aller SpontaneitHt schon zu
grunde liegenden Selbst liegt • . . in der Transzendenz. 

3Ibid ., p. 162. This is my translation of: "Das entwerfend
tiberwerfende Waltenlassen von Welt ist die Freiheit. • • • Die 
Freiheit als Transzendenz ist jedoch nicht nur eine eigene 'Art' 
von Grund, sondern der Ursprung von Grund Uberhaupt. Freiheit 
ist Freiheit zum Grunde." 
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He proceeds to discuss three meanings of "establishing"/"founding" 

(Grund): 1) as "world sketching, projecting of possibility;" 2) 

as "predilection/prepossession" in the midst of beings (thrown

ness); and 3) as an understanding of Being as ontological truth 

making possible the revealing of beings. 1 He concludes this dis

cussion saying: 

Accordingly, ground suggests: possibility, base, docu
mentary evidence. The ground of transcendence strewn 
in the threefold brings about for the first time the 
primordial uniting as a whole, in which always a Dasein 
is able to exist. ~reedom is in this threefold manner 
freedom to ground." 

Here we encounter a "deeper level" to freedom that is the presup

position of freedom understood as a choosing. 

The ground has its non-essence, because it arises in 
finite freedom. It is not able to avoid this out of 
which it arises. The transcending arising ground gives 
itself back to freedom itself, and will be itself, as 
primordial, ground. Freedom is the ground of ground. 
• • • The being as ground of freedom does not have . • . 
the character of being one of the ways of establishing, 
but is determined as the establishing unity of the 
transcendental strewnness of establishing. As this 
ground, freedom is the abyss /oer Ab-grund7 of Dasein. 
That doesn't suggest that the one free concealing is 
without ground, but freedom in its essence as trans
cendence resents Dasein as a bein able to be !Sein
kBnnen in possibi 1ties wh care roken open e ore 
it in unlimited choice, i.e., in its fate. 

But Dasein must transcend itself in its world 
sketching of being /Seienden7, in order to be able to 
understand itself above all as abyss out of this ele
vation. • • . The breaking out of the abyss in the 
grounding transcendence is much more the primordial 

'See Ibid., pp. 162-169. 

2Ibid ., p. 168. This is my translation of: "Dernnach besagt 
Grund: MBglichkeit, Boden, Ausweis. Das dreifach gestreute 
GrUnden der Transzendenz erwirkt ursprUnglich einigend erst das 
Ganze, in dem je ein Dasein soll existieren kBnnen. Freiheit ist 
in dieser dreifachen Weise Freiheit zum Grunde." 


















































