Phenomenology and Foucault


Prof. Boedeker

Running commentary to Being and Time sections 28-34

Section 28
Here Heidegger sketches out the plan for Chapter V: to describe Dasein’s being (the “being-in” of “being-in-the-world”) as it exists in all three of its pairs of existential perspectives (being-at-intraworldly-beings, being-with-others, and being-oneself) and their respective existential horizons (the world, the they, and death).  Heidegger calls the totality of the possibilities disclosed in all three existential horizons the “there”, or “Da” (p. 125, p. 134).  This is the “Da” (there) in “Dasein” (being-there) (see Section 12), which is the entity that is its there.  It will turn out that there are three basic moments of Dasein’s being: thrownness (into possibilities), projection (of encountered beings upon possibilities), and Dasein’s ability to encounter entities (sometimes simply called “dis-course” or “being-at[-intraworldly-beings]”). 

Section 29

“Attunement” is a translation of Heidegger’s “Befindlichkeit”.  A better translation would be “disposedness”.  This is the characteristic of Dasein that there’s always an answer to the questions “How’s it going?”, “How are you?”, “How are you feeling?” (“Wie befinden Sie sich?” in German), and the like.  That is, Befindlichkeit is the characteristic of Dasein that it is always in some mood or other.  The mood someone is in is directly related to their experience of their projects: “What’s up” with them.  Moods are ways in which we are affected by the beings (other people, intraworldly beings, and ourselves) that we encounter.  Without a mood, none of our projects would matter to us (p. 129).  Note that the word “Befindlichkeit” contains the word “find”: the same in German and English.  By this, Heidegger indicates the fact that we cannot simply decide which mood to be in.  Rather, we find ourselves in moods, in a manner not entirely within our control.   

Thrownness, or facticity, is an existential feature of Dasein, which pertains both to its moods and also to the possibilities disclosed to it.  Just as we always find ourselves already in some mood or other (even if this is one of even-tempered equanimity), so too do we always find ourselves already thrown into some field of possibilities.  Similarly, just as we are never entirely in control of the moods that we are in, so too do we have at best limited control over just which possibilities are disclosed to us.  Dasein finds itself thrown into all of the possibilities disclosed to it, i.e., into everything it is able to accomplish, become, or otherwise experience.  Different ranges of possibilities are disclosed to different Daseins, and are largely determined by a host of social, historical, geographical, and even biological contingencies not of our choosing.  In this way, Dasein plays an essentially passive role in the disclosure of possibilities – a feature that Heidegger characterizes as Dasein’s “finding itself” thrown into its possibilities. 

Question: Do you think that Heidegger is right when he claims “that Dasein is always already in a mood” (p. 126)?  Are there any examples of waking experience in which we’re not in some mood?  Explain.

Question: To what degree are moods within our control?  Can you simply decide to be in a better (or worse) mood – something that Heidegger denies?  How can you change the mood you’re in?

Section 30

Here Heidegger makes his analysis of attunedness concrete by analyzing a particular mood: fear.  Note especially the way in which the mood shapes and is shaped by the way Dasein encounters the fearful being.  This analysis will be important in Section 40, where Heidegger analyses the quite different mood of anxiety (Angst).  Note especially how he connects fear with the elements of his analysis of Being-in-the-world so far: relevance, region, nearness, and concern.

All moods, including fear, have two main features:

That before which you are afraid, such as the growling Doberman.  Heidegger’s term here, “Das Wovor” would be much better translated as that about which you’re afraid.

That about which you’re afraid.  Here, too, Heidegger’s term, “Das Worum” would be much better translated as that for the sake of whom, or just for whom, you’re afraid.  Ordinarily, I’m afraid for the sake of myself (e.g., because I’m afraid of being bitten by the Doberman).  As Heidegger notes, fearing for someone else is a particular mode of fearing for someone’s sake.

Exercise: Pick a particular example of a situation with a mood, and analyze it using Heidegger’s analysis of mood.

Section 31
Just as we are always in some mood or other, so too do we always have some capacities or other: things we are able to do.  These capacities open up possibilities for us to encounter entities – others, intraworldly entities, and ourselves – in different ways.  For us to have a possibility open to us is for us to understand that possibility.  Understanding in Heidegger’s sense is thus “know-how”.  Note Heidegger’s distinction (at the top of p. 135) between such existentiell possibilities and merely logical possibility (a conceivable object or objective state of affairs free from self-contradiction).

Besides thrownness, or facticity, the second moment of Dasein’s being is projection (p. 136).  Just as thrownness (or facticity) is the existential structure of attunement, so too is projection the existential structure of understanding.  For Heidegger, to encounter a being as “referring” to a possibility is to project that being upon the possibility.  Thus For Dasein to project a being upon a possibility is for it to explicitly grasp that possibility.  (See the discussion in the handout for Sections 25-26.)  In so doing, you allow the possibility to move from being merely potential to being actualized.  For example, in hammering, you project this hammer upon the possibility of fastening together these boards with these nails – thus actualizing this previously merely potential possibility.

Section 32
Here Heidegger discusses the practical interpretations of handy equipment, in which we project the equipment upon practical possibilities.  For example, in hammering, I interpret this hammer as having the meaning (or “signification”) of being something for fastening together these boards with these nails.  In actualizing this previously merely potential meaning-possibility, I thereby make explicit what was previously merely understood.  Interpretation is thus an appropriation of possibilities already implicitly understood (p. 139).

Practical interpretation is necessarily preceded by what Heidegger calls a fore-structure.  He discusses three aspects of the fore-structure:

1. the fore-having (Vor-habe) of all of the meaning-possibilities that you understand: all of the ways in which you can meaningfully encounter handy equipment;

2. the fore-sight (Vor-sicht) of your particular “plan” for completing a particular task.  Whether consciously or not, we arrive at such a “plan” by means of deliberation (pp. 328f).  Deliberation takes the form of “if…, then___” practical reasoning.  The “input” of deliberation is one’s fore-having and some possibility of yourself (a “for-the-sake-of-whom”).  The “output” of deliberation is a practical plan, which is “sighted” by the fore-sight.  For example, if I hammer these nails into these boards with this hammer, then I can fasten these boards together.  In deliberation, we arrive at a series of practical steps for realizing some possibility of ourselves: some “for-the-sake-of-whom” (see pp. 78f).  Our fore-sight of the plan guides circumspection as we actually look around with an eye toward carrying out the plan (see Section 15).

3. the fore-grasp (Vorgriff, mistranslated on p. 150 as “fore-conception”) of the particular with-which and in-order-to of a practical interpretation.  For example, as I grasp this hammer, I also grasp in advance both the nails and the boards (the with-which) and the possibility of fastening them together (the in-order-to) by hammering them (the at-which).

Exercise: Pick a particular practical activity, and identify the meanings/significations (including the with-which, at-which, and in-order-to), fore-grasp, fore-sight, and deliberation.

Section 33
This Section has misled a lot of commentators.  Don’t be fooled!  Heidegger’s term “statement” (Aussage) does not mean “verbal utterance”.  Rather, it means just Dasein’s encounter of an objectively present being (as opposed, say, to an item of handy equipment).

1. Naturally enough, the basic feature of the “statement” is apophansis: pointing-out, i.e., letting beings be seen from themselves (see Section 7b).  This is essentially the same as Husserl’s “simple perception” of a “real object”, such as perceiving this as a table.

2. “Statements” can – but don’t have to – be predications, such as perceiving that this table is red.

3. “Statements” can also be shared with other people.  Note that the term “communication” (p. 145, pp. 151f) also does not mean “speaking and hearing using a verbal utterance”.  Here Heidegger’s German is important to see what he means: a Mit-teilung is literally someone’s sharing (teilen) of something with (mit) someone else.  What Heidegger has in mind is just instances in which two different Daseins encounter the same being in the same way.  For instance, we both see the same blooming apple tree is a “communication” in Heidegger’s sense.  Clearly a better translation of “Mit-teilung” is “sharing-with”, not “communication”.

4. Finally, “statements” can be verbally expressed, or spoken out.  This is the ordinary meaning of “statement”, or “assertion”.

On p. 148, Heidegger distinguishes between two kinds of interpretations: 

1. hermeneutic interpretations of handy equipment as having some practical use 

and

2. apophantic interpretations of objectively present beings as having some properties or as standing in some relation to other objectively present beings.

On pp. 147f, Heidegger elaborates on his claim that apophantic interpretations of objectively present beings (what he calls “statements”) are derivative, or deficient modes of interpretation – derivative or deficient compared to hermeneutic interpretations of handy equipment.  The idea is that apophantic interpretations lack the practical involvement of hermeneutic interpretations.  He makes this point also in Section 13 (pp. 57f), and Section 16 (pp. 67-71).

In the second half of this Section (pp. 148-150), Heidegger discusses the phenomenon of dis-course.  Again, don’t be fooled!  Just as the term translated as “statement” doesn’t mean “verbal utterance”, the term translated as “discourse” (Rede) doesn’t mean “talk”.  Instead, it means simply articulation, in a broad sense.  This term is Heidegger’s translation of the Greek “logos”.  It would probably be best hyphenated (“dis-course”), to remind us of the Latin “dis-currere”, i.e., running-apart.  Heidegger uses the term articulate (and dis-course) in its original sense: to cut something at its joints.  As he explained in Section 33 (p. 149), all dis-course involves both putting-together (synthesis) and taking apart: better, holding apart (diairesis). 

Exercise: Describe how a handy item of equipment becomes encountered as objectively present (pp. 147f).

Section 34
There are actually several kinds of dis-course going on in Being and Time:

1. the dis-course of distinct possibilities of the world, the they, and death.  These possibilities are both related to each other (thus put together) but also distinct from each other (thus held apart).  This is the kind of dis-course that Heidegger defines as “the articulation of intelligibility”, and which is “equioriginary [gleichursprünglich, translated as ‘equiprimordial’] with attunement and understanding” (p. 150).

2. the dis-course involved in the “hermeneutic interpretations” of handy equipment, in which we take this being as to be used with other equipment, at some practical task, in order to achieve some practical goal.  Here we relate the handy being to its practical possibilities (thus putting it together with them), but nevertheless do not identify the being with these possibilities (for example, since we don’t identify this hammer with the task of hammering, we hold the hammer apart from hammering).  This he discusses on pp. 151f under the title of “discoursing”.

3. the dis-course involved in the “apophantic interpretations” of objectively present beings, in which we take this being as having properties or as standing in relations to other beings.  Here we relate the objectively present being to its properties and relations (thus putting it together with them), but nevertheless do not identify it with them (for example, since we don’t identify this flower with the property of redness, we hold the flower apart from redness).

4. the dis-course involved in ordinary verbal utterances, which are about either ourselves, other Daseins, handy equipment, or objectively present beings.  Here our words serve to indicate the beings as such that we’re talking about, and what we’re interpreting them as.  Verbal utterances are a special kind of handy equipment: handy equipment for pointing out beings (pp. 72-77, 151, 206).  Since speech, or words, involves meanings, and meanings are “articulated” by dis-course in sense #1, “the existential-ontological foundation of language” (p. 150) is dis-course in sense #1.

Exercise: Take either the existential horizon of the world (i.e., the totality of possible practical uses of handy equipment) or das Man (i.e., the totality of social roles and positions), and show how both involve dis-course in sense #1.
� Heidegger’s phenomenon of fore-sight has much in common with Husserl’s notion of protention.  The main difference is that whereas what’s protended for Husserl is a set of sensations in internal time, what’s fore-sighted for Heidegger is a step in a practical (or perceptual) project.
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