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Worldsharing and Encounter

£k ToUTOY 0DV dpovepdV HTL TV
oboeL | MOALG EOTL, KAl OTL O
avbpwmog dpOoeL ToALTLKOV LWov,
Kol 0 AmoALlg OLd OOV Kol ob
dta TOX MV fiTol GALVAOS ESTLY 1)
KpeLTTV 1) Avbpwmoc.

Aristotle Politics 1253a3

From this therefore it is clear that the
pole around which living together is
situated arises of itself and that humans
by their nature are living beings that live
together and that a human divorced from
the pole of living together either through
their nature and not through fortune is
either worthles®r better than human.

1. Sharing the truth

Being together means sharing a world. A world isjost the totality of
everything that is, as analytic philosophy woukklito have it, but is
this totality in its opennesas such in which all of us stand. Beings are
always given in their truth, their openness, tlugsclosedness, i.e. their
de-cryptedness, which here also includes their ruthst i.e. their
closedness, obscurity, distortedness, their enedyy@ss, i.e. the modes
in which they are taken, withdrawn from us. ‘We’aseonly possible
because the openness of the truth of being encaapadl of us, in the
plural. We are gathered upgetherinto this standing-out into the
openness of the truth of beings in their being. $ténd out into this
openness together, therefore, waee together, we human beings.
Because we are, i.e. stand gathered, in the operofeguth, beings
come to stand defined over against us and cankiea ia as they show
themselves in their self-definition to a plunas Insofar, we-ness is
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inescapable; in another sense, however, it isl&agrovisional, well-
nigh impossible.

Standing out in the open, you or | can respondé¢olteings standing
over against us by way of speaking. What showdf itfeitself in the
openness of the truth of being comes to languageuwated expressly
in language, beings in their being are communicht@t one Dasein to
another. This communication can be taken in byatmer because the
other also stands out exposed, gathered into tka apd also takes in
beings as such as they reveal themselves.

We share the truth, not, in the first place, beeansagreeon how
things show themselves, but, prior to this posisjbdnd underlying any
possibility of agreement or disagreement, becawsshare in common
the openness within which beings as such can corstand over against
us at all. This granting openness é@mmonto us and also allows all
difference not only in beings themselves in their self-défom, but also
between us in what we take to be true (correctu ¥ol can call up
beings to stand over against us in their defimiefined outline by using
language; language summons things (which are tHeessgranted by
being to language) to stand in presence and alknvm thus to be
shared. Sharing the truth in this originary sensesdhot mean that you
and | tell the truth as opposed to lies, nor tioat gr | see things in their
true light as opposed to a false or distorted lighiat things can deceive
us, or that one of us can speak deceptively tather is only possible
because we both already stand in the truth of beitign which beings
as such reveal themselves dhdreforecan also conceal themselves, or
reveal themselves only obscurely, partially oratigdly. Deception or
illusion is not the opposite of truth, but an essrpart of it as the
event-uation of openness. Deception or illusionthesdis-essencing or
de-generation of truth, but nevertheless likewisdotig to the same
openness.

Seeing eye-to-eye is by no means the preconditoru$ standing
together in the truth, but is only one possibleereexceptional, mode of
standing together in the truth. Even my lying ta ywesupposes that we
are both standing out in the truth (openness, idgpof the being of
beings. (I cannot lie to my dog, and my dog carigoto me.) Truth in
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the sense used here is all-encompassithgis making possible the yoke,
or conjugatiorf, of being together. Truth as the openness of theghef

1 Apart from the all-encompassing clearing of théhtrof being, there is more to
be said on the different levels of truth rangingnirthe shared, fundamental
casting of the truth of beings as a whole in amgilestorical epoch through to the
most concrete, particular level of truth in a giwgiation for an individual
Dasein and also the singular, perhaps unsayable)ynekled truth of an
individual Dasein’s existence. Cf. n3pcial Ontology: Recasting Political
Philosophy Through a Phenomenology of Whooesss, Frankfurt 2008 xiv +
688 pp; second extended (771 pp.) e-book editidd 2dm www.arte-fact.org

2 Being’s conjugation
Being not only enables world, but also ‘we are’tfie world). ‘Are’ is a
conjugation of the verb ‘to be’ which performs ti&mal unity. It is not that
language first accomplishes unity, but that languéself is an answer, a
response to this primal, unifying gathering of Igeimto the unified openness of
being (for Dasein). The unity of being enablesdbmejugation ‘we are’. How is
this conjugation or, literally, yoking togetherattbrings us together possible?
It cannot be a matter of a grammatical explananderms of the facts of
grammar, for grammar itself is based on an undedstg of being. What does
the grammatical category of conjugation mean oroeerfundamental,
phenomenological level?

The conjugation ‘we are’ in English is not so pronoed as in other languages
such as German, where the modifications of thealestem are stronger. But, for
the sake of a starting-point, what does conjugatiean according to the
dictionary?
The OED says: “conjugate v: ... fromdonjugare to yoke together...” This
Latin origin, in turn, is derived from the Greekolvyio. The OED once again:
Conjugation 3. Grammar. a. A connected scheme of all the
inflexional forms belonging to a verb; a divisiohtbe verbs of a
language according to the general differencesftd@xion. A table of
the series of ‘conjugate’ forms of a verb was chblg the Greeks
cvlvuyia, and this was in Commianus and Charisius, Latin
grammarians of the 4th c., rendered by the corredipg L. term
conjugatia (OED)
ocvluyla, in turn, is derived fronduyov, ‘yoke’. Thus the inflexions or, more
specifically, the conjugations of a verb, yoke tibhge the various forms of a
verbal stem, i.e. the various forms of voice, mdedse, number, and person,
under a unified stem. According to this, ‘we arg’aaconjugation of the verb ‘to
be’ is subsumed under a yoke formed by a singlealetem.
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But what is this stem in the case of ‘to be’? la @ED we can also read:
Bev. [An irregular and defective verb, the full cogation of which in
modern Eng. is effected by a union of the survivirfgexions of three
originally different and independent verbs, vi2). {fie original Aryan
substantive verb with stees; Skr.as- ‘s-, Gr.£c-, L. es; ‘s-, OTeut.
*es; ‘s-; (2) the verb with sterwes, Skr.vas to remain, OTeutwves;
Gothicwis-anto remain, stay, continue, to be, OS, OE, Gi#san
OFris.wes-g ON.ver-g (3) the stenbeu, Skrbhu- bhaw; Gr. ¢v-,
L. fu-, OTeut. beu; beg OE.beo-nto become, come to be...] (OED)
For the verb “to be” there is no single stem, Ingtead three distinct stems, each
of which originally had an independent meaning. Yblke thus has to be very
strong, presumably, to compel these stems tog&ihmaake one unified verb. No
fewer than three stems have to be compelled uhdeyake for the verb “to be”
to come about, even before any conjugation in tualusense. The meaning of
the original Aryan steras; is not explained any further by the OED, but the
entry undeiSeinin Grimm’s German Dictionary can help out at ghasnt:
a) the oldest and propermost verbum substantivuesis The
sensuous meaning here which as a rule is at tleedfasich general
and abstract usages has been extinguished mostetetyp
Nevertheless it is probable that East-Argan (Skr.‘asus avest
anhug “life, breath of life” was associated with it, wh would give a
basic meaning of the verb as “breathe, live” (intcast, Uhlenbeck
Etym. Dic. of the Old Indian Language assumes “tiwgl(Grimm
Band 16; transl. ME)
The verb “to be” is thus a conglomeration of thdestinct stems meaning 1)
“breathe, live”, 2) “remain, stay, continue, dweahile”, 3) “become, emerge”.
Unified under a single yoke, the verb “to be” meé&ndive and dwell” or “to
come to living and dwelling”. For inanimate thing#ich also are, the “living”
component has to be eliminated, but their beingnsélaat they are incorporated
in a way of dwelling, a way of (human) life aatk not otherwise. (Human)
“whiling” and “dwelling” or “coming to while” and toming to dwell” are thus
the more palpable meanings behind the abstract‘teibe”.
This triple origin is bent once again under theg/ok conjugation to form the
“various forms of voice, mood, tense, number, agig@n”. Here we are only
concerned with the conjugation of number. We have:

Person English sing. English pl. German sing. German pl
1 | am we are ich bin wir sind
2 you are you are du bist ihr seid
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3 | hershelitis theyare |  er/sieles ist sie sind

Everyone is familiar with such tables from schoaysl Theves stem only
comes into effect in tenses other than the presefdct, in English, all the
conjugations of person and number in the presesttare derived from the
oldest stenes, although in ME “I be”, “you be”, etc. was alsogsible. So far
these are only lexicological comments; what do tihewan phenomenologically,
I.e. when we open our eyes, with regard to thetegresf being together?
Togetherness (Mitsein) is only possible because@fare’. The *are’ of being
brings us, gathers us together, allowing ‘we’ is@amto being. In some still
simple and mysterious way, being itself gathersomby everything that is
together, but also, or in particular, it gathessogether and lets U What is
the nature of this gathering into being? And whkat that does the gathering?
Being itself? But what does being mean? This hasmdl been said: “whiling
dwelling”, “coming to while, dwell” in an openne#sat allows what is present
and presented to be taken into a way of dwellingrgerstanding.

On the one hand, there is everything that is. @rother hand, | am and we are.
What is the difference between ‘is’, ‘am’ and ‘ah&re? The ‘is’ is onlyor an ‘|
am’ and ‘we are’. | am open to taking in, underdiag and being attuned by
everything that is, including that which | do neiderstand, i.e. a deficient or
deprived mode of understanding. But we too are ¢pemderstanding, taking in
everything that is presented in the clearing ohgeWhat does this difference
between ‘Il am’ and ‘we are’ point to?

‘I am’ points to an irremediable and irrevocabldividuation of existence as
self; | am always myself and nobody else, non-aitangeable and non-
substitutable. The world of everything that ispiesented to this, my individual
selfhood. But it is also presented to us as selygart from an individual
understanding of everything that is, there is alsbared understanding of
everything that is. Whence comes this possibilitglaring? It can only come
from being itself, which unfolds and folds itsetto ‘| am’ and ‘we are’. This
means presumably that ‘I understand’ and ‘we undeds are two different
phenomena whose origins in being and their intaitwgs and interfoldings have
to be further investigated. Cf. also my ‘DialeaticSelf and Other: Wrestling
with Plato, Hegel, Heidegger’ at http://www.artettarg/untpltcl/dictcslif.html
andSocial Ontologyop.cit, especially Chapter 3 on whoness, Chapter 10 vi)
‘The individualization of the truth of being’ anch@pter 11 ‘The ontological
constitution of ‘we ourselves”.

Understanding is rooted in being, i.e. in dwellimgpractical (action-related)
everyday life. It is one of the modes in which tharld is taken in by human
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beings in their totality is a unity not only foretlbeings that are thus
unified under the Onex¢ £v), but also for us who stand awtgetherin
thecommon(i.e. catholictd kaB6Aov) openness of truth. The openness
of being is thus (at least) two-fold, on the onendaenfolding
everything that is into one, and on the other, leirig us together into a
unified togetherness of being out there in the opérie at the same
time keeping us apart as distinct and individuas&na.

The oneness of the openness of the truth of beows go far that
those who lie to and deceive each other, who ewath| despise and
hate each othare together nonetheless, inextricably and ineluctaloly
other words: Dasein inevitably and ineluctably nesekhtsein, and such
a statement about being comes before any factigacifcity.
Misunderstanding each other, not seeing eye-toAgtfeeach other are
further deficient or deprived modes of sharing theh of being. The
world is open for beings to show themselassthey are. This showing
of themselves is taken in by understanding, whiohits details
(singularity) can and does vary from individualimalividual. Since the
way beings present themselves to understandindgways individual
(i.e. to an individual who individually takes in @atis granted to it in the
openness of being’'s truth), misunderstanding plevaetween
individuals for the most part. Understanding betw@eople (Dasein)
happens for the most part as misunderstandingnhata by contrast,
misunderstand a stone or a dog, for we are notthegen the same
dimension of openness (of being). Between me aeddthy there is
neither understanding nor misunderstanding. We ,havieuth, nothing

being. The yoking performed by being means thaamegathered together into a
unified openness for the world within which we bottall dwell. My taking in

the world is a matter for my self as an individwaé taking in the world implies
two or more individuals taking in the world; it ings that these respective
takings-in of world are in common and can be shaBedause they are in
common, they can be shared explicitly — by expyeasiculating them in
language. This does not necessarily mean eachdgadiiout their own individual
experiences directly — the sharing can take plageany indirect and implicit
ways as well. We must already share a world in comto be able to talk about
it and to understand each other.
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in common.

2. lam

The phrase “standing in the truth of being” andhtike have been used
frequently in the text up to this point, and it lheesen asserted that “we”
stand together in the truth of being. Being andhtrare thus obviously
intimately interrelated, but up to now we have paitd any attention to
elucidating or spelling out these ontological fuméatals. Such a
clarification must recur to Heidegger, whose thngki forms the
backdrop for all the considerations presented héieat such a
clarification is necessary is shown by the fact thess not yet clear what
the essential difference is between “it is”, “I grfyou are”, “we are”, or
in German: “es ist”, “ich bin”, “du bist”, “wir sid”. In these various
expressions, the verb “to be” or “sein” is takerotlgh its conjugations.
Thus | will start with an attempt to elucidate “ma against the
background of Heidegger’s thinking, keeping histuegs in Summer
Semester 1928 in Marburg in mind, which are emtitisetaphysical
Principles of Logic Starting from Leibniz"as well as the lectures from
Winter Semester 1928/29 in Freiburg.

“I am” is a simple statement, and so is “I am mi/s@lhe deceptive
simplicity of these statements hides their ontalabidepth, since the
reflexivity of “myself” points to the selfhood thatcan never shake off.
“I am” implies “I am myself”, although the two se&hents are not
equivalent. In the present context, “I am” is ngdtjan ontic statement of
fact, but should be taken in its ontological weigimd depth. “I am”
means “I am myself”, i.e. selfhood is an essemiament of Dasein. But
what does selfhood mean? It has been referred todagduation, as
my-very-ownness, as non-substitutability, as nderchangeability.
These are all aspects of selfhood, but they dagabto the core of the

® M. HeideggeMetaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Logik im Ausgand_eéniz
GAZ26 ed. Klaus Held, Klostermann, Frankfurt 1978,e¥ised edition 1990.

* M. HeideggelEinleitung in die Philosophi&A27 ed. Otto Saame und Ina
Saame-Speidel, Klostermann, Frankfurt 1996. Ca alg Social Ontologyop.
cit. Chapter 3 iii) a) 4. ‘Heideggerian selfhoodaashining back” from being-in-
the-world'.
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matter which can only be achieved if “I am” is show its essential
connection with being, and being is shown in itseasial connection
with time. For it must be kept in mind that Heidegg main work is
called Being and Timeand the philosophical explication of the “and”
which conjoins being and time constitutes the gqugdthread of his
thinking in the twenties and beyond. There is dimiate relationship, an
essential connection between Dasein and time, wiasho be presented
here in order to make sense of “| am”.

The essential connection between Dasein and tintleaisDasein is
nothing other than a generative coming about oktiffhis does not
mean of course that Dasein is a generator whickrgéss time, but that
Dasein is nothing other than this generation itsslfa coming about.
“Generative coming about” here is the translatiba @eculiar German
noun “Zeitigung” derived from the verb “zeitigen”hweh in turn bears
an intimate relationship to “Zeit”, “time”. How dedime come about,
how is it gezeitigt or generated? It comes abotthégenerative coming
about of the ecstasies of time which remove anadspart (entriicken)
Dasein into the three dimensions of time: futurastp(been-ness) and
present, whereby the future has a primacy, aseikxplained below.

In the first place, Dasein has a future, which nsetrat it always
already stands out or is ex-static toward the &t&tanding out toward
the future is a casting of itself, i.e. Dasein sattelf in the sense of
shaping and moulding its own future in relatiorotber beings. Casting
is taken here in the dual sense of throwing itsed the future (with its
projects) and of shaping and moulding the futurs tb have out of its
powers and possibilities. This casting is a castihgself, i.e. in casting
into the future, the self of Dasein also opens gpaa abyss of
possibility; it casts and can cast only for itg@éhich has nothing to do
with it being selfish). Dasein is necessarily figrown sake, for the sake
of its self whichis in casting into its very own projects accordingtio
abilities, powers and possibilities, all of whickpresent renderings of
the GermanSeinkdnnenDasein’s sake is the issue which it is and
remains for its self as long as it exists.

In the second place, in casting itself into theufetf Dasein comes
back to itself as the who it has been, i.e. Dasdivays has its own
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history, and any project it casts for itself alwdyss to recur to this
history which, in having passed by, conjoins witk future in this way.
Dasein’s history is thus precisetpt past, but, in having passed Ig/jn
determining how Dasein has been cast thus farainly been, Dasein
stands out into its own past, its own beenness.t\Dhaein has been is
not irrelevant (un-related) for how it casts itsglfo the future. Any
possibility of Dasein casting itself must returnatbom Dasein has been.
Dasein only has a future in returning to its owstdny that has already
cast it into its present situation.

In the third place, in returning to who it has béemrasting itself into
the projected future of its projects, Dasein bringresence what is
necessary for realizing its project of self-castiffis is only possible
because Dasein also stands out into the presenhwhbrought to hand
as Dasein exists its self. This bringing to presesichand is bound up
essentially with Dasein’s bodiliness. Both thingsl ather Dasein have
to be made to present themselves in presence foidandual Dasein’s
project to be realized. Thus, everything and ewvedybthat surrounds
Dasein in the present is always alreadhnscendedn Dasein having
always already cast its self in one way or the rotred incorporated
them into its projects. Incorporation means thdeotbeings must be
within Dasein’s grasp for them to be present, aémerely is the grip
that holds the telephone receiver. Everything amnery@ody are
enmeshed in Dasein’s projects and seen from thaispective. This
transcendence takes place starting from Daseirssncaitself beyond
beings into the future, which is always its verymofuture, the future of
its self. Dasein is nothing other than this comafgut of time granted
for its casting of its self with which both whathas been and what it is
at present must also dovetail.

Dasein existing for the sake of its self in castitsglf within the
coming about of time is synonymous with fitsedom Freedom is thus,
in the first place and always, individual freedara, political and social
freedoms, if they are anything at all, are also agisv ultimately
individual. The three ex-stasies of time that cabeut as Dasein form
the horizon of its world, which however is not only very own. The
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horizon of world is the envelope that envelops ¢hestasies of time.
Heidegger refers to this enveloping horizon as tekstic”:
Das Ekstematische zeitigt sich schwingend als eielt&i; nur sofern
dergleichen wie ekstatische Schwingung als je e#wtlichkeit sich

zeitigt[e?]’, geschiehWelteingang/des Seienden ME]. (GA26:270, emphasis
in the original)

Ecstematic [dimensionality] comes about resonaalya worlding; only to the
extent that something resembling ecstatic resonaan®ges about individually
as a temporality does tleatrance[of beings ME]Jinto the worldhappen.

Because casting my self, returning to myself amditg to others and
other things all occur for the sake of my self tve basis of how |
understand the world, i.e. beings in their beind as a whole, it appears
that existence in this sense of a coming about tehgoral horizon of
world for an individual, very own self is solipsistHowever, because
self-casting always also involves understandingndaffected by and
thus casting others in the third person withinghgect of my self, there
can be no solipsism (even in the case where thasincaof self is
egoistic through and through). Others are alwasesadly included in my
world, which is a worlding of my self, even if onpyivatively in my
excluding them from consideration or by my ‘usingeém for my own
ends. World is the timespace, i.e. the temporakbaor that envelops the
ex-stasies of time that come about as Dasein’sggb&ine coming about
of future in self-casting, the coming about of maybeen in returning-
to... and the coming about of presence in turnmg-aind calling-to...
and being-with..., all these three temporal momeaits ex-stasies
together constitute the temporally happening horiaomy world.

The casting of my self occurs in terms of otheosrfithe very start, so
that casting for the sake of my self already inekidasting others within
my world. The others do not first appear in turnitegthem in the
present. Casting into the future from the undeteethinothingness of
my Da and returning to my self in my already havibagn-cast is my
freedom. All casting takes place in terms of otharoth the second
and third persor(a point that Heidegger does not make), for, isting

> There seems to be a printing error in the Germaratethis point.
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myself, 1 can only cast the role that others ar@lay in my own self-

casting. My self, my freedom is irrevocably indivadl and exclusively

my own. This individuality of self implies that tlethers are cast a role
in my self-casting at first and for the most parttihe third person, no
matter whether my self-casting is egoistic or atiq, i.e. the others

enter my world at first and for the most part tlgbume understanding
them and integrating them into a casting that litpa® matter how

much my self-casting may be for the ‘good’ of thbews or take others
into account or be sensitive to their needs andefesOthers are thus
initially at the disposal and the ‘mercy’ of my fsehsting. Only in the

second person do | enter into the world of otherd am confronted

directly (unmittelbar) with their freedom (see bg)o

The temporal horizon of world that envelops timeit& ongoing
coming-about is universal (ongy), i.e. valid for all Dasein, but it is
Dasein’s individual self that in each case is eattin it. Dasein’s self
IS the first person, whereas the others are (t) fimly incorporated into
Dasein’s self-casting in the third person. Thetfiperson thus signifies
the individualization, selfhood and freedom of Dasas a being
enclosed within its self-world. Dasein’s self-cagtitranscends (swings
over) not only things, but also other Dasein intiogsits very own
project (for the sake of its very own good) onte thorizon of time.
Thus, the universal oneness of the temporal horadlonvs other beings,
including other Dasein, to enter Dasein’s world, iakth however
nevertheless is and remains the world in which iabtal which Dasein
casts its own individual self. Incorporating otleings, including other
Dasein, into my self-casting (in the first persomiially in the third
person amounts to approximating others ontologidallother things at
hand in the third person that | employ in dailyeljite.g. my car is for
getting me around, and the shoemaker is for repainy shoes.

The phenomenological origin (in the truth of beingf the
(grammatical) difference between first person dmddtperson lies in
this structure of Dasein as self and Mitdaseinra®taer who is at my
disposal like a thing. The other only enters intp world as a separate
self who eludes my disposition in the second person
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3. Addressing other§

Now we turn to how others become present in my avorlthe second
person. This mode of presencing has to be kephdistom how Dasein
casts others within its self-casting, for now itisnatter of others being
called directly to presence, i.e. of us directlyeeimg each other’s world.
Calling-to... (appellating) is the primary modewmich turning to the
other takes place ontically in the present. Theelottomes to presence
directly in the openness of my Da in being invokeal]ed to, in being
addressed, appellated. The other cannot be simplyipulated like a
ready-to-hand thing which | likewise turn to in lizéag my projects of
self-casting in the present, even though | mayrcefa other simply as
a means to my end. The other cannot be simply mbaigd because the
other is also Dasein and thus free, a free selhdpebeing. Taking
account of other Dasein and casting them into a vathin my self-
casting into the future has to be distinguishednfroalling to or
addressing other Dasein in turning to them in tres@nt. In writing a
letter, for example, | am addressing the otherctlyein the present,
even though the other is not immediately presersettse perception or
within my bodily grasp or reach. | am not just askl#ing some
representation of the other that | have in my ‘hdaat am turning
directly to the other. Being present to my sensethé same space or,
say, on the telephone, is ordye mode in which the other or anything
else can be present to me.

Only by addressing the other in the present doesélaond person
happen (ontically); only by addressing the othezsdDasein open up the
possibility ofencounteringhe other (cf. below), and such an encounter
can only take place, if at all, in the temporaltasg of the present. This
holds even when there is no simultaneity of addess$ response, as
when writing a letter and receiving a reply, fortlbb@addressing and
responding are acts that belong to the individuwes@nt of each Dasein

® Wwithin the dialogical tradition it has been RosenktHuessy, Ebner and
Grisebach who emphasize most of all the phenomehaddressability. Cf.
Michael TheunisseDer Anderede Gruyter, Berlin 1977 8870-71.
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involved, albeit with a forward projection into tieture. In the other
temporal ecstasies of future and past, in my ogstih my self and
returning to my self in who | have been, othersavwaays already there,
but there in the third person, whereas in the prtese addressing others
and being addressed by them, the other presenaesdiately in a
singular mode in my world which can be designatedexond person
presencing The second person as mode of being together @s th
condition of possibility of becoming involved immately with other
Daseinas Dasein, i.e. of allowing our respective worldsiritermingle.
This intermingling is only possible (ontologicallgecause each Dasein
has a world and these worlds can be shared, amensense always
already are shared, under the oneness of beingglciw).

4. Reciprocity of meeting

So what does it mean for Dasein to presence anddasein in the
secondperson, or, in other words, what does it meamfertomeetyou
(ontically)? First of all, only a precondition ofemting is discussed. A
meeting with the other can take place only by ngrto the other — or
by the other turning to me. Turning-to... (Zuwendutakes the form of
calling to the other, invoking the other by wayaafdressing the other,
or vice versain being called, invoked, addressed by the othkere is
thus areciprocity in the relation between first and second person, a
mutual recognition of each other’s presence, @recity that is possible
because both are Dasein and free in their Daseaddoess and respond
to each other. The other can address me only becdhs is likewise
free Dasein, i.e. a freely casting self who likeaviacorporates me in
their self-casting within the temporal horizon dbntd. There is a further
meaning of reciprocity here, namely, that a meetizxg only come about
when the address made by the addresser is redipdpdae. when the
addressee responds to and thus acknowledges tresseidas Dasein.
Being addressed or addressing is the way an othseib enters my
world in the second person. Such presencing takese pnly in the
present and not, say, in casting out into the &t@ther things can and
do enter my presence not through me addressing tretinrough me
being addressed by them but by them happening tghuas calling for a
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response or, more strictly, a reaction from mepyme taking them to
hand in using them for some purpose or other. Mactien to things
happening to me and thus intruding into or at l@aginging upon my
world always implies some kind of modification ty mrasting, i.e. a re-
casting, no matter how slight, based on a revisaterstanding of my
world that calls for a re-action. On a trivial eygay level, e.g. if my car
breaks down, this impinges on my world and | haverd-cast my
existence to arrange for my car to be repairedanare seriously, if my
house burns down, my entire existence may havestoelrast. When
things intrude unwilled or unwantedly into my pnese without being
turned to on the basis of a self-casting, what Bapgo me immediately
becomes whahas happened to me, thus altering how | have been cast
and compelling me to react by re-casting my selé tgreater or lesser
extent, in other words, by adapting my self-castituy changed
circumstances. The ecstasy of the present is wihangs can and do
happen to me within the temporal world-horizon.sThappening-to... in
the present changes who | have been and forcesddication of the
casting of my self out of the future, which hasdmvetail with who |
have been. In this happening-to..., the presentrapchaving-been as
temporal ecstasies gain ascendancy over the fatudecompel me to
modify my self-casting.

When the other addresses me, s/he enters my wottldei temporal
ecstasy of presence. Only in the present do | cmm@aste the other
immediately in their freedom, i.as Dasein. The other happens to me,
but in a mode that differs from the way things inge upon my world,
for things cannot address me. Their impingemeris cal me to react,
not to respond. The other, in addressing me, evakesponsgnot a
reaction This terminological convenience is introducedyadwol keep the
differing modes of incursion of the other and tlEngto my world
distinct. In the response to the other who is asking me there is
acknowledgement, recognition of the addresser. Aat\ the addresser
acknowledged and recognized? As Dasein, i.e. as lage in the
openness of the truth of being. It is not just tkath perceives and
understands the other as Dasein, but that eadognizes and
acknowledgeghe other as Dasein, i.e. as a free being. Thes dmt
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necessarily mean that the other’s freedom is cadefbr even in
brutally denying the other's freedom, it must bendamentally
acknowledged, albeit negatively.

We always meeeach other there can be no unilateral meeting. If |
ignore someone who addresses me, no meeting isat@end person
comes about. The ignoring is a refusal and forec®f the second
person and injures the other by denying their statifree Dasein. But
even ignoring, in its negativity, is only possibleecause of an
underlying positive recognition of the other as &as

Addressing each other is the way we immediatelyeremito each
other’s world in our respective involvement withintps. By entering
into each other’s world, we are also able to sleah other’'s concerns.
Forging a joint undertaking in a meeting is onlyegomossible way in
which we can share each other’s world. For the rmpadt meeting each
other is a fleeting passing by. The transactiondadl life too which are
performed in taking care of everyday matters afleeting occurrence,
but they are nonetheless based on a reciprocigckriowledgement of
the other as Dasein, no matter how politely formtlis
acknowledgement may be.

5. Meeting and resistance

Dasein as casting its self in the on-going comirmgpua of time
transcends beings in swinging out over them. Hedegwrites
regarding this:
Aufgrund dieses Uberschwunges ist das Dasein jewim Seiendem (ber,
wie wir sagen, aber freilich gerade so, dal} esS#asnde in dem Widerstand

allererst erfahrt als das, wogegen das transzesmtlerDasein ohnmachtig ist.
(GA26:279)

" Lévinas describes this in the following way: “Thi@er holds and confirms
himself in his otherness as soon as he is callegivin if only to say to him that
one cannot speak to him, or to classify him as, ©icko announce his death
sentence. While he is being grabbed and injuredewlolence is being done to
him, he is simultaneously ‘respected’.” (Lévinastalité et Infini: Essai sur
I'Extériorité p.41, cited according to the German edition S. 92f
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Because of this swinging-over, Dasein is, as we a@pve beings in each
situation but of course in such a way that it aarer experiences beings in their
resistance, as that against which transcendingiDasenpotent.

Dasein’s transcendent freedom is, on the obveds® sothing other
than the resistance of beings. Without freedom, resistance, and
conversely: the resistance of things is the onioldgeaction of things
to Dasein’s freedom. This resistance, as Heidegmants out, is a
metaphysical resistance, i.e. it lies on the (a@giwlal) plane of being. In
this generality, all beings offer resistance to ékas not just other
Dasein. Dasein is always already beyond beingsnlgrporating or
casting them within its own cast of self. The oweng) over beings is
the metaphysical origin of their resistance, astasice that cannot be
overcome because it is an essential moment of Daserery
metaphysical transcendence. So beings only entseia world with
resistance and Dasein is metaphysically impoteainhagtheir resistance,
l.e. Dasein’s impotence is the essential, obveide &f its freedonas
Dasein. As the coming about of time, Dasein is &pad by the unified
horizon of world that provides the shared, uniftethporal dimensions
for Dasein’s freedom, and this freedom comes upnag#he resistance
of other beings, including the resistance of obasein.

But the resistance of other Dasein, as discusséar sis its resistance
in the third person and is thus so far on a pah Wt resistance of
things. In the sense of the metaphysical supeyiantroduced by
Heidegger in the above passage, Dasein is metayalilysiabove” other
Dasein in thethird person The metaphysics of the second person
encounter of Dasein and Dasein, including the t@st® encountered in
the second person, have yet to be considered.

Can it be said that in meeting you | am confrorftedlamentally with
your resistance? This is a question not pursuecven posed by
Heidegger. But Heidegger does at least admit thewong question:

... muf3 dann nicht auch die Duheit in der gleiciiégise zum Thema werden

und mufd nicht Duheit gleich urspriinglich mit Ichtheusammengenommen
werden? Gewil3 ist das ein mogliches Problem. (G245:
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...doesn’t you-ness too have to become a topitiénseame way, and doesn’t
you-ness have to be taken together as equallynarngiwith I-ness? That is
certainly a possible problem.

And he adds as qualification:

Aber die Ichheit als Gegenphdnomen zur Duheit nainér noch nicht die
metaphysische Egoitat. Hier wird klar, da3 der ITiteh’ immer in die
Richtung der Isolierung meiner selbst drangt, imn8i einer entsprechenden
Abschnirung vom Du. Wogegen Ichheit eben nichtfdische Ich meint, als
vom Du unterschiedenes, sondern Egoitat meintrggelchheit, die auch dem
Du zugrunde liegt und welche gerade verhindert, Riagaktisch als ein alter
ego zu fassen. Warum ist aber ein Du nicht einfEiohzweites Ich? Weil das
Ichsein im Unterschied vom Dusein gar nicht das éieges Daseins trifft, d.h.
weil ein Du ein solches nur ist qua es selbst, el®hso auch das / ‘Ich’. Daher
gebrauche ich meist fur die metaphysische Ichfigiglie Egoitat den Ausdruck
SelbstheitDenn das ‘selbst’ kann vom Ich und Du in gleicéise ausgesagt
werden... (GA26:242f)

But I-ness as counter-phenomenon to you-ness lisnsti metaphysical ego-
ness. It becomes clear here that the title ‘I' glsviends in the direction of an
isolation of my self in the sense of a correspogdintting of ties with you. As
opposed to which, I-ness does not mean the faatiga] as an ego different
from you, but ego-ness means that sort of I-nesshnib also the basis of you
and which is just the thing that prevents you frdaing comprehended
factically as an alter ego. But why is a you nob@y a second 1? Because |-
being as distinct from you-being does not captheedssence of Dasein at all,
l.e. because a you as such is only qua itself, thedsame holds for the ‘I'.
Therefore | usually use the teselfhoodto designate metaphysical I-ness, for
ego-ness. For ‘self’ can be said of | and you angame way...

This possible question and its extensive qualibcahever comes to
enjoy concentrated attention in Heidegger's thigkiim fact, Heidegger
does not consider the phenomenon of the secondrparsts own right
at all. His treatment of Mitdasein, i.e. of otheadein, and Mitsein in
Sein und Zeitand elsewhere is largely restricted to the encounte
(Begegnung) with Mitdasein in thbird person Where the phenomenon
of the second persortomes to light, as, say, in the phenomenon of
listening-to... ein und Zeit§ 34), this is not explicitly underscored.
This is apparent throughout § 26%¢in und Zeitvhere Mitsein is dealt
with most extensively. Cf. e.g. the following pagsa
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Dasein versteht sich zunachst und zumeist ausrséieé#, und das Mitdasein
der Anderen begegnet vielfach aus dem innerweltlfithandenen her.
(Suz 126)

Dasein understands itself at first and for the npast from its world, and the
Mitdasein of others is encountered variously frdme things at hand in the
world.

Thus e.g. the “boat anchored on the beach” (Suj léfers to an
acquaintance who is thus “encountered” via the .bdbe person-to-
person encounter is left or pushed aside in fawwfuthe encounter
mediated by what each Dasein is currently involwedh. Thus
Heidegger employs a very general usage of the veorcbunter’, for in
his usage an encounter with the other takes plaicérst and for the
most part’ in the third person, mediated by things,impersonally. As
we have pointed out above, a (personal) meetinipensecond person
only takes place in the present, and | reservddima ‘encounter’ here
precisely to an exceptional possibility within pmmally meeting the
other in the present (cf. below ‘Barely encountgnmou’). Being with
others in the broad sense that Heidegger usesthei$ not, properly
speaking, an encounter with the other babming-acrosshe other and
sharing a common conceridere however we are involved with the
problem of the meeting of two free selves. How tla@ meeting of
individual freedom and individual freedom be thotigHt will be
necessary to make a distinction betweanounterandmeetingin order
to keep the various aspects of the phenomenon notheafocus of
attention apart. This question demands some fuptegraration.

6. Addressability and proper-namedness: Dasein’s
inviolable freedom
Each factual Dasein carries its own sphere of op&nmith it in which

the beings it is with appear as such. These sph#reBsclosure of
beings can be mutually entered. As Heidegger puts i

8 M. HeideggelSein und ZeiMax Niemeyer Verlag, Tiibingen, 15th edition, 2nd.
printing 1979.
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... wenn ein Dasein neben ein anderes Daseinsitritt das eine in den Raum
der Offenbarkeit des anderen, genauer ihr Sein Ibewegt sich in demselben
Umkreis von Offenbarkeit. [...] Wenn nun ein andebDasein faktisch zugegen
ist, dann ist dieses nie lediglich auch da, sondeinem Wesen nach mit da,
und zwar ist es nicht auch seiend, sondern mindeeil es Da-sein ist, sich
in denselben Umkreis von Offenbarkeit stellt. \Wgnn nun aber Dasein und
Dasein nie neben dem anderen existiert, dann He#3tJedes ist als wesenhaft
heraustretendes auch schon eingetreten in die lfkeit des anderen. Sie
halten sich notwendig, auch wenn sie sich nichtinam&er kimmern, als Da-
sein, das sie sind, in derselben Sphére von Offkaltadiese qua Dasein mit
sich bringen, heil3t: sie mitteilen mit Seiendemmesgleichen. (GA27: 134,
137, 138)

... when one Dasein steps next to another Dasemorie Dasein steps into the
space of openness of the other, or more precigady, being-at... moves within

the same surrounding circle of openness. [...] Naven another Dasein is
factically close by, then this Dasein is never ryeadso there but is essentially
there together, or in other words, it is not alad lfeing, but it is (a) being-

together... because it is Da-sein and places itsd¢lfe same surrounding circle
of openness. [...] However, if Dasein and Dasewenexist next to each other,
this means that each Dasein, as essentially s@opity has also already
stepped into the openness of the other Dasein. #hen they are not involved

with each other, they necessarily hold themselassthe Da-sein which they
are, within the same sphere of openness; they lhisgopenness qua Dasein
along with them, which means: they share it witimge of the same kind.

This means that Dasein cannot help but share thb, tits sphere of
openness, with other Dasein. The truth as the spbkropenness in
which beings are disclosed as such, is alwaysalrshared, it is always
already in common, so that Dasein and Dasein avayal together or
with each other and never merely alongside or t@xdach other. This
essential insight of Heidegger’'s, which is key tgemoming the
metaphysics of subjectivity and its attendant tlesoof intersubjectivity,
must be held onto in any attempt to think throulga phenomena of
meeting and encounter as essential possibilitiesx@tence which are
not to be equated simply with the existenzial-cogatal condition of
togetherness (Mitsein).

You and | are both Dasein. The meeting or encourgdreen Dasein
and Dasein has to be thought without losing sighivieat constitutes
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Dasein as such: its ‘Da’, or presence (includingealce) here. Each
Dasein brings its temporal circle of presence-ladwag with it. Its Da is
the three-dimensional temporal openness that allbvesexist and cast
itself as self. For a meeting in the second persomever, something
more is involved. For other Dasein, | have alwdysaaly opened myself
as Dasein, i.e. other Dasein understands me andtusest to meas
Dasein, as being that has its own Da. The podsilmfi meeting is only
given by virtue of Dasein’s beirgddressableAddressability however,
goes hand in hand with Dasein bearing its @roper nameWithout a
proper name, Dasein cannot be properly addre$seger-namedness
Is thus likewise a condition of possibility for aegting between you and
me to take place.

The second person comes about as an ontic evenigtihinvocation
of another Dasein which is always already disclaae@ddressable and
as bearing a proper name, even though this namht rbrg factically
unknown and thus generic names such as Madam oroiSiDr
substituted for the sake of politeness. Addressalgbes hand in hand
with a deference to other Dasein’s freedom andows individual
openness to the truth of being. Although other Dasealways already
(preontologically) understood as such, so thatojpenness of its Da in
which beings as such appear is always already ghameentry into other
Dasein’s world on the basis of an interchange anroerce between
Dasein and Dasein can only factically occur in pnesent and on the
basis of the existential-ontological conditions addressability and
proper-namedness. These two existential-ontolodeztlires constitute
conditions of possibility for theimension of the second persavhich
Is adimension of invocatiom which you and | can immediately (i.e.
‘personally’) enter each other’'s Da. You and | ikeaach other in the
second person in addressing each other by our pnapees.

® An extensive treatment of the phenomenon of propenedness is included in
my Phanomenologie der Mannlichkeit: kaum standig ndehlag Dr. Josef
H. Rall, Dettelbach, 1999 266 pp., available abWivww.arte-
fact.org/kaumstan.html. Proper-namedness is arcaspbeing somewho, and
my book is a phenomenology of whoness. The presssaty, first written in
1997, will not make an explicit approach througé giihenomenon of whoness.
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Addressability is the ontological gateway to Das@ind Dasein
sharing world in the second person and is at theesame the way in
which Dasein is implicitly acknowledged and recaga by other
Dasein as free. As a rule, other Dasein does moplgi man-handle
Dasein (which would negate its freedom by way ofgital assault), but
addresses it, no matter how minimally (thus imgiicacknowledging its
freedom and its essential metaphysical resistais@n in negating, i.e.
riding roughshod over Dasein’s freedom through nads, violence,
compelling subjugation, etc., other Dasein has ackedged it, albeit
negatively. The commerce between Dasein and Dageam they meet
is always essentially an interchange based on thatuah
acknowledgement of Dasein as free.

Even when Dasein is addressed as “You!” or “Youg!td® even
then, it's existential-ontological freedom is acludedged. Just as
Dasein’s freedom comes up essentially againstdbistance of beings
against which it is metaphysically impotent, Dasssmes up essentially
against the freedom of other Dasein, which is nigtsijgally inviolable
Just as all the unleashed power of technology danmercome the
metaphysical resistance of beings, even immeasurablence done to
other Dasein cannot violate its metaphysical-ertiéfreedom:*

Heidegger writes with regard to Dasein’s metaplatsmapotence:

Die Ohnmacht ist metaphysisch, d.h. als wesenhaferstehen: sie kann nicht
widerlegt werden durch den Hinweis auf die Natudsedthung, auf die
Technik, die heute wie eine entfesselte Bestieien'\Welt' hineinwiitet; denn
diese Herrschatft ist der eigentliche Beweis furrdetaphysische Ohnmacht des
Daseins, das die Freiheit nur in seiner Geschmibtegewinnt. (GA26:279)

The impotence must be understood metaphysicadlyas essential; it cannot be
refuted by referring to the domination of nature,t¢chnology which today
rampages into the ‘world’ like a beast unleashediHtis domination is properly
speaking the proof for the metaphysical impoternicBasein which only wins
freedom for itself in its history.

10 cf. Samuel Beckett's plays, e\ords and Musicwith music by Morton
Feldman.

1 This could be a key to interpreting Robert Antelsn@tcount of the German SS’s
murderous treatment of prisonerd.iespece humainel957.
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In the same way it can be said that all the vicdedone to Dasein by
Dasein which factically negates its freedom is itepb to touch
Dasein’s essential metaphysical freedom as Daséiich is therefore
metaphysically inviolable. Not only is other Dassinfreedom
inviolable, but other Dasein’s freedom is alwaykraavledged as such,
even in violating it factically. Dasein has alwalseady opened itself up
as Dasein so that it is always already disclosesluak. This means in
particular that its freedom is always already dised, and other Dasein
always (implicitly, preontologically) comprehends as free Dasein.
Even in being factically denied, it is not possibdbedo away with the
disclosedness of Dasein’s freedoifhe disclosed truth of Dasein’s
freedom is existential-ontologically inviolable.

One misunderstanding should be avoided here. Dasé&i@edom
being existential-ontologically inviolable has te distinguished from a
declaration of fundamental human rights or an emation of an ethical
principle about the value of human freedom. Thebilitg and
impotence (Nichtseinkdnnen) to violate Dasein’®fl@m stems from its
ontological status as belonging to Dasein’s beswm,that any ontic
actions of others, no matter how violent, brutadl atrocious, cannot
impinge on its ontological condition, which is sitad on a completely
different plane — the plane of being. Dasein’s atable freedom is the
ontological condition of possibility for declarinuman rights or
enunciating any ethical principle and therefore esnprior to any
political or moral considerations.

7. Meeting you

When can we say that a meeting between you andakes fplace? Do
we have to tell anything about each other? Do wee lta address each
other verbally? Is there any difference in meetiagfriend from
childhood or a stranger on the steps of the subwdg® is the
phenomenon of familiarity to be brought into plagrd? What about the
mode in which we meet? Does it make any differambether we talk
on the telephone or meet each other physicallyiljpad person, in the
same room? What does being together have to do lthg bodily
together in the same space? Do we have to seeodamhface-to-face to
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meet? These can all be made into philosophicaltqussif the self-
evidence of the phenomena involved is made quedilenbut what has
to be made questionable first and foremost is wioat and | meeting
means and what its conditions of possibility ardné® and how does it
take place?

This has already been said: We meet within the oges of the truth
of being; but this answer leads only to further sjioms, for it is the
specificity of the first and second person, of yod-me that is in
question here. The first person of being consisteny being myself;
first-person being is selfhood. | am this singuksingled, indivisible,
individual existence, and there is no getting afayn or around that. |
am my very own existence, an ontological conditiwat Heidegger calls
Jemeinigkeit,my-very-ownness. But what is the gist of teecond
person, its ontological peculiarity?

You and | share a world that we are both cast miat, iopened up to
taking in beings granted in their being, i.e. we ‘@tessed’ (or ‘cursed’)
with an understanding of being and, for the most, pake it for granted.
Not taking it for granted means engaging in ontgldlgat works up
implicit preontological understanding into explicitological concepts.
The preontological understanding of being can laezhin speech, and
any dialogue at all presupposes an implicit shaahgn understanding
of being. Beings are called into presence by bé&aliged about and, in
being called or invoked to come forward into theemipg of being to
which Dasein is inevitably ‘witness’, we can shdre presence of these
invoked beings. The dialogue that arises betweenaym me reveals the
invoked beings from various angles and perspectihey are decrypted
(i.e. removed from the crypt of concealedness)mwbme malleable in
the medium of our speech. Our respective callings amings of the
matter at hand may diverge widely at first calldahese views may
either converge or diverge even more widely dutimg course of our
dialogue, i.e. our speaking-through of the mattdramd.

In talking about matters the whole problematicrdérpretation opens
up. Hermeneutic dialogue allows the matters at h&mdcome to
presence. Usually it is assumed (hopefully) thatadogue will lead to a
convergence of interpretation of the phenomena emed. Dialogue
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and hermeneutics in this sense is a sharing ofrtitle of beings in the
third person. Beings show themselasssuchto our understanding, and
this understanding can be shared and re-formedighrspeecf?é A
political dialogue, by contrast, aims not at an rgwelly shared
interpretation, but at a compromise of interestsabrdefeating the
opponent at a vote, and is therefore a power slieugg

But talking about matters in dialogue is not theamter of you-and-
me.

8. Barely encountering you

Viva la joia! was in her eyes. A transient
spark of amity shot across the space
betwixt us—She looked amiable!
Laurence Stern&ristram Shandy

Vol. VII Ch. 43

You and | only show ourselves as selves in a muthalving of each
other that takes place in the interstices of (dnmbst incidentally to) the
showing of beings in the third person. For, theld/@f beings in the
third person never drops away entirely when you lameet each other.
Or said the other way round, the phenomenon of grmiHnme only
flickers on the sidelines of our mutually havingatilegs with things.
The phenomenon of you-and-me — the point at whehmeeting turns
into encounter — only barely takes place, butketaplace nonetheless.
Barely-but-nonetheless the essential hallmark of you-and-me as an
event-uation that scarcely ‘is’ if measured agaitis¢ traditional
metaphysical yardstick of substance, i.e. wellqtedi standing
presence.

12 What has been said so far, of course, does nouskize topic of meeting
between Dasein and Dasein, whose treatment h#verefore insufficient. This
has been taken further in later work on the exchamygl interchange between
human beings. Cf. my ‘Heidegger’'s Restricted Intetgtion of the Greek
Conception of the Political’ from 2003-2004, thetsen on the ‘Metaphysics of
exchange’, available at http://www.arte-fact.orgplicl/rstrpltc.html#5. , and
later still, mySocial Ontologyop. cit.,ontos, Frankfurt 2008.
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If there is a sharing of world between us in tatkiabout matters,
there is yet another between, an in-between, wisiche dimension of
our encounter proper as Yyou-and-me. Whereas the between of
worldsharing can be brought out into the open Imglege in talking
about our concerns and other issues when we nieeintbetween of
you-and-me is scarcely perceptible, for it is tihmehsion in which we
experience each other in our mutual singular opefer each other and
the world, which is at the same time the openndssuo profound
withdrawal from each other into our ineluctable pedive
individualities. When we experience you-and-me imeacounter, we
each gaze into the abyss of the other’s being-dwedeshare ias suchlt
is as if the metaphysical isolation of the my-vewnness of my
existence had been suspended in a moment of umibmnly as if. This
union is not a symbiotic melting of one into théeat nor is it the
tearing away of the veil to reveal our innermosilsdo each other; but
rather it is thankled sharingof our mutual self-encryption, the sharing
of its aura. At the innermost soul there is nothiagsee. When lovers
look into each other's eyes and feel on#gh each other, they feel
simultaneously the pain of their insurmountable apbysical isolation
from each other as individuals. This contradiction egpes the
impossibility of encounter that is barely possibéyertheless. You-and-
| is a ‘we’ that does not exist or ek-sist, stagdout in the open, but
hovers ever so slightly in a resonant inkling. fiigziness makes it
suspect for ‘logical’ thinking. Therefore, todayfshilosophy almost
entirely ignores the phenomenon of encounter angssgsa it on to
religion.

You-and-l is the immediate experience of a compliadf being
together in the world. It is the fleeting momentwihich each of us
realizes that we are both cast out into and exptsdbe openness of
being’s truth. You-and-I is the chimerical sharwifgecstasy as such, but
ecstasy by no means in the usual sense of a $tat®xication or, say,
erotic rapture, but rather ex-stasy in the sensstarfding-out into the
openness of being’s timespace. This sharing ofdvorlthe sharing of
our individualized out-standing temporal ecstasyhis ever so slight
communion of realization that we are together mworld as Dasein. In
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the moment (Augen-Blick, the look into each othey®s) of you-and-
me, a flickering realization takes place that eathus exists their
singular existence in the timespace of being, ezadting their self
chasmally out of nothing. We both share the timespnd are located
here in the dimensions of past, present and futaitbpugh forever
separated from each other within our respectivaviddal selves.

Although forever (i.e. metaphysically) separated asolated in our
individual selves, this individuation can paradatig be shared in
certain fleeting moments that cannot be held on deemingly

suspending isolation momentarily. Thus being ershls to come
together as you-and-me in togetherness while asanee time keeping
us apart in our respective very-own selves. Thih tol being allows the
sharing of third person beings in their being, andthe interstices, it
barely allows also the sharing of you-and-me whenhbsush against
each other ever so slightly.

This possibility of brushing against each othergtdly and
unexpectedly does not depend on familiarity, fonifearity is more akin
to knowing about each other in the third persoa, knowing each
other’s histories and personalities and charadtergrms that can be
gathered into language and understood. Understgredioh other is not
the experience of you-and-me in the encounter. &hgran aura, a
nimbus of selfhood surrounding each of us which parhaps mutually
event-uate and commingle in an encounter. This doezs not persist or
perdure; it is a momentary eventuation perceptibléhe inkling of
mood rather than in understanding; it cannot beaidindto stand within
definite contours.

The encounter between Dasein and Dasein in whichayal-I come
about in the present is only possible because aeibave always
already share the clearing of being’s truth in Wwhb®eings appear as
unencrypted and disclosed. This a priori ontoldgstering of truth is
the basis, i.e. the condition of possibility, ofvimg any commerce and
communication with each other at all and also ofoemtering each
other. Thus in a sense one Dasein never stepshat@pen circle of
truth surrounding another Dasein, for the circléstrath are always
already shared simply by being here. But in anofiegise, one Dasein
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does step into another Dasein’s circle or horizoop@nness by entering
into the concrete, factual present situation oftla@o Dasein. Such a
concrete situation is always specific to the Daseincerned and ever-
changing and open to contingencies of all sorte 3pecificity of an
individual Dasein’s situation is particular, nohgular, and therefore can
be specified coming from a general understandingp&hg; another
Dasein can comprehend this specific situation enbidsis of the shared
openness of truth, but this comprehending is stilas long as Dasein
and Dasein do not address and enter into a dialwghesach other — a
comprehension of truth in the third person, everenvthe one Dasein
has particular empathy (Mitbefindlichkeit) and sawsy for the other’s
situation. Empathy means that Dasein is able te iakhe attunement of
the situation that the other Dasein is in and tatdedf attuned by it. All
truth of individual Dasein is attuned, and thisuaégment is always
already shared, along with the truth of beings giteeunderstanding.
One Dasein steps into the open horizon of disclasgt of another
Dasein in an essentially different way agldressingthe other Dasein.
This addressing of the other transforms the othamnfthird person to
second person and initiates a relation in the skgqmrson which we
have called a meeting. The existential-ontologipegconditions for
addressing the other are the essential addresgalaiid proper-
namedness of Dasein, as introduced above. This kingersonal
sharing of truth has to do not just with the sitmtthat is shared, but
the mode ofimmediacyin which one Dasein is present and presents
itself to the other. Only when Dasein and Daseinvenon from a
common involvement with a matter at hand in a cetecisituation in
which they meet to an immediacy of presence aesdtw each other as
such is arencounterin the second person initiated. Thus, not all sdco
person relations with the other are encounters.ddaran encounter be
intentionally willed by one or other or by both;istbeyond willing and
just ‘happens’. The you-and-I relation of meetihgttcomes about in
the present when one Dasein enters concretelythetsphere of another
Dasein’s truth by addressing them is essentialifieint from the third
person (‘impersonal’) sharing of truth that othessvitakes place in the
Mitsein of one Dasein with another in dealing watlttommon concern.
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In the dimension of the second person broachedltyeasing the other,
the other’'s Dasein as selfhood is implicitly ackhedged, even though
the intercourse may be purely formal and direcimgatds a shared
matter of concern. In the encounter this impliceturns into
explicitness, and two selves as such recognize ethen directly, albeit
only in the mode of inkling. The selves themselaas disclosed to each
other in their mutual withdrawnness and nakednsbsre nakedness is
here understood in the sense of being strippedl afivablvement with
beings and thus as the nothingness from which sel€ltasts itself into
involvement with the world.

Whereas the sharing of a common circle or horizoh o
unconcealedness is the ontological preconditionDiasein and Dasein
sharing the truth of a concrete situation (by nmggtian encounter in the
second person is the possibility of the mutualntliinsight of Dasein
into each other, i.e. a mutual appreciation in Wwheach Dasein sees, or
rather, resonates and empathizes with the indiliwkdh Dasein of the
otheras such This resonant, empathic appreciation is eery,jtfeg an
in-sight into nothingness that sees nothing. Théualuseeming insight
of encounter is akin to two fleeting windows throughich two Dasein
can appreciate each othas Dasein. It is a ‘blind’ insight into
nothingness because each Dasein is essentiall\seado being and its
own being, and has to cast its self freely ouheftemporal openness of
its possibilities. On the one hand, Dasein is gatst the world and is
always powerless vis-a-vis having-already-been-ddsis it has always
already gotten itself into situations, “through et through
circumstances and contingencies” (GA27:337). Dasamnever get on
top of its thrownness and master it. On the otla@dhsince it is open to
and even confronted by its very own possibilitiesis always called
upon by the openness of beinghbmits self, i.e. it is always confronted
with the decision to cast itself one way or theeothnto one mould or
the other, into one possible role or other and tldespite its already-
having-been-cast, tbe a beginning, over and over again, from scratch.
Its freedom of self-casting is at the same timendghingness, since as
existence Dasein is nothing other than the ongoorging about of its
very own timespace as the horizon of world withimiaf it casts its self
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out of a starting-point&pyxn) which itself has not been effected by a
preceding cause, nor is tied irrevocably to a mittglos. Dasein is
essentially exposed to the struggle for its selfidtin a free casting. As
a free casting out of nothingness, Dasein is aspansible and to blame
for how it casts itself in the world; the buck stomvith Dasein’s
nothingness as a free starting-point. (This isDedein’s “Schuldigsein”
as it figures in 858 o%ein und Zeiusually translated with overly moral
undertones as ‘being-guilty’, but rather its photghic negative.)

In certain moments of Dasein, this existential ¢bod of being cast
into the nothingness of freedom, can be seeminggyesl with another
Dasein. This eery moment of empathic appreciatfomach other across
the gulf of metaphysical isolation igncounter (as distinct from
meeting). Such inadvertent moments, occuring, ashegn noted, not
through a willed, intentional turning-toward, ateeting, they are almost
nothing at all, they are in-significant. But thisdtingness, nothingness
and in-significance of the encounter between DasethDasein as you-
and-me does not mean that the encountenislogically insignificant.
The encounter is the ontic possibility of directigxperiencing
worldsharing as such, i.e. the Mitsein of Daseid &asein as such in
their respective selfhood, thus providing an exgdral basis for the
fundamental existential-ontological structure allitsein in such a
way that even the metaphysical isolation of Dag&m Dasein in their
very Mitsein becomes a mutual, unverifiable, inkéegberience.

The encounter is a unique possibility of worldshgrithat in turn
opens up the possibility of sharing a world-attueatm a resonance
which lingers on and continues to resound in eaealsein. The bare
touching of Dasein and Dasein as you-and-me, irchvibach fleetingly
gains an appreciation of the eery nothingness ef dther and thus
shares the predicament of existence, is enoughtttmea each other
lingeringly. Being together in the world is thudauered and attuned by
a mood/mode of shared existence. Howe are in the world is
momentarily, seemingly shared. This experience rafoanter is only
possible in the second person, or rathes, éssentially the experience of
the second person on its deepest, purest, moslefiagel, a level on
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which an ontological significance can be made ewen though the
experience itself seems in-significant and eludgsifscation.

In the third person, the other is not you in a pead reciprocity but
other Dasein that is understood, even empathaticadind
sympathetically, as another being and mostly veartiediation of other
beings (since the other is being-in-the-world ahdstinvolved with
beings in their referential structure). This does mean that in the third
person the other is understood objectively or wibl rationality or the
like as opposed to a subjective understanding @ther in the second
person in which, say, the heart is involved. A moodttunement with
the other is by no means lacking when experienttiegpther in the third
person, nor are inclinations toward, say, compassiaresponsibility or
charity in a moral dimension excluded. Betweentkthel person and the
second person the pertinent difference is not biediveen objectivity
and subjectivity. The difference is rather thattire second person
encounter, Dasein and Dasein are immediately présesach other as
such in mutually invoking and recognizing the othehich in turn
opens up the possibility that the essential tenpoahingness of
individual Dasein in their selfhood is shared disgecno matter how
fleetingly and misunderstandably (for an encountan never be
validated and is, in a certain sense, a mere awjgestive chimera, an
iImpossible experience of an intimate ‘we’ ruled oufrinciple by the
metaphysical state of isolation).

Dasein’s irrevocable (metaphysical) individuatisrseemingly briefly
suspended in a fleeting and unpredictable moment naftual
appreciation of each other’'s terrible exposure he time granted
individually by being, i.e. to freedom. The flegmess of encounter and
its terrible insight may cause Dasein to take fligtio a faith in God,
who is imagined as reliably ‘there’ for me. Thetl&il togetherness
with God apparently remedies the defects of a rmapwunter with you
in its barely fleeting presence. God fills the itdeg nothingness of
freedom. Each of us has to play the game of beirfgeing thrown and
drawn into the necessity of each of us castinglacsg of the open
possibilities arriving from the future, and thisstley of belonging to
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being as individual, free selves can apparentlghmred directly in rare
moments of a mutual inkling of each other’s selxgsuch

The terrifying existential nothingness out of whedich Dasein gains
or has gained its self remains totally concealedthird person
togetherness (in which others appear alongside ttivgly beings) and
also for the most part in second person togethsrfvaisen we meet and
perhaps exchange views). In fact, second persaiitemess takes place
for the most paras if Dasein were not essentially a fragile self-casting
out of nothingness, but insteas if it were the commerce between
firmly constituted, substantial subjects with a nsliag having
intercourse with each other.

To recapitulate: Second person togetherness tdkes for the most
part by no means scarcely and barely but on thes dsapparently
consolidated, standing selyvesf selves that have already posited
through will their own stance in the world and hahes established
themselves as selves. Everyday intercourse doegnitsst to cover up
the nothingness lying at the core of every indigidwand philosophy
overwhelmingly goes along with this cover-up. A reeasharing of
world with each other is enabled not simply by tymenness of the
common, shared truth of being but presupposes lgeybat the
appreciation of each other as such in the immed@icyhe second
person, which in turn opens up the possibility aihghg a fleeting, eery,
apparent insight into each other’s terrible nothiegs.We may scarcely
have anything to do with each other, but we arghmfleeting truth of
encounter as you-and-me, together and open to ether as essentially
cast into and cast out of temporal nothingndsaving-been-cast into
the world in situations, against which Dasein isvpdess, is Dasein’s
beenness, its having-been. Being cast into notlesgns the free
spontaneity of the present moment. Casting outadifingness means
that each of us has to gather up and cast itd@slfrd into the future
out of the individual possibilities to which it empowered, and which,
for the most part, are simply adopted from the-sefiges mirrored from
the world, from ‘people’.

The being of Dasein, being in the Da of timespaeeegated by
Dasein’s existing, is thus shared, but in essdwntidifferent ways.
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Mitsein is folded into various modes or dimensiamsmely, Mitsein in
the third and second persons; and second persaeiMias having to do
with each other in turn bears the exceptional, cecéim)possibility of
encounter within it. The question of Mitsein is tthaf the being of
togetherness. The phenomena of solitude and I|@ssinpoint to
togetherness, not by dint of pointing to the ndtuogposite or
complement to them, but as an essential aspeogetherness itself, for
solitude and loneliness are only possible withie ttiimension of
togetherness. Here on this ontological level, ofpesdelong together as
belonging to the same, namely, the of the clearing of being that
gathers together, but ineluctably gathers togethdividually. Being
together or alone as ontic possibilities are ordggible because Dasein
is essentially Mitsein and individual Selbstseiroaé and the same time
(Gua). Simultaneous solitude and togetherness is ndraxtiotion
ontologically; Dasein itself ex-ists this contraa.

The fleeting moment of, if not recognition, thekling each other as
individualized Dasein is not simply an ontic ocemte or an ontic
option, but is an exceptional ontic (im)possibilithat signals an
existential-ontological peculiarity, namely, thaad2in’s selfhood and
thus its metaphysical isolation is paradoxicallargll in togetherness
(Mitsein). This experience of ‘existential solidgii may mean
(ontically) that Dasein is more able to bring ifgelstand in selfhood in
its individual existence. The apparent ephemerapension of the
metaphysical isolation of one Dasein from anothexy nenable an
individual Dasein to better come to terms with iiteluctable lot of
having to gain a foothold in the world by castimglastablishing its self
in the world. Such sharing of the predicament aktexg, by gaining
momentary, apparent insight into the truth of tbemimon lot’ that the
other is in the same predicament, may give heampay encourage.
Being’s call to (come to a) stand as self is a commall to all Dasein,
enabling a certain kind of ‘solidarity’. This ontpossibility is just one
way of indicating the tension between the metapdaysisolation of
individualized Dasein and its essential Mitseinfléeting, inadvertent
encounter in the second person allows togetheroese experienced
apparentlywith existential immediacy as a chimerical, inttmawe’.
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For the most part, everyday life is not encountet,you and | do not
encounter each other in everyday life, but ratheiowly have to do with
each other indirectly in our common involvementhaibhe matters that
currently concern each of us. In coming togethea imeeting we take
care of the business at hand, and the abyss oluetero which takes
place only rarely and suddenly and ineffably in thepredictable
interstices of the world, remains in withdrawal.

The encounter of you-and-me in rare, unforeseen entsnis a mere
brushing by one another as if nothing had happeAad.nothing has
indeedhappened— the reciprocal inkling of the nothingness of eath
our ex-sistences. The truth of encounter is nosggble. The
phenomenon of you-and-me is still a phenomenon rexpeed
individually, i.e. only | experience the immediaoy the encounter as
shared with you. | can never experience immediatelyat you
experience, and the encounter as a fleeting exjerief sharing mutual,
apparent insight into each otherngy experience. Paradoxically, it is |
who experiences the togetherness of encounter wah in its
immediacy, thus imputing a mutuality of recognitiand insight to us
both that can never be validated. It is precisélg imputation that
constitutes the encounter: the moment of immed@jetherness in the
world in which our metaphysical isolation is paradally mutually
shared. The experience of apparent, mutual regognand insight in
the encounter is an uncertain, implicit and evepassible imputation
that respects the other’'s essential concealmentathdirawnness into
their own irrevocable, individual selfhood. The igig is blurred,
atmospheric, merely inkled. The in-betweenness rafoenter is the
shared presence of withdrawal from each otheresgorce for each other
of each other's absence from each other. Even éapécially) if the
other asseverates our intimate togetherness werlihls asseveration
confirms also the distance between us as individeales that have
come apparently near through the encounter.

Speech is always already one step removed fromntheediacy of
encounter, whose disclosive truth remains alwagsrdglly precarious
and chimerical, ambiguous, ineffable and incommalolie. The moment
of togetherness as such remains withdrawn beyamglibge; it cannot
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be thematized without turning into somethiagout which we speak.
Only the directness of a gesture can perhaps ntha&directness of an
encounter. The ineffability of encounter is notdugse it is too great for
words, like a mystical vision, but because it is slight and evasive for
words. In the very moment of the seemingly mosimate, though

fleeting, togetherness with you (who may be a cetepstranger), | am
thrown back onto my individualized self, forevercapsulated in

metaphysical isolation, and even the immediateistjaf this isolation

remains uncertain, beyond the grasp of a gath@émbleganguage, a mere
atmospheric, resonant inkling.

9. The reciprocal openness of self-encryption

What does this imply for sharing truth with the eth We have seen that
as Dasein we share the common truth of being ingsfave are open to
the beings that surround each of us and can sh&eopenness. The
fundament of a common understanding of the worldalisays an
historical constellation of being that provides theaffolding for an
historical world. Furthermore we are disclosed asdin to each other,
each with its own circle of openness. But the otiseralso always
withdrawn within its very own, singular selfhoodjem when the other
in its comportment is very open, candid, forthrighbigenuous,
undeceiving and outgoing. The other’s Da, its eiraf truth, is open to
me and the truth of beings that appear within drisle of truth can be
explicitly shared in communication with each othgrway of speech. In
this respect, the other is ontologically an ‘op@&oli. But the other’s
self remains a delicate nimbus which | can sengk iakle, without
penetrating it, for the self is cast out of theuinstantial nothingness of
the other’'s individual freedom. The momentary emteu opens the
truth of each other’s selfhood by way of a dirdécnsient, precarious,
apparently mutual experience, but your self is @sedl in disclosing
itself; it is always encrypted, i.e. sheltered &ndtlen as the freedom of
your individuality. | cannot see or comprehend yaseff in its truth
because your self is merely the nothingness to lwhjiou return
reflexively in freely casting yourself. Your selfinetaphysically
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individual and insubstantial, withholds itself, &beed in its very own
encryptedness.

As a free individual | remain, by virtue of metagioal necessity,
forever encrypted in my freedom, inaccessible tp atfier. Each of us
holds onto and withholds its own self in openly @nttering the other
in the world. Withholding ourselves within the singrity of our
respective isolated selves, we mutually give ofselves in apparently
appreciating each other’s status as a self. (Ocliage of proper names
can be a sign of this acknowledgement.) The eneouwdes reveal our
selves to each other but it does so in revealiag We as selves are
essentially withdrawn and hidden from each oth&enethough our
being-in-the-world is necessarily reciprocally wparent. This
withdrawal is something that in no way depends ®muour respective
wills and is not an ontic state that could be oth®e; rather it is an
ontological withdrawal and encryption against whicke are
metaphysically impotent to undertake anything &t jakst as we are
metaphysically impotent to make our being-in-theddioopaque to
others. The others always already understand melicithp
preontologically as Dasein, and they always are #&blsee me as self
insofar as my self is both a mirroring from the ldoand is mirrored in
my way of living in the world.

Because it is free and cast spontaneously and ithdilly out of
nothing, the self is essentially encrypted withiseif. Even the most
ruthless and desperate attempt to be brutally foanknreservedly open,
to strip one’s self to nakedness cannot overcomesuspend each
Dasein’s withholding of its very own self, for Daseannot elude its
existential condition of freedom, its insubstantiathingness. Insofar it
can also never be understood and grasped by thex, adhnce it is
ultimately and essentially unfathomable. Any explaon of the other
has to resort to the third person and the causafityircumstances and
imputed motives, which necessarily misses the wttiere individuality.
So it would seem that truth, in being ineluctalihared between us, can
only be shared deficiently insofar as withdrawalsedf is a kind of
concealment. But this concealment is itself revediadence the encounter
opens up each other’'s encryption as such to a nmamyeruncertain,
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impossible view. The ontological truth of the enetar is the truth of

our existential-ontological withdrawal from eachhet precisely at the
point where one could say that we are closest ¢th e#éher. The truth

(disclosedness) of the encounter is the sharednagsrof the encryption
(enclosedness) of each other’s self, analogoudhpto Heidegger thinks

the self-encryption of being itself in the cleariidne self-encryption of

Dasein itself as free self corresponds to, is parse to the event-uation
of the clearing of self-encryption.

Encryption of the self is open in the encounter famths the backdrop
to all (everyday second person) commercium betwBasein and
Dasein, in which beings in their (third person)rgeare decrypted as a
matter of course and mutually shared explicitlyhiair truth and untruth,
especially through speaking with one another. Wdethingly beings
can show themselves of themselves, albeit perhapsmpletely or
distortedly, they are not essentially encryptedabee they have no
selves, no essential nothingness as a site of rayad. On the contrary,
their being-in-the-world is necessarily open towiecast within a
definite historical world-understanding. Thus euv@asein in the third
person — say, as the subject of psychology — hasenrets and can be
subjected to unconcealment, for it is not essdntiahcrypted. The
subject of psychology can be empirically interr@glaaind theoretically
modelled. Modern science, be science, must take a third-person view
of the human being, for only in this way can it aghto the modern
scientific method first consummately articulated Wyescartes.
Encryption here does not mean that the other isdett and has to be
decoded, as if you and | were a puzzle or mystergnigma for each
other that had to be deciphered or decrypted, atiter: encryption
signifies the empty, open crypt (not a being) inickheach and every
individual Dasein is enclosed and encapsulatedsaettered (geborgen)
within its very own, singular, individual, free &eThis free self is the
openness for the world itself out of which it freedasts and moulds
itself, thus showing its self off in the world fat to see, mostly in the
third person.

The crypt of the self is both openness and closegjraecryption (of
beings in standing out in the world) and encrypti(f itself),
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decalyption and encalyption at one and the same fihua). The
encounter between you and me, as an ontic expetienmore than this;
it is not just the (ontological) insight into thensiltaneity of openness
and closedness, etc., but the mutually shared @&ssnof enclosedness
of the self, the precarious, uncertain, mutual ylgton of the self's
encryption, the decalyption of encalyption for eather. The encounter
is the flickering, experienced truth of our recigamb withdrawal from
each other into ourselves, which is thereby applgrehared in a mood
of togetherness. It is the ontic indication of #dstential-ontological
truth of mutual self-encryption.

It is not just that in the encounter, which is tf mature fleeting, | do
not know everything about you, for, even on gettiogknow you, and
even after knowing you for a long time, and hearyayr personal
history, this in no way overcomes or outflanks arspends the
encryption in which you withhold yourself as freglfswith your very
own openness for the world. Nevertheless, your hailting yourself,
your self-encryption as such is open or obviouséobecause | am open
to your freedom, even and especially (in the cdggower relations) in
denying it. This is why the idea of an intersectexmd overlapping of
open circles of truth between you and me is entilghdequate to the
phenomenon of encounter being interpreted herdf feradequate only
for considering intercourse between Dasein and iDasethe second
person of a meeting in which the truth (disclosedh@f beings in the
third person is shared in a common concern with adten at hand,
perhaps a political issue. It is our very closednésddenness or self-
encryptedness from and for each other as free séhat weshare with
each otherin an encounter, not just by each of us takinthetruth of
such encryptedness but by sharing it with eachroihea flash of
apparent mutual recognition.

The reciprocity of recognition is only ever inkladd surmised, since
there is no overarching vantage point from wherecgprocity between
you and me could be established with certainty.eflogrness as such is
without a topos from where it could be observednfrihe outside; it is
U-topian. Only our two selves can each inkle in@ththat the isolation
of individual selfhood has been fleetingly held abeyance in the
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togetherness of a moment. The ‘we’ of encountemiy barely present

in a chimerical inkling, so that its ontologicaatts is more fragile than
the ‘we’ of an agreement that can attain third-perpresence, say, in a
written contract.

The encounter is also always unique, and that o genses. Firstly,
each encrypted self is singular, individual; | cainconfuse you in your
encryptedness to me with anyone else in their @bedness to me,
because your self in its encryptedness bears yammena mark of your
singularity, even when you remain completely anooysa (For
anonymity itself is situated within namedness adeficient mode of
namedness.) Moreover, the encounters that may hape®veen you
and me at different times have no continuity arstdny, but are unique
each and every time. The encounter as singular modees not achieve
any stability, constancy or continuity in time, tat, in not constantly
presencing, it is scarcely an entity; you-and-Itfia second-person fold
of encounter) are neither you nor I, and are sbtarfoeings at all but
only the rare event-uations of momentary encouni@ergncountering
each other, we have no identity in the sense ahasess that maintains
itself through time (although we are named and thughis sense
identified). The encounter contradicts any meanofgbeing as a
standing constancy of presence. A repetition obanter is always an
unexpected surprise. Rarity here means temporaisapass. The
coming about of Dasein’s individual existential &ms punctuated by
rare encounters whose rarity is not simply an ofaat but an index of
the ontological status of (second person) encowa#@n interstice in the
event-uation of the prevailing third-person worlddathe everyday
commerce among Dasein in which the involvement Wi¢ings in the
third person predominates.

The simple withdrawal from each other into our extjive selves is
what is most obvious, although, precisely becatisis obviousness and
simplicity, it is mostly overlooked, and that firgtnd foremost in
philosophy with its foundations in an ontology tdreding, well-defined
and therefore constant presence where the ‘sotdgar’ is postulated as
a kind of entity alongside other entities. The wrdwal from each other
cannot be overcome, nor, on the other hand, camwitinelrawal from
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each other into our respective selves be coveredNepmatter how
much you may try to disguise yourself or refraimnfr telling me

pertinent details about yourself, this has no ¢ftet the ontologically
fundamental obvious disclosedness of your withdrainam me into

your individual, singular self, for this withdrawa& your ontological

destiny, granted, or rather dealt out, by the taftbeing, and disclosed
explicitly by the existential ontology of Daseinaself.

This ontological destiny becomes obvious as suchthan second
person encounter where the synapses of you-andmedybflash.
Dasein’s being essentially Mitsein of Dasein anddda means that the
self's encryption is necessarily shared; moreotres, encryption can be
fleetingly sharedas suchi.e. as the disclosedness of self-encryption, in
an encounter. This sharing of the truth of encomptcan take place
either (non-mutually) in the third person or (mulkgain the second
person (i.e. in the encounter). In the third persgobis sharing means that
I, and you too, have always already understood thiber
preontologically as Dasein and thus as a self, thig sharing of
encrypted selfhood is not a sharwgh each otheas suchlIn everyday
intercourse, where we meet in the second persertrukh of encryption
is also not shared with each other but is only askedged implicitly in
addressing each other as Dasein. Only in the expariof the encounter
in the second person do we explicitly shatth each otherno matter
how fleetingly and uncertainly, our common exist&@npredicament as
free selves, each casting itself temporally for $hke of its self out of
nothingness.

10. The mood of encounter: eery mildness

Mood is here related to mode, the way in which ¥lecaeach other or,
more precisely, the way in which we share a moad @pens up the
world. Mood is the silent resonance of being whiahes each of us and,
perhaps, in a fleeting moment, allows us to shamdis resonant
vibration with each other. This sharing of the madédeing should not
be taken as an occasion for rapturous hyperbol®roa existentialist
pathos about our sharing of world but is ratheosasgbility granted by
Dasein’s existing as Mitdasein which Dasein ité&l§ to come to terms
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with. The way in which we affect or impinge uporcleather as you-
and-me is not simply a matter of sharing ‘subjextiveelings or
becoming sentimental and effusive about realizingt twe are both
specimens of a fragile humanity. Nor does the egpee of you-and-me
mean that, on realizing our common humanity, weehaampassion or
love for each other as humans, for the experiehgewand-me can just
as well be one of realization of the profound esjement from each
other. The encounter of you and me is the flickgerumcovering or
decalyption of our shared exposure to and belontprihe openness of
being in asharedresonant opening-up to being. This belonging as a
shared experience means also being attuned tootfaehin being tuned
by the resonances of being in opening up to its Thnot the experience
of mystical union in which you and | realize thatuyand | are One with
the great unity of the universe, for, belonginghe openness of being in
its oneness is far simpler and more inconspicuaus should not be
confused with a feeling of union with the (ontiojdlity of beings in the
sense of what is called the universe. Such belgngpnbeing is the
precondition for being able to share an understandif any thing,
whether it be in dialogue or in co-operating togetlon a common
project. When this shared belonging is experienitieeringly with
each othemas suchthat is when you-and-me eventuates.

The sharing of a mood in being brushed by the @soexperience of
you-and-me in the world is not mystical, i.e. escteand should not be
put on a higher plane that depreciates the unahlstg for each other
we may develop in getting to know each other. Sutherstanding and
familiarity are not to be spurned as objectificatior reification of an
‘authentic union’ with the other in some sort of stigal ‘encounter’
(which is mysterious nonetheless). Nor should thenverse
misunderstanding arise: the encounter between yuol rae in its
flickering, ephemeral slightness should not be mdgéh as a mere
vacuous, passing feeling that has to be translatedl gathered and
solidified into a rational understanding to gairbsiance. Togetherness
as you-and-me does not have any substance; themethsng solid
underlying it. And yet, this flickering moment adgetherness draws us
togetheras beings each of whom is open to being and theisng to
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each other— although forever withdrawn from each other ingsilar
self-encryption —in a shared ontological destiny. This shaagdtheas
as shareavith each otheris already an ontological clarification of the
experience of encounter. We belong to each othdrelanging to the
open clearing of being which is itself in withdrdywancrypted. In the
experience of the sharexs the world can shape up and be shared in
speech; it can be spoken about and turned thisaweythat (cf. below).
But the encounter as such is the mutual recogndfagach other’s non-
substantial selfhood in its singular self-encryptidn this moment,
matters at hand (the daily concern with taking a#réhings) fall away
and become momentarily (i.e. in the intersticestimie’s movement)
inconsequential (analogous to how, in the expeeeat Angst, the
world falls away forme in my solitude and becomes meaning!&ss
There is no thing, no common matter at hand thimgbror holds us
together, but only the terrible moment of shardohdbinsight into our
individual freedom as selves in our common beloggmbeing.

How is the mood of being together as you-and-nmeetoamed? What
Is the attunement of the encounter that attunedsug?nly one mood,
one resonance? In the encounter, you and | interfgou in your
withdrawal into your very own, singular self flialseand lights up for an
instant, and my very own individuality lights ugdtingly in your eyes.
It is the brief (non-)experience of mutual recogmtthat we are both
Dasein, each encrypted in the very-ownness of taein individual
existence. This experience of each other attunde osldness a mood
neither rough nor sharp nor severe, but calm andenade, since the
encounter, in momentarily and apparently liftinge tlzurtain that
separates one individual existence from the ostesws that each of us
IS existing, i.e. cast out into and exposed to trearohg of being in
which each has to lead and mould their own exigtefbe encounter is
the shared experience of an eery realization ofingaaa common,

13 Cf. M. HeideggeSein und Zei§ 68b, “Die Welt, worin ich existiere, ist zur
Unbedeutsamkeit herabgesunken, und die so ersehl$8elt kann nur
Seiendes freigeben im Charakter der Unbewandt8is343. Eng.: “The world in
which | exist has sunk into insignificance, and wwld opened in this way can
reveal beings only in the mode of inapplicabiliyglevance.”
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although individualized, destiny as belonging tange Eerinessand
mildness paradoxically go hand in hand here andptemment each
other; they stake out the dimension of the mooenabunter. Eeriness is
the mood of catching a glimpse of each other’s selits encrypted
nothingness, whereas in the face of each othertaphgsical isolation
each of us is attuned to a mildness that tendsitcowrage a gentle and
conciliatory disposition toward each other rath®an the opposite of a
sharp and severe one. The latter disposition &duather to defining
and marking off one’s own self-stand against theos.

What does this attunement mean? Nothing but it3déle mildness
commingling with eeriness is not associated witly apecific action
towards each other. In particular, the attuneménmitdness does not
call on one of us to perform, say, any charitalstesach as a Levinasian
“giving the other the last morsel of bread from 'snewn hungry
mouth”. The encounter is before any obligation #merefore does not
place any obligation on you or me, but rather comfs us with each
other’s freedom as cast individually into being aa$ting one’s own
being as a common destiny. It is not in itself b tratake responsibility
for the other (cf. below ‘Freedomsharing’). Rathéine mood of
mildness emerging out of eeriness is the fleetingpegence of
Mitdasein as such i.e. of sharing being-here with another, forever
individualized individual. The mood of mildness rtas me beyond you
to being, disclosing that we each belong to itreBviduated selves. So
mildness as mood says precious little; but thiscipres little that is
overlooked at first and for the most part is thesignificance of being
itself in our shared, but singular way of belongingt. Hence, precious
little is very much.

Mildnessdoesopen up the potential for an acceptance for therot
also being here, for as Dasein we are metaphygicalbotent against
togetherness and insofar we belong to each othmr.and | both share
the destiny of being cast out there in the cleaaadree individuals, so
we have to make ‘the besttd ayaB6v) of it. Being free means having
to make the best of existence, including beingttogein the world. The
encounter, with its attunement to the eeriness @taphysical isolation
and the mildness of togetherness accepted, doesewessarily mean
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that you and | like each other, for liking presupe® an inclination
toward and an acquaintance with and thus an urashelisig of each
other’s individual ways of being in the world tooprde a basis for
judging the other in their singularity accordingdne’s own attitudes,
interests, background and predilections. The ernteounndercuts all
such knowing and judgements, for it is ‘only’ th&perience of
recognizing each other in our naked existence agiDastripped of any
worldly importance we may have or any specific ireonent with the
world. It is a passing moment in which the momeoitsthe simple
contradiction between individuality and togethemmsthe world fuse.

11. Talking to each other (again)

‘Beings that talk to each other’ is a possible station of 10 {mov
AOyov gxov. How is this talking to each other to be thoughg?oceed
on the basis of Heidegger’s treatment of speechddRi& Sein und Zeit
Along with understanding and moodedness, speeah eqguiprimordial
way in which the world is opened up (erschlossen)asein. Speech,
however, on its most essential level, is not coreskas spoken language
but as the “articulation of understandability”,.ithe ‘segmenting’ of
understanding into ordered sections, which “alreadyderlies all
interpretation and statement” (SuZ 161). All threedes of the opening
up of being to Dasein are intertwined:

Die Rede ist die bedeutungsmallige Gliederung defindliehen
Verstandlichkeit des In-der-Welt-seins. (SuZ 162)

Speech is the signifying articulation of the moodederstandability of being-
in-the-world. (translation ME)

Each Dasein has a temporally horizonal world inckheings show
themselves in the openness of the truth of beinghis showing lies
Dasein’s understanding of the world, which is algvay understanding
on the basis and from the perspective of Daseiastimg of itself
towards its very own possibilities, i.e. understagdis always within
the context of Dasein’s self-casting in a giverediion which provides
the sense (including the possibility of senselessnef its existence.
This understanding of oneself can be expressedngulage. This is
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where Dasein and Dasein come to explicitly shaeettbth of being
(which is always the individualized truth of thewn being as self-
casting selves) with each other. This does not m&acourse, that each
Dasein simply has a ‘subjective standpoint’ but #tech Dasein always
understands out of the directing sense of their salficasting (thrown
and moulded) existence. Because Dasein is Mitgbm,truth of the
being of beings is always already essentially sharglicitly, but this
sharing only becomes an explicit, realizadepyeia) sharing when
Dasein and Dasein actually speak with each othe.tiiuth of the being
of beings opens up to Dasein in understanding a$ age in the
moodedness which permeates Mitdasein in its essemimersion in an
attunement to being. Dasein is inundated by thenasces of being.
Speaking is never merely the transfer of informafitmm one Dasein to
another but is always also a sharing of attunertfeotugh theway in
which Dasein speaks i.e., “in the tone of voicedmiation, the speed of
speaking, in the ‘way of speaking” (SuZ 162). Safiderstanding as
well as the moods of being to which Dasein is opam be shared with
other Dasein in speaking with them.

Talking to each other does not necessarily haveéhary to do with
encounter in the specific sense employed here eTdrer many modes of
talking to each other, ranging through the repgrtof information,
providing facts, instructing and teaching, makinguginess proposition,
refusing a request, exhorting to a political or aiatance, calling for
critical consideration of a state of affairs, dissing a problem, working
out a common way forward, proposing marriage, etic. For the most
part, talking to each other is a matter of disqugslaily concerns arising
from the involvement with things, from inter-estghether it be at the
personal level or the political, social or econonggels. Encounter is
already an exception that enables a special kirtdlkihg to each other.
Talking to each other is usually directed towardgrtg care of things in
a daily life which has already assumed a firm, tuaicast. Daily life is
usually daily routine which moves in a certain determined direction
in the circles and well-worn ruts of habit. Butgtabituality of daily
existence should not deceive us into thinking Dedein is ontologically
predetermined, for it is essentially free (i.e. &y beings) and involved
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in a free play with the world in which and into whiit casts and has to
cast its self ever anew. The exceptional natugethe ontic rarity, of an
encounter that may possibly lead to a recastingedif should not be
allowed to obscure its fundamental significance am ontology of
existence, for it shows how Dasein’s self-castimgssentially open to
the malleability inherent in Mitsein. Heidegger tes:

Das Horen auf... ist das existenziale OffenseinRieseins als Mitsein fur den
Anderen. Das Horen konstituiert sogar die primamd gigentliche Offenheit
des Daseins flr sein eigenstes Seinkénnen, [.s]Addeinander-héren, in dem
sich das Mitsein ausbildet, hat die méglichen Weides Folgens, Mitgehens,
die privativen Modi des Nicht-hérens, des Widersetz des Trotzens, der
Abkehr.(Suz 163)

Listening to... is the existential openness of Dass Mitsein for the other.
Listening even constitutes the primary and progenmess of Dasein for its
ownmost possibility of being [...] Listening to onanother, in which

togetherness[Mitsein] is cultivated further, has the possible des of

following, accompanying, the privative modes of natening, resisting,
defiance, of turning away. (translation ME)

As essentially Mitsein, Dasein cannot help buehsto others and thus
explicitly share the world in speech. Even in n@tdwing what others
say, in disagreeing with them, Dasein is sharisgoiing-in-the-world
with others. Listening to others is an essential W& world is reflected
to Dasein and is taken up into its casting ofel$. s

What does talking with and listening to each othave to do with
encounter? This question is taken up in the nectise

12. Freedomsharing, strife and the possibility of
intimacy and commitment

The encounter is not a call to share our existenges is rather the
direct, inkled, characteristically mooded expereenthat we always
already share our existence on a fundamental anitalblevel by virtue

of being here together, although enfolded intovitliality, within the

clearing of being’s truth. The encounter does netessarily lead to
anything in particular, to any specific commitméoward each other or
even to a kind act. In particular, for the mostt padoes not lead to any
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constancy in the sharing of individual existenass; to any on-going
responsibility for each other. Nor is an encoumeen the momentary,
unwelcome realization that | am morally responsibleyou. Why not?
Because an encounter is merely the immediatelybanely experienced
interface of individual freedom and individual fdmen, the direct
confrontation with the metaphysical circumstanceatthwe, as
individuals are nevertheless in the wottshether

Responsibility can only be the response to an dmpethe part of the
other who, in one way or another, signals that taey unable to cope
with (the burden of) their own existence. Bewungable to cope is only
possible, however, because the other as free Desaibeingable, i.e. it
iIs Seinkonnen. IQ-ability is nevertheless still iability, i.e. located
within the same dimension of ability, Seinkbnnefhe other as free
Dasein must decide for themselves if they are &bleope with the
demands of existence and signal this in an appaabividual Dasein it
meets to assume responsibility for it. For Daseirptesume it has to
assume responsibility for the other without respogdo an appeal
would be to deny the other’s freedom to its seHticey out of its own
possibilities in caring for itself. Dasein mustalsderstandhe appeal
being made by the other when they appear on thedmoof its world in
order to be able to respond to the appeal, imugt interpret the signal
of appeal given by the other as such. Only thenxasein either accept
responsibility for the other or refuse it as an aftts own freedom
within the overarching casting of its own self. Témire interchange of
appeal and response/responsibility eventuates @ dimension of
freedom which, in any case, is not restricted esigckly to such a
narrow spectrum of relations between Dasein an@&iDas

An encounter is in itself a fleeting interruptianthe absorption in our
daily concerns with taking care of things and iatks, just as fleetingly,
the in-significance of the ties to the beings withich each of us is
involved by momentarily suspending this involvemeéntthe encounter,
by un-willingly allowing things and the world as anterrelated,
meaningful assemblage of things we use in daily td recede into
insignificance, the mood of eery mildness alsovedloour individual
status as being somewho with an established stdtcmugh an
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involvement with everyday affairs to recede or matagly fade into
insignificance. Thus it is insignificant for you dame as belonging to
and sharing being who we are in terms of the tiedhave to beings, i.e.
it is insignificant that each of us has a particuteccupation and
understands their self in terms of this occupatiovhich is an
involvement with beings in the structured totaligf the world
recognized and estimated also by others. In thisesan the encounter
you and | are stripped of our usual self-understapthat arises out of
our respective involvements with and thus stanaesthie world.
Differences in social standing, for example, arspsmded and dissolve
momentarily into insignificance in a mood of mildiseborn of an eery
empathy which corresponds to and resonates witlsithplicity of our
metaphysical destiny.

Encounter is an unexpected surprise and an exoaptimappening
which, as an interface, opens up the crossroadspofsibility available
in the present moment of a decision. “What mightenaeen and what
has been / Point to one end, which is always pt&sérOne such
possibility is that of talking to each other in thimacy which the
encounter opens wgs a possibility. Intimacy is the mutual disclosimg t
each other of one’s self in its casting temporadityl temporal casting.
In such a dialogue it is not just that the truttbeings is shared, nor that
a consensus or agreement can be reached in dialdgue an issue
within the clearing of being’s truth, nor that attea of concern which is
at hand is discussed in order to agree on a carsencerted action,
but, beyond that and because all understanding simating of
understanding is embedded in a self-casting, teedfsm of the self-
casting selves that encounter each other in theuerer can itself come
into a common play or, more precisely, an interplay

Since each self is essentially self-casting, tharisg of world in
speech with you can possibly bring movement intd anfluence the
direction of my self-casting. The crossroads ofanounter can lead to
existence taking on a new direction, i.e. to iuasisg a new sense. The
ontological significance of the fleeting, disclositruth of an encounter

14 T.S. Eliot,Burnt Norton 1.
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must therefore not be under-estimated, for it @veal another direction
for self-casting. Dasein is the free temporal caswf its self out of
nothingness, which is thus of its nature tempordihe temporality of
Dasein implies the temporariness of its castinge Belf is always
temporal and thus provisional and temporary, notenatow much
ontically it may be set in its ways (which is omgically rooted in its
castness out of already-having-been-cast). It weayd subject to re-
vision (without notice) under the vision of an afltative self-casting,
cast as it is out of the coming about of Daseihieé temporal ecstasies
in which the future holds open possibilities ofst&nce. In being open
to re-vision, self-casting is always subject tacasting, to re-moulding
in which other possibilities of existence are tak@nthat, for a time and
based on a definite understanding of the worldd lWasein in another
commitment and engagement. This does not implyttieaself is simply
buffeted hither and thither by the winds of merecfaand caprice but
that Dasein’s self is a free play with the worlaitlis essentially open-
ended because any commitment to existing in aqodati way and
direction can be revoked by the world’s openingrupnother way, and
another way for life’'s movement, thus giving rise tnother
understanding, perhaps mediated, or at least tegigpy an encounter
with other Dasein.

By providing the barely present interface to anlikehy) possible
intimacy, the encounter holds also the unlikelysilmiity of recasting
one’s self, no matter whether this recasting ingslthe intertwining of
two existences or whether the encounter providegplgi a passing,
decisive impulse at crossroads. The world thatvsked and evoked in
talking with each other can show a different faldee truth of beings in
the world is multifaceted and can shimmer this \&ayg that, depending
on which way the light of truth falls upon them a@noim which vantage
point of self-casting the world is viewed. The krusf beings, their
openness to view, is never unrelated to Dasein&irgp out of its
situational understanding of the world, so thathtng always tied to the
current temporal direction of existence, the curoerentation within the
three dimensions of time from which Dasein findd sakes its sense of
self, i.e. its self-understanding, and directs therent of its own
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existence. All kinds of sharing of the world in ttsith can impinge on
Dasein’s self-casting, not just sharing by way otaunter. A single
piece of world news can alter the direction of Dalseexistence, not
necessarily by changing the factual circumstanédi$eo(as in the case,
say, of momentous political events), but by prasgnbDasein with an
other possibility of existence that fires it to gpathis possibility.
Although, ontically speaking, youth is more prowetthe openness of
possibilities, since the castness of having-alrdasbn-cast does not yet
weigh heavily upon it, Dasein remains self-castingp the future as
long as it ek-sists, i.e. stands out temporally itite openness of the
truth of the world in its play.

As just one exceptional possibility of the intedagpened up by an
encounter, there is that of you and me coming twgeto share our
freedom concretely, i.e. to mould a shared casifmgur selves in which
our self-castings in our respective finite lifetsnare freely intertwined
in a commitment to each other. Even this free Inigdif one self to the
other is subject to recasting and revision durlmg ourse of existence.
The free we of a shared existence can be dissared again because
the (ontological) individuality of self can nevere bessentially
obliterated, even though factually it can be extisged if Dasein
ontically allows itself to forfeit the independencé its existence, and
represses and denies its ineluctable freedom. ®nother hand, the
sharing of the routine of daily life in the habd$s domesticity — so-
called family life — does not necessarily imply amertwining of
individual self-castings, since a casting of selhahes far beyond the
ambit of daily routine and the adoption of soc@es which may be, and
mostly are, merely a superficial shell to the caasting of self,
assuming that Dasein has chosen its self at adirigi family life may
be lived alienation from the self.

For the most part, Dasein does not share its @dstavith other
Dasein in the mode of an intertwining of existences does Dasein for
the most part encounter other Dasein in a transmerent of shared
insight into each other’s naked selves. NevertiselPasein as Mitsein is
fundamentally world-sharing. In sharing the worldenoed by being,
each of us shares the freedom granted by being theeigh each of us
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leads our own lives and spends our own individddtime in a singular
direction. This is the fundamental ontological sdacing us: to think
through the existence of oneself and the other eacfiee selves who
are together in the world. This problematic comefote any ethical
considerations aimed at channeling freedom in ereetibn or the other
by means of, say, a priori moral imperatives or igdtions or

responsibilities.

Each of us exists for the sake of our selves (avaelf-sacrifice), and
our respective self-casting always incorporatesersth(even, and
especially, in living selfishly). Each Dasein isself who individually
casts their self onto the temporal horizon of tlerleh For-the-sake-of-
self is not a formula for solipsism or egoism bsita translation of
Heidegger’s “Umwillen seiner selbst” which is inrmuderived from the
Aristoteleanob £veka. of the Nicomachean EthicsNVhat does for-the-
sake-of-self mean? “Sake” itself is an old wordttkarvives today
almost solely in the phrase ‘for the sake of..heTsake is a cause or
issue. The issue can be a contention at law, gudharge or accusation,
or a ground for accusation. To say that Daseineks the sake of itself
means that its own existence as a self is an issns.it exists, i.e. how
it casts itself, always remains an issue for iaaelf that is ineluctably
free. The worlds only for Dasein, and it is for Dasein only in pags
through the mediation of self.

All understanding of the world is understanding for individual
Dasein who has always already cast itself and céy recast itself on
the basis of its own, individual, concrete underdiag. Beings in the
world, including other Dasein, only enter Daseiwerld through the
filter of Dasein’s self. Selfhood is the ineludilgateway for anything to
enter Dasein’s world, not because Dasein is sedesfed but because it
cannot be other than an individual self — even wtieffollows the
crowd’ and is a timid conformist. Even guilt andspensibility, for
example, phenomena in which Dasein loses its umeberted autarchy,
is the guilt or responsibility of a self for whiauilt or responsibility
becomes an issue for its freedom. Thawillen or whereforeof Dasein
is its self, for which it exists nolens volens. Biasin its selfhood is free;
it has always already cast itself beyond beinggh& horizon of time



the possibility of intimacy and commitment 55

onto which it projects its own projects, and theadspace granted to it
provides the dimensionality for these projects.slimplies in particular
that any relations between Dasein and Dasein areethtions between
freely casting selves for each of which its frel sean issue. In self-
casting, each Dasein refers to a common, sharettomorof time,
however.

For Dasein’s self to be an issue means that ifsreglains an open
project for as long as it exists. In particularsBia is open to the advent
of other Dasein into its world which can in turadeto a modification of
its self-casting. For the most part, relations leetww Dasein and Dasein
do not subtend any modification of self-castingcsinworldsharing
usually consists merely in taking common cognisawsfckeappenings in
the world: the news, the weather and suchlikengrassing transactions
of everyday life. Such everyday worldsharing doe$ amount to a
shared commitmenwhich is at the heart of the question confrontirsg
here, but is simply Dasein and Dasein passing ksh eather or
tangentially connecting in daily life. Each Dasein, casting its self,
holds up to itself a certain concrete understandingeings in the world
on which its self-casting is based; it commits Ifts® a definite
understanding of the world and to itself as cast @sting being-in-the-
world. If each commitment is the commitment of adividual self, then
how is a shared commitment at all possible?

The possibility of the intertwining of existenceashalready been
mentioned above, but this problematic has to bpelesd in terms of the
sharing of the individual timespace which each Dase and inhabits
ex-sistentially. Any shared commitment is by itsyweature (its essence)
dividual. Whereas at the one extreme each individkesein cannot
escape its individuality, at the other, there ispogsibility of a dividual
commitment becoming in-dividual, i.e. indivisibleyen though being-
in-the-world is always essentially shared in thesgethat the world in its
basic historical ontological truth is always ‘held common’. The
dividual commitment of a shared self-casting betwd2asein and
Dasein can always fall apart but, so long as id#oit involves the
commingling of two individual existences in timespaBut how can
individual existences commingle in timespace & Bkcause time itself
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is a unified, shared horizond £v) and as such it is the perimeter of the
clearing for truth (unconcealedness).

From trying to get the phenomenon of Dasein anceDasharing the
world into view, we have now ended up with at leasprovisional
insight into Dasein and Dasein sharing the horigbtime. This initial
insight needs to be deepened. Whereas any commomitment of
Dasein to a shared project is essentially divids@ce Dasein itself is
always individual, the shared horizon of timesplaceany such common
projects is itself in-dividual, i.e. it cannot be&/ided up, but remains an
indivisible unity. Each individual Dasein leads ibsvn existence in
disposing of its life-time. So long as it existsadein can share its life-
time with others in common projects which, howevemain essentially
dividual. Since Dasein is essentially Mitsein, @shalways already
entered into common projects with other Daseinyatter how trivial
and commonplace they may be.

For the most part, everyday Dasein’s projects cbnsi mundane,
little transactions such as greeting each otherpwrchasing some
everyday item. These mini-projects are always eméedin an
overarching existential project, no matter how aartional. These little
transactions presuppose that Dasein and Daseia ahaging-involved-
with the matter at hand. This shared being-involwtt... need not be
associated with a bodily closeness to each otheraircommon
environment, and the matter at hand does not havbet anything
‘physical’, but the shared being-involved-with.oe$ require a sharing
of time, even if it is only the time of the presetite moment in which
the matter is dealt with. Such ‘little projects’ time present are quickly
settled, but there are more momentous shared psogec well which
require claims being made on a shared future, wittihose ambit the
project can come to fruition. Between the presantyhich the shared
project is decided and agreed on between DaseinDaiséin, and the
future, there is an intervening temporal space iwitlwhich the
necessarily individual projects of both (or all) @& involved have to
cohere with each other so as to realize the shargdct. That is, the
shared project always remains ultimately dividsahce it depends on
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individual Dasein that can never take leave ointBviduality, despite a
firm commitment to a shared project.

A sharing of projects within the shared timespatéie world is an
essential characteristic of Mitsein (togetherne$3sein is always
already involvedwith other Dasein, either directly or indirectlye.i its
projects have always already intermeshed with thafsethers. This
means that Dasein’s projections into the futureagbwrely on those of
other Dasein, i.e. the realization of any projdetags involves mutual
commitment and to that extent a common claim ontehgoral ecstasy
of the future. Thus Dasein as Mitsein is essentiafiterested in
stabilizing the future, i.e. of controlling how tlieture arrives in the
present and this requires commitments to be madeath other that
shape the future and lend constancy and thus wWjakdl projects that
have been initiated.

Perhaps one of the simplest and ubiquitous exangdles common
claim on the temporal ecstasy of the future is didhe marketplace for
goods and services made available on the marketaamehg which
Dasein can pick and choose (at a price) in regigmeveryday projects
in dealing with everyday affairs. The offer of gsodnd services is a
holding-open of the future on the part of suppliefsr
consumer/purchaser Dasein to take advantage ofaroo another of its
projects. Any sort of offer means holding the fetuwpen for other
Dasein to choose as a possibility for its own migeSuch holding-open
Is only possible because the Da of Dasein is snabpan timespace that
is shared by individual Dasein.

Because Dasein, as long as it exists, is alwayggsal forward into
the future, it is always unfinished and open. Titerfe always withholds
that toward which Dasein has projected its seHali-casting, so Dasein
is always and essentialllacking and unfinished (tévng, &teinc,
otepnolg). It is always and essentiallgesirous of a desideratum
situated within the withheld dimension of the fituand amovement
toward what is desired. Since, however, Dasein’sjepts always
essentially involve others, it always has to rely others making
commitments to the future in accord with its ownjpcts. The future is
always withheld, but in its advent into the presémt past commitments
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of others have to be fulfilled if Dasein’s projeet® to come to fruition.
Dasein thus always has to rely on others makingséinking to common
future commitments, e.g. on them giving their wdwekeping their word,
fulfilling agreements. The phenomenaammitmentandreliability (in
the broadest sense which includes also their om®osof non-
commitment and unreliability) are essential asp@&ftdMitsein as the
sharing of the temporal ecstasy of the future. €hpsenomena are
reciprocal, which implies that Dasein and other ddasare always
dependent on each other in realizing their proje¢lts shaping the
future together, although this dependency is notcesgarily
simultaneous or to the same extent.

The obverse side of this is ti&rife that arises in togetherness when
commitments are not fulfilled, i.e. when the sedbtings into the future
do notintermeshor synchronizebut diverge unexpectedly. Strife is an
essential moment of Dasein’s being-toward-the-Rit&trife can emerge
when Dasein and other Dasein cannot reach agreemneatcommon
projection into the future on which both or all éed, but, even once
agreement is reached, the future also has to arrimesynchronized way
corresponding to the fulfilment of the common agreat. Since any
agreement is open not only to being broken, but &lgnterpretation in
which a common understanding is laid out, any agesd is open to
misunderstanding and thus to strife igniting betw@&asein and other
Dasein. Because all truth is mediated by individselves, the shared
truth needed to take on any shared project is avedyrisk of falling
apart. Concrete togetherness, in its reliance oninggrmeshing of
Dasein’s individual projects in the future, is thuscessarily and of its
essence full of misunderstandings and strife abageh blatant breaking
of word on the part of an individual. The opennegshe future and
Dasein’s projections into it do not just mean tbaisein is essentially
exposed to the fickleness of fortune, i.e. of ‘gghnot turning out as
planned, but especially to othen®fusal to fulfil their commitments,
their promises which mostly happens through oth&sdih withdrawing
into a non-commital stance or disputing the intetation of the
common agreement. Disagreement arises; one norlgegs eye to eye.
In standing out into the future, Dasein’s existemedhus essentially
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subject tadisappointmentsesulting from its projects not being realized,
some of which can be attributed to others not loglidulfilling their
commitments. Misunderstandings and disappointmangésnecessarily
and essentially the lot of temporally constitutedlividualized Dasein
in sharing the truth of beings with others. Fregiyen commitment to
each other and keeping one’s word, of course, @aieetdistinguished
from an a priori, all-encompassing, ethical respuhty for one’s
fellow human being.

Mitsein is situated within the openness of truth, which beings
shows themselves of themselves, and this openfiesgtiois temporal.
Temporality and truth are intimately intertwinedeélsharing of time as
the open clearing for the disclosive truth of bsing what essentially
characterizes togetherness, and this sharing tf tnutime is the lot of
human being, which exposes it essentially to dacfar truth is for the
most part and essentially subject to distortion élndion, to occlusion
and encryption, and this is only compounded by arisg of truth
temporally, in particular and especially with redjéo the future and not,
say, disputes over what has happened in the pa$tisiory’. Dasein is
essentially a being-able, i.e. an enablement angoe®rment, to cast
itself into the future and hence a living movemtnwtard the future. In
this sense it disposes over its own future. Butesits projects always
involve a shared casting with other Dasein, théiz&#on of projects is
essentially associated with misunderstanding, g@isiEpment,
disagreement, discord, in short, with strife. Heeste misunderstandings
to arise, shared projects must be launched, anedlpaojects can only
be projected because beings appear in their truthe openness of the
future, proffering concrete possibilities of mulyathared existence. It
therefore has to be said that Dasein exists fosdlke of its self, and this
sake is essentially @ontentious issughere the contention arises from
Dasein being Mitsein, and Mitsein essentially regg mutual
commitment and a sharing of concrete truth in sigaghe arrival of the
temporal dimension of the future.

The contentiousness of the issue of Dasein’s s&§ ahot arise simply
from Dasein being egoistically self-interested witie result that there
are inevitably clashes of interests; nor does igeasimply from one
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party to a commitment blatantly breaking its wordgther, the

contentiousness of Dasein’s shared sake is antedsespect of Mitsein

as such whose origin lies in the ambiguity of thared concrete truth on
which any shared projects, i.e. any having-to-ddweiach-other, are
based. The ongoing attempt to harmonize contentigsuges is thus the
lot of Dasein, and harmony is an exceptional, ierisstate of Dasein’s
affairs rather than the rule since the shared pt®jef Mitsein are

essentially subject to potential divisions. Thiglims in particular that
egoism or, more crudely, greed cannot be blameslystdr the dissent
and disharmony in Mitsein; its ontological origilns deeper, namely, i)
in Dasein being exposed to the ambiguity of théhtrof its common

projects and ii) in Dasein’s individuation on th@eohand, and its
dividual togetherness on the other, at one andsdinee time. The open
truth of being, Dasein’s inevitably intertwined édom and the strife
over truth, for the most part mediated through thare ontologically
inseparable.

There is no consistent coherence possible whicHdcaahieve a
harmony of existence, nor is it simply that Das&nimperfect as
compared with a perfect being that is One, withtiutsion and outside
time. Rather, Dasein as lived temporality is expose the double
negation of what it is not yet, its un-finishednéasd thus in this sense
imperfection), on the one hand, and what it haspee individual no-
longer, which it is powerless to change, on theot®nly in certain rare
moments of presence does Dasein experience anfaffti These are
those ‘perfect moments’ in which Dasein is at onghwa fulfilled
presence, and past and future recede into the bmaokgd. But Dasein as
ex-sistence is essentially a three-dimensionaldstgrout into time.
Moreover, it shares this three-dimensional tempexgbosure with other
individualized Dasein with whom it essentially hes forge shared
projects in shaping its existence.

One therefore needs no recourse to the moral dailof Dasein to see
why the sharing of world is full of strife. Nor ithere any possible
projection of history in which the strife of togetiness would be
sublated (waived and raised) into a final stateasmony. Nor is there a
need for a modern, up-dated ethics to instil mairalie into humankind,
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or at least regulate its excesses through normaégalation. Rather,
Dasein, in being exposed to the future, remainsrgdly un-finished
and has to start perpetually anew, Sisyphus-likegesolving the strife of
togetherness. This is a matter of gaining clearginsinto the
predicament of shared-but-individualized human @esrtuated in the
open timespace of being's truth, rather than oficathappeals or
prescriptions.






Excursus: Lévinas’ ethics of the Other

Above all it is a matter of finding a place
where the human being ceases to concern us
from the horizon of being, i.e. to offer
himself to our powers.

Lévinas ‘Is Ontology Fundamental?’

1) Lévinas’ move against fundamental ontology

To set the contours of worldsharing and the enayumbre starkly into
relief, it is useful to study a widely diverging caunt of the same
phenomena. Lévinas’ philosophy is eminently suitegduch a contrast
for it engages, albeit from a critical distancee thadition of dialogical
philosophy that surged in the early twentieth cgntassociated with
names such as Buber, Rosenzweig and RosenstoclsyHuesthe one
hand, as well as with HeideggeBgin und Zejton the other. This latter
work — together with certain elements in Heideggédater thinking —
is latently or explicitly present in all of Lévinasritings and forms one
of the major touchstones for his alternative to i regards as “the
honourable tradition that Heidegger continugsyjiz. the tradition of
ontology. Thus, in one of his main worKgptality and Infinity his
efforts are turned to claiming the priority of whia¢ understands by
metaphysics over ontology, of metaphysical desier contological
totalization.

In an article first published in 1981 entitled ‘ls Ontology
Fundamental?’, Lévinas briefly presents a casefoegative answer to

15 In E. LévinasSpur des Anderen: Untersuchungen zur Phdnomenalwgie
Sozialphilosophidlber, Freiburg31992, S.109/p.92. All pages references are to
the German translations of Lévinas’ works followsdthe original French
editions. The English renderings of the Germansiedion are all my own. The
motto to this Excursus is ddid. S.115/p.96.

' The original French publication of ‘L'Ontologie @dte fondamentale?’ is in
Revue de métaphysique et de motAlé (1951) pp. 88-98. Reprinted in
Phénoménologie - Existenbein, Paris 1953 pp. 193-203. An English tranglati
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this question. This negative answer bears and ntaskentire thinking,
and that to such an extent that it is by and largeegative movement,
akin even to negative theology. There is no dobhbt tévinas has a
genuine phenomenon in view, a phenomenon that dpeme and
provided the essential impetus for dialogical pdolehy and is roughly
indicated by the grammatical difference betweerthirel person and the
second person. Lévinas is also correct in pointingthat Heidegger’s
fundamental ontology, as presentedsein und Zeiand lecture courses
throughout the twenties, does not enter into aerpméetation of this
phenomenon but rather keeps it at arm’s length. ighgreas Lévinas
argues for a strong distinction between what his caétaphysics, which
Is concerned with infinitude, and ontology, whicle klaims to be
totalizing, the thesis presented in the presentisxis is that Heidegger,
even in shying away from the dialogical phenomenpimvides an
indispensable placeholder and starting-point fagactely interpreting
it. To put it colloquially, Lévinas throws the balmut with the bath
water. Moreover, he insists on mixing theology wthilosophy, with
the result that his texts take on the hue of a égdgmmorally exalted,
incantatory insistence. This will be shown in tleldwing by selecting
passages from the above-mentioned article whictepsesentative of
and quintessential to Lévinas’ enduring stance tdwHeidegger’s
thinking. Some comments will also be made Tanalité et Infiniand
Autrement qu’étre ou au-dela de I'essence

i) Opening up to the world: understanding and
moodedness

Lévinas claims that, in spite of fundamental onggldocating itself in
the midst of lived existence, it nevertheless jmtets existence narrowly
as understanding:

But philosophy of existence immediately pales ie tace of ontology. This

circumstance of being involved, this event in whi¢imd myself entangled, this
fact of being bound, as | am to that which is siggploto be my object, through

is in E. LévinaBasic Philosophical Writingihdiana U.P., Bloomington 1996
pp. 1-10.
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ties that cannot be traced back to thoughts, tRistence is interpreted as
understanding. (S. 107/p. 91)

This claim is astonishing since it is plain to aegder ofSein und Zeit
that understanding is only one mode in which theldvopens up to
Dasein; the other, equiprimordial mode is moodeslr@sdisposition
(Befindlichkeit), the mode in which Dasein is hotid and how it has
been cast. Lévinas even makes mention of attune(@astimmtheit) in
passing but returns nonetheless to the claim thdenstanding is all-
dominating in fundamental ontology:

To understand our situation in reality does not M define it but to find
oneself in an affective attunement; to understadgomeans to exist. (106/90)

This is the only point in the article where moodesk enters the
discussion, in a statement that could almost hawesvefl from
Heidegger’s pen. Lévinas’ opposition to fundameatablogy rests on a
movement counter to the primacy of understandinghith he attempts
to show that the relation to the other “cannot ba&cdd back to
understanding” (108/92). Lévinas’ counter-movemeain only be
undertaken at the price of wilfully overlooking thior Heidegger's
fundamental ontology, moodedness is a fundamen&} w which
Dasein opens up to the world and takes it in arfdahso fundamentally
that it can reach further than knowing (which,hibsld be noted against
Lévinas’ lax use of terms, Heidegger distinguistiem understanding).
Consider, for example, the following quotation fr&min und Zeit

Das Sein des Da ist in solcher Verstimmung als lai&gnbar geworden.
Warum,weif3 man nicht. Und das Dasein kann dergleichen nicksem, weil
die ErschlieBungsmdglichkeiten des Erkennens viekurz tragen gegentber
dem urspringlichen Erschliel3en der Stimmungeneimed das Dasein vor sein
Sein als Da gebracht ist. (SuZ 134, italics indhginal)

The being of the here has become obvious in slo@danood as a burden. One
does notknow (weily why. And Dasein (being-here) cannot know (wissen)
suchlike because knowing’s possibilities of openung fall far too short
compared with the originary opening up performedripods (Stimmungen) in
which Dasein is brought before its being as Da.

Cf. also the following passage frddolzwege
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Vielleicht ist jedoch das, was wir [...] Stimmungmmen, verninftiger, namlich
vernehmender, weil dem Sein offener als alles Meftnd’

Perhaps however, what we call [...] attunement agenreasonable, i.e. more
perceptive, because more open to being than reasda ever be...

Moodedness opens Dasein up to the world more déeatyknowing it,
and moodedness is on a par with understandingeniog up the world.
Lévinas does not acknowledge this and even uses ténms
‘understanding’ and ‘knowing’ interchangeably, whiegnly causes more
confusion. Is this only a cavil? | think not becaudy omitting
moodedness and confusing understanding with kngviégnas is able
to put Heidegger too comfortably back into the gédphical tradition
which the former claims does violence to the othesugh the totalizing
hegemony of reason. It is Heidegger, however, whbb rpason into
guestion before Lévinas came along. The conflatiotinese differences
allows Lévinas to make the following exemplary mmeat:

Truth does not exist because there are humans. Hiynexists because being
in general is inseparable from its opening-up, bsedahere is truth, or because,
if you like, there is insight into being. [...] Athon-understanding is only a
deficient mode of understanding. The analysis a$terce and what is called
its Here is thus nothing other than the descriptbrthe essence of truth, the
condition of the understandability itself of beirf$y05/89; 108/91)

The quintessence of ontology in Lévinas’ eyes & uhderstanding of
being, which is interpreted as the opening up ahdpan its truth

through which beings, including the other, are Idsed or unconcealed
from the horizon of universal being, as opposed b®ing as such in its
particularity. On the basis of this conception aftadogy there is no
room for truth consisting in the openness of seliezalment, and it is
precisely moodedness that can be interpreted asda of opening-up in
which concealment itself comes into its truth. Meddess must be
regarded, contra Heidegger, privatively as the manfe “non-

understanding” par excellence but, as we have se@&py no means
merely “a deficient mode of understanding” but adenx@f the opening

17 M. Heidegger ‘Der Ursprung des Kunstwerks’ (193%/86Holzwege
Klostermann Frankfurt/M. 6th revised edition 198®p
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up of world in its own right. Allowing concealmetatbein its openness
is a possibility that Lévinas apparently does nohsitder. Lévinas
curiously distinguishes between metaphysics andology by
contrasting “relations with beings as such, as |paiags [...] rather than
with an horizon” (117/97), which is strange becawdesady the
traditional Aristotelean formulation of metaphysissas an investigation
into “beings qua beings*$ 6v 1| 6v). Even when the other is addressed
as an other, this other is ineluctably always alreatiglerstoodas an
other, that is, from within one of the most venégatategories of being
that address beings as such, wia. £tepov (cf. Plato’s Sophis}), a
crucial point that is lost on Lévinas. Lévinas agpdly believes naively
that ontological categories can be avoided, whaetradicting himself
with every word he speaks.

i) Understanding and addressing the other

Lévinas wants to say that the relation to the otker‘prior to
understanding” (108/92). The priority of the othdre claims, is
grounded in the priority of particularity over uengality, which
universality is seen as a characteristic of Westenriosophy that
Heidegger simply accepts and continues in his foradal ontology.

The particular being is understood by assumingsitipa that is already beyond

the particular; understanding means relating to pheicular by means of
knowledge which is always knowledge of the univerd#9/92)

Lévinas wants to save the particular “mere indigidas a “being as
such” (112/94) from the totalizing horizon of unisal being in general.
But this opposition is spurious because the indiaidas a “being as
such” is still a being, and so the attempt to sageviduality from the
universality of being (assuming for the moment thaihg is universal)
always comes too late. Moreover, Lévinas does minduish between
the particular and the singular, individual; thetjgalar, as the word
itself says, is a particularization. Of what? O€ thniversal. In fact,
understanding a being as such is precisely thedhsktology: a being
as such means that the individual is always alrestypmpassed by the
universality Ev) of being. For Aristotle, to think the being asisyui.e.
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10 Ov 1) v, is the task for metaphysics. And in referringthe other
(Etepoc) as an other, Lévinas is also situated ineluctatiyin the
universality of being. Even the terms ‘individugljt‘particularity’, etc.
are designations of being and thus universal. Tieendtion between
particularity and universality is entirely inadetgidor showing up the
phenomenon that Lévinas has in view. The relatmrhe other as a
“being as such” still has to be thought as a phesrmmof being But
being is manifold; it has many folds, and it isoine of these folds that
the other as such is situated. The fold in beirgnl referring to is its
folding into second and third person, and the fntfolding of the
second person into meeting and encounter, as al&#ioin the main
body of this study.

In approaching the other in what he regards to b®mtotalizing
way, Lévinas introduces the existential of addresisg which is indeed
one of the essential characteristics of the ralatm the other in the
second person. Addressability is introduced in m@mhstinction to
understanding, or knowing, the other:

Certainly our relation to the other consists in tamnto understand him, but
this relation goes beyond understanding. Not omgalise knowledge of the
other, independently of curiosity, also demands patimy or love, modes of
being which are different from disinterested obagon. But because the other

in our relation to him does not affect us on thsidaf a concept. The other is a
being and is regarded as such. (110/92f)

Understanding and knowledge are conflated here agam. The former
IS an ontological existential of world-opening imwed in any relations

to beings as such, whereas knowledge proceedseobasis of the a
priori understanding of being and is thus not owgy. Lévinas is
correct in pointing out that the other “affects” wd that this
affectedness “goes beyond understanding”, butithiso way gainsays
fundamental ontology, as already noted above. Tkistemtial of

addressability is, however, not a way of going lmeyanderstanding to
consider moodedness (in which Dasein is affectadl) is precisely the
way in which the other isnderstoodrecognizedandacknowledgeds

other Dasein, i.e. as Mitdasein. Addressabilityi@hiplays a major role
in dialogical philosophy) is indeed an existentrat considered by
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Heidegger, but it is fully compatible with fundamanontology once it
turns its attention to the phenomenon of relatiom®other Dasein in
Mitsein. Addressability is an existential (even maiversal existential)
adequate to the phenomenon of Mitsein in the segmrdon. Thus,
Lévinas’ claim, “Is the one to whom one speaksaalyeunderstood in
advance in their being? Not at all.” (110/93), tabe denied.

Without being already “understood in advance inirtlheing”, the
otherasother would not be addressable at all, i.e. addt@bty belongs
essentially to the being of Mitdasein; it is onetlod existentials which
open up other Dasein and make it accessible, narrelthe second
person. Lévinas is setting up specious oppositi@ne but is at the same
time pointing to concepts adequate to thinking tteer as other.
Addressability is the condition of possibility oftering into a relation
with the other as other Dasein. Such addressalsityin turn, the
condition of possibility of understanding the otherthe sense of an
ontic understanding or knowledge of this particld@ing, as Lévinas
rightly points out: “To understand a person meanalteady speak with
them.” (111/93) This is no contradiction to Heidegg conception of
Dasein and Dasein sharing the Da, as already latdim Section
1. Sharing the truth.

Mitdasein is unique in that, because it is itsedsBin, it has a world,
its very own world, to which it is opened up andiethit takes in both
comprehendingly and moodfully; and because it $® @ddressable (by
virtue of the dimension of the second person),aih @lso be spoken
with. Understanding and knowing other Dasein is nedtricted to
understanding and knowing them from the ‘outside, in a third
person understanding, but deepens into knowing tthesatly from the
‘inside’, i.e. in the second person. This insidaas a psyche or an inner
life or the depths of a soul but the inside of M#din’s very own world
which is nevertheless open in the universality shared truth. Because
the other idMit-dasein, Dasein as being in its world within theropss
of truth can be shared, and because the othertisiddein it is itself
within the openness of truth. Addressability andadqing with the other
are essential aspects (existentials) of the onyodddpeing in the second
person, of you-and-me-ness. Addressability is thendtion of



70 Understanding and addressing the other

possibility of talking to you and speaking with yotou and | are only
possible in a you-and-me relation by virtue of adgdability, which is
the potentiality of calling you into being, of inking youas you for (a)
me. It cannot be assumed that you pre-exist ouraymlil relation, just
as little as | exist in a second person way outiéerelation. You and |
come about through the realization of the poteatyiaf addressability.
You and | exist only in between, in the presentdidsability holds
open the door to a potential sharing of world diitg to each other.
Only by virtue of addressability do we not just ihthe world, but can
share the worlavith each other

Lévinas has no concept of sharing the world, buy @f a shared
relationship between the one and the other becheseejects the
fundamental-ontological concept of Dasein and dpsranstead within
the metaphysics of subjectivity, for which theren® openness of truth,
no clearing. Hence his express sympathy for Karsigjectivist
philosophy with its emphasis on morality (cf. 11%/918/98). Contrary
to his intention of treating the other in their fo@rlarity (more properly:
singularity), he does not take care to distinguiitween the third
person and the second person with the result bieadther is dealt with
in just as impersonal a manner as in other philomap discourses.
Addressability and speaking with the other doesmean that the plane
of “universal being” has been left in order to eggavith the “particular
being” (112/94); it does not mean that the undeditay of being has
been dispensed with, but that another dimensidheariolds of being has
been entered, and this entry into another dimendemands another
kind of language than the one we find in Lévinasking.

IV) A hole in the horizon of being?

Lévinas has singled out two of the main phenomesaufed in
dialogical philosophy, namely, addressability armeaking with the
other (language), in order to make a case agaiunstainental ontology.
The peculiar essential characteristic of the ratatio the other is,
according to Lévinas:

that my understanding of the being as such a bjeegthe other as an other
ME] is already the expression that | offer himlwtunderstanding. (112/94)
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The relation with the other, in which “expressiamsists in constituting
a communality” is supposed to be a “relation tratrot be traced back
to understanding”. (113/94) From this Lévinas cadek:

The essence of speech is prayer. What distinguighieking that is directed
toward an object from the connection with a pensotine fact that the latter is
expressed as a vocative: The object of the nansireg the same time the one
who is called upon [the addressee]. (113/95)

The vocative is indeed the opening of the dimensérthe second
person which allows world to be shared in speakinmiy each other.
Whether this vocativity should be called prayeraisnoot point, but
Lévinas does seem to have the distinction betweernhird and second
person in view in the following passage, even thotlte concepts of
particularity and universality are entirely inadatpito capturing this
difference:

He [the other] does not emerge completely in thenopg-up of being where |
am already situated as if on the field of my freadéle does not encounter me
against the foil of being in general. Of courseergthing about him that
becomes accessible to me from being in general ridfeped to my
understanding and my possession. | understand gamst the background of
his history, his milieu, his habits. What it is abohim that escapes
understanding is he himself, the being. (116/96)

This is the transition from the third to the secq@adson within the folds
of being, which should not be confused with a dindftn the universality
of being to the particularity of the “being as suclihe phenomena
themselves should guide thinking. Talkingth the other is to be
distinguished from talkingboutthe other. Only the former can have the
immediacy of meeting and encounter, although it tnines noted that
talking with the other is not a guarantee that acoanter takes place.
Indeed, for the most part, talking with the otheesl not amount to an
encounter, which is an exceptional occurrence, iButinstead the
commerce or intercourse between individuals in @tng-togethef®
For Lévinas, the encounter takes place when the f#cthe other
appears, from which he is quick to derive ethicahsequences: “To

18 Cf. the main body of this essay for details, startivith Section 4. Reciprocity of
meeting.
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stand face to face with the other, this means matgoable to kill.”
(117/97), but such over-hasty, far-reaching ethsoaiclusions should be
refrained from, since they smother and obscurepttenomenon of the
second person of being that is coming into vievetdad, every effort
should be made to clarify the distinction betwebe third and the
second person within the folds of being, which mirently, albeit
implicitly, expressed in the following passage:

The relation to deingis invocation of a face and already a word; raiher the

relation to a depth than to an horizon, a holdehorizon; my neighbour is the
being par excellence... (117/97; italics Lévinas)

Whence does this hole in the horizon come? Is sutdrm justified?
Isn’t the horizon of being all-encompassing, admittno exceptions?
The horizon of being is the world that envelops tiheee ecstasies of
time into which Dasein stands out temporally in thevement of its
existence. Within this three-dimensional ecstatigyy beings as such
appear to Dasein, who is opened up to this horizdve hole in the
horizon of world comes about with other Dasein,csireach other
Dasein has itsown horizon and is itself a temporalizing of three-
dimensional time out of which it casts its own dedfely. The hole is
emptiness; it is the nothingness of other Dasdn@sdom which lights
up flickeringly in the encounter in which you andnkle each other’'s
nothingness from which each casts its self. Freetissf, which is the
ontological origin of selfhood, is the hole, thesttag of oneself out of
nothingness in which the bearings of existencelaig in a definite
direction that becomes the sense of an individuasdin’'s existence.
The empty hole of the other’s freedom from whichselfhood springs
is the source which | come up against in the entewuend experience
directly, albeit barely. This hole in the horizoa not consistently
experienced in dealings with other Dasein, for @s mo perduring
presence, but it makes itself felt in the resistathat other Dasein offers
as a free being, i.e. through its withdrawal int® self, its ineludible
self-encryption, which is not a particular ontic asecof behaviour, but a
fundamental ontological characteristic of the othgDasein: Dasein as
self remains encrypted, sheltered in the cryptoself.
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Because Dasein is freely self-casting, it has adwalyeady swung
over beyond beings, incorporating them into its&ntial casting. This
freedom of Dasein calls forth the resistance oh@®i it is in fact the
very origin of their resistance. In the case ofeotbasein, however,
which is itself free, this resistance is compounded takes on a
different form, since now, in the meeting or endeunof first and
second person, freedom comes up against freedosnisiwwhat is most
impossible for Dasein to overcome, because Dasemdtaphysically
impotent to overcome the freedom of the other. Whévinas refers to
the impossibility of murder, he is translating tbistological impotence
into an ethical (not a factical) impossibility. In so doing, he employs a
line of argument strikingly reminiscent of the Hbge dialectic of
master and slave (116/97). The phrase “most impessseems to be a
pleonasm. What is meant is that the resistanceewfgb (in the third
person) already refers to Dasein’s metaphysicabtemxy which cannot
be overcome by any technological mastery (cf. 8adii. Addressability
and proper-namedness: Dasein’s inviolable freeddims metaphysical
impotency is exponentially compounded in relationgh other Dasein
which is itself essentially free with its own inifi@ degrees of freedom
of movement® Lévinas translates thisntological impotence into an
(ontic) ethical imperative which he himself remarks is akin to the
categorical imperative in Kant's practical philobgp118/98), but such
a translation is misleading and only obfuscatesnnree considers that
Dasein’s freedom has an ontological status, i.es isituated already
within the truth of being and needs to be thoughtaaguestion and a
problem of (human) being.

What Lévinas calls the “relation to the face [of thther] as the event
of communality, the word” (117/97) is treated i fbresent study as the
possibility of encounter that in turn opens up plossibility of you and

9 That it is a matter of an ethical impossibilityciearly stated innfinity and
Totality, e.g. in the following passage: “The exceptiomakpnce of the other
expresses itself in the fact that it is ethicathpbssible for me to kill him; he thus
signifies the end of my abilities.” (S.120/ p.59)

20 Cf. on Dasein’s inviolable freedom Section 6. Aduibility and proper-
namedness: Dasein’s inviolable freedom.
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me sharing our freedom with each other and indéedniecessity of
having to do so, one way or the other, since ospeetive freedom is
ontologically inviolable. Although Lévinas claimbat this hole in the
horizon where the other as such appears is occlogefiindamental
ontology by way of the universality of being sufétiag the particularity
of the other as a being, the discussion in the rbanty of the present
study should have made clear that the phenomenoMitsein as
sketched inSein und Zeitand elaborated on in Heidegger’'s lecture
courses in the late twenties (cf. e§esamtausgabBd. 26 and Bd. 27)
leaves a space for this ‘hole’ to be thought thiroadequately in turning
explicitly to the problem of you-and-me, i.e. ofstrand-second person
in their existential-ontological intertwining. H&dger claims in these
lectures that the phenomenon of Duheit (you-neas)d be investigated
on the basis of the “fundamental neutrality” of Biasin its selfhood.
The phenomena of the encounter and the sharingeetidm between
you and me can indeed be interpreted on the bdsasnoadequate
understanding of Dasein, its world and its freedatthough not in the
way Heidegger prescribés.

v) Ontology flattened

In stark contrast, Lévinas, ihotality and Infinity takes the appearance
of the face of the other to be the point at whibk tnfinite or the
Absolute intervenes with the word that teachessiructs, like a master
instructs his disciple. The point at which the measappears is, he
claims, the origin of language. The intervention tbé Absolute is
strongly reminiscent of the Old Testament motif @bd calling on
Moses to lay down the Ten Commandments, and thgession is

2L pace Heidegger, selfhood is not ontologically priok-ness and you-ness, but
rather, the constitution of self is itself alwayscaa mirroring through the others.
Cf. my ‘Heidegger’s Restricted Interpretation of tGreek Conception of the
Political’ from 2003-2004, the section on interchanavailable at
http://www.arte-fact.org/untpltcl/rstrpltc.html#5ahd also my ‘Dialectic of Self
and Other: Wrestling with Plato, Hegel, Heideggsrhttp://www.arte-
fact.org/untpltcl/dictcslf.html an8ocial Ontologyop. cit., especially Chapter 3
on whoness.
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reinforced by Lévinas’ insistence on the ethicabassibility of killing
the other: “Thou shalt not kill”. The appearancetlod Infinite on the
scene is in a quite literal sense a deus ex madhibavinas’ hands; in
fact he introduces the idea of a “creatio ex nih{@.g. T1:149/78) in
order to “break” with the system of a (causal) liptaand introduces an
understanding of human being as a “separate ekigelfrcentred on its
own enjoyment (cf. e.g. 166/91). But this totalisy conceived as an
ontic-causal system (and precisely not as an ogicdtly conceived
world) into which he introduces the dimension @&edom, much as the
metaphysical tradition usually does. Strangely g@houthe deus ex
machina who performs the creatio ex nihilo is asehaprinciple:

The creature is an existent which of course dependsn other, but not like a

part which separates itself from the other. Creatat of nothing breaks the

system; it posits a being outside the system,there where its freedom is
possible. (149/78)

The dimension of freedom, however, is not sometlargpted out of
nothing by a God, for that would be to deal withiké some ontic thing
caused by an agent. The dimension of freedom sethdhe dimension
of Dasein, but Dasein’s existence cannot be acedufdr ontically-

causally by way of creation, but rather only on¢pbally-

transcendentally by uncovering and stepping batkiis conditions of
possibility, for freedom is the transcendental (natanscendent)
dimension par excellence. Lévinas presents the tshihe dimension of
freedom as if he were shifting from the ontologidahension (in which
the egoistic subject supposedly reigns) into thecat dimension (in
which the subject becomes ashamed of his egoism)inbtruth he is
shifting from the ontic dimension of causal relagsato the ontological
dimension of Dasein as freedom. He treats the reafinfreedom,

however, as the ethical dimension in which the ®igoisubject is
confronted with moral injunctions and imperativesdiated by the face
of the other. This stance is maintained and evdicabzed in his last
major work, Autrement qu’étre ou au-dela de I'essentce which the

“unbending, indeclinable ego, protected from eva&satch” (171/95) is
overwhelmed in its “sensibility” by the “non-phenenon, a putting-
into-question by the otherness of the other” (13P/Mhat results an-
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archically in a “giving”, in which “the giving doesot offer the super-
fluity of what is superfluous but the bread snatthiem one’s own
mouth” (174/97).

In explicitly renouncing ontology as fundamentablgresenting the
alternative of the primacy of ethics (cf. the dmotun the table of
contents ofTotality and Infinity “.4 Metaphysics precedes ontology”),
Lévinas at the same time renounces any possilblityhinking the
essence of human being, which can only be achietredugh
ontological questioning, not through vain moral esthtions. His
writing flattens to ontic narration in which regein substitutes for
clarification of essential structures, i.e. thei@as moments of an
ontological dimension that is held together by mfy concepts.
Lévinas even explicitly defends this way of prodagd

All the discussions in the present workofality and Infinity aim at getting
away from a conception which strives to unify theppenings of existence
which have opposite signs in an ambivalent badatiom where only the basic
relation has ontological dignity, whereas the hapmgs themselves which
manifest themselves characteristically in one dimacor the other maintain an
empirical status without articulating anything newtologically. The method
practised here does consist in looking for the @@ for empirical situations,
but it ascribes an ontological role to the conesdion, i.e. to the so-called
empirical manifestations in which the condition péssibility is fulfilled.
(252f/148)

Although in other passages Lévinas seeks to gey dman ontology
altogether to champion the ethical manifestatiorthaf other, here he
wants to wilfully and arbitrarily elevate empiricaappenings, i.e. ontic
event, to an ontological status, but without wogkut the ontological
structures within which this could take place. Hisoking for the
conditions for empirical situations” is not a sdarfor ontological
conditions of possibility but a hypostasization tbé ontic to lend it
ontological dignity. Thus, for example, the reaslearches in vain for an
explication of the ontological structure of the Vdoin Lévinas’ writings
(which amounts to the totality of what the “separaxistent” enjoys). It
IS not enough to baldly claim that an empirical pdm@enon, such as
“hospitality” or the “ face of the other”, has antological status. It only
makes sense to talk of an ontological status ifotm@logical difference
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is taken seriously, but this is what Lévinas exfliaefuses to do. His
rejection of ontology means that his texts shiftkand forth between
ontic phenomenal analyses and assertions of tineapyi of the ethical
(e.g. “Transcendence is ... the first ethical gestu253/149) which

however remain mere assertions redolent of moedtide. The above-
guoted passage, for instance, occurs in a discusdidospitality and
egoism in which the ontic possibility of openingetloors of one’s
house to the other is supposed to establish tradsoee as an “original
giving” (252/149) and language as the “first gifthid.). Nonetheless,
Lévinas’ way of proceeding cannot entirely make fosget that

ontological grounding is something entirely diffiete

Because they are conditions of possibility, ont@abstructures have
the characteristic of unifying a range of empiripakenomena into their
essence. This by no means excludes particular etrations from
gaining special attention and even a special sta#gnas’ method has
to be contrasted with Heidegger's method Sein und Zejt where
Heidegger employs concretizations to bring exisiaontological
structures phenomenologically to light, to hightighhem. Thus, for
example, in order to show the structure of caretsnwholeness, he
chooses a concrete phenomenon in which Daseis whole existence,
namely, in the resolute disclosedness of selfrayisut of going forward
to death. Heidegger's procedure does ascribe anortan
phenomenological role to empirical, i.e. ontic, pbmena, but it does so
whilst maintaining, i.e. not confusing, wateringndoand flattening, the
ontological difference.

Lévinas, by contrast, disseminates the seedsavh@diable confusion
by not reading the structure of careSain und Zeibntologically but as
the ontic phenomenon of care in the sense of hasdémgs and worries
(cf. e.g. “The world... as a totality of equipmenthat depends on the
cares of an existence full of Angst about its beind90/107). This (in
the case of Lévinas, one would have to say: wilisigunderstanding of
the existential-ontological concept of care is lasasSein und Zeitself
and arises from precisely not respecting the furedat existential-
ontological character of care as a structure thdtes ontic phenomena
with opposite signs and serves to characterizeotitelogical structure
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of being-in-the-world which ultimately will be takeback into Dasein’s
temporality, the (provisionally) ‘final station’ iSein und ZeitLévinas’
ontic misunderstanding of the ontological structafecare serves him
only as a polemical foil to bolster his opposednalthat the “subject” or
“human being” is not fundamentally full of carest ixated on its own
egoistic enjoyment (cfTotality and Infinity I A 2 “Living off...
(Enjoyment)” and Il A 3 “Enjoyment and Independence

vi) Beyond being

If there is one single, decisive point at which tissue between
Heidegger and Lévinas becomes abundantly cleas the issue of
emexewa Mg obolog. This famous phrase from Platdsliteia which
announces the beyond of being asufex &yobov, i.e. the Idea of the
Good, is cited by both thinkers, but whereas Lévina my knowledge,
IS content to quote the phrase and interpret it echately as the
intrusion of ethics into (the ‘ontological totalityf) being without
taking the effort to provide even the skerrick oh an-depth
interpretation of the relevant passages in Plawdéfiger is at some
pains to provide amntological interpretation of th&déo dyabov,*
which he interprets — via a translation into Arisleanob &veko — as
the “Umwillen des Daseins” (e.g. GA26:237, cf. thatire section
GA26:237-252 “Die Transzendenz des Daseins”). Brdrévinas’ last
major work Autrement qu’étre ou au-dela de I'essefttavhose title
plays on the Platonic phrase, there is no seridtmmpt made to
interpret in extenso the phragamékewo tng oboiog in a critical
engagement with Plato’s texts.

%2 |n later lectures, Heidegger interprets the idethefgood as “das
Ermoglichende” (“the enabling power”; GA36/37:194)as Gute ist die
Ermachtigung des Seins und der Unverborgenhehrami in sich
zusammengehdrigen Wesen.” (“The good is the empuoestrof being and
unconcealment to their essencing in which theyrehigy belong together3ein
und WahrheitVWS 1933/34 GA36/37:200)

23 Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1978.
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The enékewo in gméxewa 1ng obolag is interpreted by both
Lévinas and Heidegger as the dimension of transmere] but each
thinker thinks the latter very differently. For Lidgs transcendence is
the entry into the ethical-religious realm in whisponsibility for the
other shows its face. For Heidegger, by contraatistendence is the
transcendence beyond beings to being. If mattersecto a head
between Heidegger and Lévinas on the issue ofdeaaence, then the
latter has to be focused on. Since, as we have kégmas is intent on
moving ‘beyond Heidegger’ to the dimension of théeo, i.e.
specifically, to the ethical dimension of respoildip for the other,
Heidegger’s reply to Lévinas now has to be turreedHieidegger’s reply
to Lévinas? Since Heidegger never concerned himgidf Lévinas’
writings, this turn of phrase is somewhat paradalxibut it does make
sense once it is realized that Lévinas representerg traditional
position with which Heidegger engaged critically some depth. The
10¢a. &yabov, namely, has usually been interpreted in an dthiegy.
Heidegger breaks with this tradition and rejecesdthical interpretation
as Weltanschauung (cf. GA26:241) and compels thimko focus on the
guestion of being, i.e on freedom and transcendenttee context of the
guestion concerning the very meaning of being.

Now, this is supposed to be an excursus on Lévimaisjs quickly
becoming an interpretation of Heidegger. The reasabvious: Lévinas
claims to break with a tradition within which hestes Heidegger as the
last “honourable” representative, whereas the pitegeady aims to show
that it is Heidegger who has radically unearthed thilosophical
tradition, whereas Lévinas has fallen far behirglitisights signalled in
shifting human being to the site of “Dasein” andteéad formulates a
headstrong, theologically founded ethics of theenthl'he heading
“Freedomsharing, strife and the possibility of nmicy and
commitment” in Section 12. of the present studyidgatks that freedom
and its sharing is the crucial, and painful, issarej indeed, the sharing
of freedom between the one and the other in togediss. It is well
known that Heidegger does not provide a philosagfithe other, which
has left the field open for Lévinas to occupy ithwligures such as “the
face of the other”. Heidegger's treatment of tramslence has to be
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amplified and augmented and also criticized in saclway that the
vacuum that has apparently been left by his neglécthe other’ is
filled with thoughts that are adequate to the thngkof transcendence
within the problematic of the question of being.isThequires that we
turn to the fold in being which | call first-andessnd person, you-and-I
or simply whones$! If Lévinas’ philosophy in very large part can be
characterized as a movement of negation againstidéima, ‘Ontology is
fundamental’, in order to assert the unconditional,absolute, primacy
of ethics (of the other) over ontology, an adequepdy to Lévinas must
consist in showing that ontology is indeed fundatalen.e. that the
transcendence of being that is freedom is alsantiispensable key to
understanding the sharing of freedom with the qthmus shifting the
‘ethics’ of the other (which is a moral philosoplty the sense of
modernity) back onto a fundamental ontological leve

Heidegger refers to two crucial litmus tests foe timderstanding of
the issues of ontology (cf. GA26:241f). The firstto break with the
deeply ingrained modes of thinking that proceedmfroonceiving a
subject encapsulated in its consciousness and ategafrom the
world.?®> The second is to defuse the idea that Daseinubeda exists

24 Cf. my Social Ontologyop. cit., whose basis is a phenomenology of whanes

% |eibniz's conception of the subject as monad cataken as exemplary for the
casting of human being as subjectivity in the mod@artesian age. The ‘first
draft’ of the monad is the “body-soul pentagon’ttod early Leibniz from around
1663, a conception he adapted from his teachegr&Weigel, a “Pythagorean”
with a proclivity for “geometric schemata”. Weiggdve lectures in 1663 on
“mechanics, astronomy, gnomonics and fortificatiadh& pentagon being
traditionally regarded as the ideal fortificatidvaws of motion, the calculation of
time from the motion of stars and sun, and militstrategy are thus apparent as
the subject matter of these lectures. The moddyesuis out to calculate the
universe. Leibniz wrote down his schema of the bsaiyl pentagon in his copy
of Jakob ThomasiuBhilosophia practica continuis tabellis in usumyatium
comprehenséeipzig 1661. The schema consists of a seriepméentric
pentagons and circles inscribed alternately insalsh other, starting with the
external pentagon, representing the physical battyitg sense organs, followed
by a circle representing ‘spiritual’ sensory expage animated by ‘spiritus’
streaming through the body, then the inner pentadadime physical brain, which
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“for the sake of itself” (Umwillen seiner selbss) eégoistic. Lévinas is a
victim especially of this second misunderstandirgduse, apart from
refusing to shift from the metaphysics of subjdtfivo a consideration

of human being as Dasein, he adamantly insistsfandamental casting
of human being as egoistic, i.e. as an egoistigestianto which he then
introduces the imperative, absolute, moralisticostiof the other. On the
other hand, it still has to be shown that fundameontology a la

Heidegger leaves room for. or can be twisted itite problematic of the
other’'s freedom.The freedom of the other, i.e. the (im)possibibty

freedomsharing in the world, is the issue and @ast,Lévinas claims,
ethical responsibility for the other.

Heidegger and Lévinas agree that the issue is hgsabeyond being,
but whereas the latter interprets the beyond ohdeathically and
theologically with an intervention of the Infinitehe Absolute, the
former endeavours to show that the transcendemtargion beyond
beings in their being is freedom, if not freedomsig The freedom of
the other is the missing link that separates Hedeg thinking from
Lévinas’ thinking. The issue is the following: tidre lies beyond being
the ldea of the Good, and this is translated adJthevillen des Daseins,

takes in sensory impressions and also enclosdm#ieircle representing the
“sphaera intellectus”, which is also the seat ofatty, Weigel's “sphaera
moralis”. This innermost sphere is both a sphereamindivisible,
indestructible, metaphysical point. This latteraguired to ensure that to the
intellect “an invincible liberty remains” (libertasvincibilis remanet p. 8) and
also immortality. This ultimate point at the cengehe free will, where internal
deliberations and whence external actions proaezt;onced within the double
fortress of two pentagons, the body and the bidirias Leib-Seele-Pentagon
und die moralische Sphére des Verstandes’ in GadtiVilhelm LeibnizFrihe
Schriften zum Naturreclied.) Hubertus Busche, Meiner, Hamburg 2003, see
Busche’s notes pp. 381ff). This cast of human beorgrasts entirely with
Dasein that is always already in the world, outeéhgith beings in three-
dimensional, ecstatic time-space, so that thellede is not encapsulated in the
brain. Nonetheless, the ecstatic temporal expdsutee world is individuated
into individual selves, each of whom takes in thald/from its own, singular
perspective, giving each being-in-the-world its gwingular twist, despite an
ineluctably shared casting of an historical world.
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l.e. the for-the-sake-of Dasein’s self, how is tlusthe-sake-of-self to
be reconciled with the freedom of the other, wikewise exists for the
sake of self? This is a far more subtle and penmpiexquestion for
thinking than Lévinas’ demand — via the invocatemd injunction of
the Infinite that breaks with the (ontic-causal)taldy — that moral-

ethical responsibility be assumed for the other dnat a certain
conception of justice prevail, for it requires thihé question of being
itself be folded and unfolded richly enough for thimer as other to

appear — albeit scarcely and non-substantially —tha folds in

adequate concepts that do not misrecognize it bsirgg in the third

person, which has been its fate hitherto within ltvey tradition of the
metaphysics of whatness.



