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INTRODUCTION

There are special times and places in the history of European philosophy—the 
“battlefields of philosophy” (Flasch, 2008)—where thought is articulated in such a way 
as to have a significant impact not only on a narrow circle of students but also to create 
a broad (and lasting) “footprint” of continuations and transformations, which also 
has an agonic, debate-inducing character. One such place of articulation of thought 
and such time is also the phenomenological movement. The philosophical heritage 
of Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger influences not only the development of 
phenomenology and hermeneutics, the formation of the philosophy of existence, and 
even not only the development of continental philosophy in general, but also new 
approaches to research in a wide range of sciences and arts. Phenomenology today 
participates in the life sciences, interpretations of modern art, and the study of social 
processes to the same extent as it continues the internal conversation about its basic 
concepts. Although the influence of Husserl and Heidegger on the branches of science 
has developed over several decades, creating such interdisciplinary sub-genres as the 
phenomenology of music, body, religion, art, medicine, technology, etc., however, the 
new search for stability and self-sufficiency in today’s global and fragile society also 
invites phenomenology to embark on another philosophical adventure accompanied 
by highly interdisciplinary research.

Since Husserl’s Introduction to volume II of Logical Investigations, where he for-
mulates the well-known principle of phenomenology, namely that “we want to return 
to the things themselves” (Husserl, 1984, 10), the conversation and competition about 
what are the “things” to which to return has begun. This is especially reversed and 
exacerbated by the question in Heidegger’s text My Way in Phenomenology: “from 
where and how is it defined what should be experienced as a ‘thing itself ’ according 
to the principle of phenomenology? Is it consciousness and its objectivity or the being 
of existence in its unconcealedness and concealedness?” (Heidegger, 1969, 87). This 
is just the beginning of a conversation about things; this conversation has continued 
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in discussions between the generation of Merleau-Ponty, Michel Henry, Marc Richir, 
Jean-Luc Marion, Bernhard Waldenfels and younger generations. The call to return 
to things and their being has contributed to the formation of knowledge given in 
immediate experience, thus being able to unlock the case under study in its changing 
concealed unconcealedness, while preserving its truth. However, the two dimensions 
outlined at the beginning of phenomenology—Husserl’s quest for the perspectival 
uncovering of in-depth meaning-constitution processes and Heidegger’s question of 
being—are different, but both show that the birth of new knowledge is the ability to 
observe, see and hear, think and understand, beginning from what “is” and how it “is.” 
Phenomenology today is still on its way towards what “is.”

The thematic coverage of this special issue was to some extent influenced by 
the international interdisciplinary conference “Let things be! Edmund Husserl 160, 
Martin Heidegger 130,” which took place at the University of Latvia, Riga in Decem-
ber 2019, the proceedings of which can be read in the journal “Horizon. Studies in 
Phenomenology” (Kivle, Bičevskis & Lācis, 2020, 373–381). Any researcher of phe-
nomenology and hermeneutics was invited to contribute to the content of this issue. 
As a result, the journal’s topics cover issues of the history of phenomenology, the de-
tailed application of the phenomenological method in the study of specific phenom-
ena, Husserl’s or Heidegger’s concepts and the importance of phenomenology and 
hermeneutics in other fields of knowledge and art. The topics of the journal deviate 
from in-depth analysis of transcendental philosophy, fundamental ontology, and phe-
nomenological methods, and draw attention to the understanding of certain concepts 
and their possible modification in specific situations and thematic areas, looking at 
the history of phenomenology in a regional context.

Phenomenology entered Latvia as soon as it was established. The article “One 
Hundred Years of Phenomenology in Latvia: 1920–2020” by Maija Kūle gives a com-
prehensive insight into phenomenology studies and research in Latvia. The article 
covers a hundred years, beginning with the contributions and critiques of Husserl’s 
pupil Teodors Celms (1893–1989) to the development of phenomenology, following 
with the merits of Kurt Stavehagen (1884–1951), working at the Riga Herder Institute, 
Heidegger’s visit to Riga in 1928 up to the latest research in recent decades.

Two articles are devoted to the understanding of being, existence and man. 
A. Malecka’s and P. Mroz’s article “The Heideggerian Concept of Dasein and Its On-
tological Modality: Das Man,” in which, using the basic concepts of Heidegger’s ex-
istential period (before Kehre) magnum opus Being and Time, an original interpreta-
tion of Heidegger’s such existentials as das Man and Dasein is offered, analyzing our 
being-in-the-world in two different ways: Dasein’s existence in the world is based on 



HORIZON 10 (1) 2021 13

structure of possibilities, while das Man is dedicated to a concrete choice. Kimiyo Mu-
rata-Soraci views Heidegger’s philosophy from middle-voice point of view. In accord-
ance with it, the author analyses Heidegger’s concept Da-sein and Derrida’s concept 
Animot as the limit between the human and the animal in the realization of human 
ways to be in the world.

Social interactions and phenomenological problems of media are analysed in 
two articles. Anna Khakhalova’s article “Bodily-Affective Attunement of Social Inter-
action” views the problem of body attunement between participants of a social inter-
action and shows how subjects permanently attune to each other on different levels in 
emotional affordances. Ģirts Jankovskis’ paper “Norms as a Medium: Phenomenolog-
ical Approach in Analysing the Perception of Social Media” analyses concept of norms 
as a certain mode of perception as well as an object of thoughts therefore the author 
shows how norms as a medium are understood in comparison to language. 

Phenomenological approach to ethics, religion and God is concerned in three 
articles. Rihards Kūlis’ paper “Heideggers Sein, Rahners Gott—noch immer aktuelle 
Frage oder fällig gewordene Antwort?” views fundamental questions about “unfin-
ished project” of Western rationality exploring ultimate directions of “God” and “Be-
ing.” Velga Vēvere’ paper “Radical Demans and Spontaneity in K. E. Logstrup’s Phe-
nomenological Ethics with Continuous Reference to S. Kierkegaard” explores notions 
of Logstrup’s ethics in confrontation with Kierkegaard’s basic concepts. Māra Kiope’s 
research “Phenomenology of Cognition in the Context of Many-Sided Humanism 
of Stanislavs Ladusāns” shows how Ladusāns places phenomenology of cognition or 
many-sided gnoseology at the corner-stone of his programme of cultural regenera-
tion.

There are two articles dedicated to temporality: James Mensch’ research on 
“Temporality as a Spatial Field of Presence” and Uldis Vēgners’ paper “Husserl and 
Dimensions of Temporality: A Framework for Analyses of Temporal Experience.” 
James Mensch shows how we experience time in the widest sense as a “field of pres-
ence” where spatial apprehension is also included. Uldis Vēgners analyses temporality 
as one of the key components of our experience and shows how experience of time is 
a fluid and complex phenomenon consisting of a multitude of dimensions.

Phenomenological approach to art, listening, silence and language are pre-
sented in articles written by Maja Bjelica, “Listening: An Interdisciplinary Path To-
wards Lettting Things Be”; Virgil W. Brower, “Techno-Telepathy & Silent Subvocal 
Speech-Recognition Robotics: Do Androids Read of Electric Thoughts?”; Georgy 
Chernavin, “On the Impossibility of the Phenomenological Language in the Context 
of Wittgenstein’s Manuscripts from 1929–1933”; Onur Karamercan, “Heidegger’s Way 
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to Poetic Dwelling via Being and Time” and Patrick Martin, “Being Struck: Gadamer 
on the Contemporaneity of Art.” These studies are different by way of phenomeno-
logical and hermeneutical approach. Maja Bjelica views listening as a potential for re-
vealing a deeper sense of being in the world and as a possible way towards inhabiting 
our life-world. Virgil W. Brower considers subvocal “speech” as a mode of saying and 
binds it with Husserl’s phenomenology of language and Heidegger’s warning against 
enframing language within calculative technics. Georgy Chernavin’s article opens up 
new possibilities for comparison between the Wittgensteinian project of the “primal 
language” and Husserlian, Heideggerian and Finkian projects of “phenomenological 
language.” Onur Karamercan touches upon “dwelling” as a concept that bridges differ-
ent Heidegger’s works in during the peruid of Being and Time and latter philosophy. 
Patrick Martin’s central question concerns the relathionship between art experience 
and experience of understanding in the context of Gadamer’s hermeneutics.

Published articles, both in terms of thematic diversity and different phenome-
nological approaches, form a multidimensional mosaic for the development of inter-
disciplinarity. However, they are yet another attempt for phenomenologically schooled 
thinking to get closer to things. These two directions of the articles are by no means 
contradictory, as long as the unity of intuition and methodological rigor already es-
tablished at the beginning of phenomenology is maintained.
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Looking over a hundred years, it should be acknowledged that phenomenological studies in Latvia were 
initially carried out in the twenties and thirties of the 20th century, starting with 1) Husserl’s studies and 
criticism of solipsism (T. Celms), 2) phenomenological analysis of forms of community (K. Stavenha-
gen), and 3) development of cognitive phenomenology in Ladusāns’ many-sided gnoseology. It was not 
possible to work on phenomenology during the harsher years of the Soviet regime (1945–1970), but in 
the mid-1970s, a phenomenological circle emerged in Riga under the influence of Nelly Motroshilova 
and Merab Mamardashvili. Its focus was on the issues of consciousness and language, on phenome-
nological ontology, communication, time-consciousness. Since 1990, phenomenological studies have 
been expanding, four international conferences have been held in Latvia in cooperation with the World 
Phenomenology Institute, nine monographs on phenomenology have been published, and 56 articles 
from Latvia have been published in Analecta Husserliana. Themes of papers and presentations in-
cluded historicity, space and time, passions, teleology, educational philosophy, aesthetics. Since 2005, 
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nine phenomenology-related doctoral theses have been defended in Riga. Over the last decade, greater 
focus has been given to applied phenomenology, its relationships with medicine, social media, vio-
lence research. Phenomenologists influenced a transformation of classical philosophy towards wider 
horizons and reflected the necessity to consider concepts of life, nature, body, we-consciousness, it also 
opened the way for contemporary perspective dialogue with cognitive sciences, linguistics, identity 
studies and psychoanalysis. 
Keywords: phenomenology in Latvia, Husserl, Celms, Stavenhagen, Ladusāns, Motroshilova, Mamar-
dashvili, Riga Phenomenological Circle, Tymieniecka, critical realism, cognition phenomenology, 
eco-phenomenology.

СТОЛЕТИЕ ФЕНОМЕНОЛОГИИ В ЛАТВИИ:  
1920–2020 гг.

МАЙЯ КУЛЕ
Доктор философских наук, профессор.
Институт философии и социологии, Латвийский Университет.
LV-1940 Рига, Латвия.
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С высоты столетия можно увидеть, что феноменологические исследования в  Латвии впер-
вые стали проводиться в 20–30-е годы XX-го века, начиная с 1) работ по философии Гуссерля 
и критике солипсизма (Т. Целмс), 2) феноменологического анализа форм общественной жизни 
(К. Ставенхаген), и 3) разработки когнитивной феноменологии в разносторонней гносеологии 
Ладусанса. В течение наиболее трудного периода советского режима (1945–1970 гг.) проводить 
феноменологические исследования представлялось невозможным, но в  середине 70-х годов 
в Риге появилась группа феноменологов, которые находились под влиянием Нелли Мотроши-
ловой и Мераба Мамардашвили. Основные интересы этой группы затрагивали проблемы со-
знания, языка, феноменологической онтологии, коммуникации и сознания времени. С 1990 г. 
феноменологические исследования получили широкое распространение: в Латвии совместно 
с Всемирным институтом феноменологии были проведены четыре международные конферен-
ции, издано девять монографий по феноменологии, а в Analecta Husserliana было опубликова-
но 56 статей, написанных авторами из Латвии. Среди тем статей и докладов были проблемы 
историчности, пространства и времени, эмоций, телеологии, философии педагогики и эстети-
ки. С 2005 года в Риге было проведено девять защит докторских диссертаций на феноменоло-
гические темы. За последнее десятилетие уделяется больше внимания прикладной феномено-
логии в связи с медициной, масс медиа, с исследованиями проблемы насилия. Феноменологи 
способствовали созданию более широкой философской перспективы с учетом понятий жизни, 
природы, сознания, мы-интенциональности; открылись новые возможности для диалога с ког-
нитивными науками, лингвистикой, исследованиями идентичности и психоанализом.
Ключевые слова: феноменология в  Латвии, Гуссерль, Целмс, Ставенхаген, Ладусанс, Мотро-
шилова, Мамардашвили, Рижский круг феноменологов, Тыменецка, критический реализм, 
эко-феноменология.
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1. FOUNDERS OF PHENOMENOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS

The development of phenomenology in Latvia dates back at least one hundred 
years. Interest in this philosophical branch started with Teodors Celms (1893–1989) 
and his intention to study with Husserl at the University of Freiburg. In 1922, he re-
ceived financial support—a scholarship from the Latvian Culture Fund—and left for 
Germany. Celms studied under Husserl in Freiburg for three terms from 1922 to 1923. 
Another Latvian philosopher, Pauls Dāle, joined him for several months. In the eyes 
of Latvian intellectuals, Freiburg was one of the best places for education due to the 
brilliance of its philosophical life. 

Celms had already heard about Husserl during his studies at the Moscow Uni-
versity (1917–1920) and had been influenced by the ideas of Russian neo-Kantian 
Georgy Ivanovitch Chelpanov. One serious book redirected Celm’s interest away from 
the neo-Kantians. It was Husserl’s Logische Untersuchungen. Celms read its Russian 
translation, the Prolegomena zur reinen Logik part to be exact. He examined it studi-
ously and then decided—“I must go to Germany and meet Husserl personally!” (Kūle, 
Muižniece & Vēgners, 2009, 41–46). Celms, who was fluent in Russian and German, 
was able to fulfill his dream after returning to Latvia—he was granted access to the 
highest level of German philosophy. The only hindrance was his bad health—he had 
fallen ill with tuberculosis while in Moscow. Hence, he had not been conscripted into 
the army, having instead been sent to work as an orderly in Russian military hospitals. 
However, something good did come of this as well—it was in the hospital that Teo-
dors met his future wife, a Russian woman called Vera Vihrov, whom he married and 
brought back to Latvia in 1920.

Philosophy in the Baltic States (Kūle, 2007, 39–55) was a mixture of scattered 
influences from German, Russian and sometimes Polish philosophical schools. In the 
1920s and 1930s Latvian philosophy witnessed rapid development. There were repre-
sentatives of Bergsonism (P. Jurevičs), neo-Kantism (P. Zālīte, V. Frosts), personalism 
and “energetic idealism” (P. Dāle), philosophy of education, psychology, and educa-
tion problems (J. A. Students). There were also neo-Thomists (P. Strods), positivists 
(R. Vipers). Spanish philosophy of culture and existentialism of Ortega y Gasset were 
the fields covered by K. Raudive, literary hermeneutics by Z. Mauriņa. An important 
source of ideas was the Tartu (Dorpat, Terbat) University in Estonia, especially in the 
field of personalism (J. Osis). 

Over the centuries, philosophical ideas in Latvia were exclusively connected 
with the German culture and classical philosophy (Migration of cultures, 2019, 55–
99). The intellectual life of German-speaking Latvians in the 19th century was dom-
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inated by Academia Petrina (opened in Jelgava in 1775) and Enlightenment figures 
like J. G. Herder, G. Merkel, J. G. Hamann, nicknamed the Magus of the North. Ger-
man Weltanschauung of the time stands for orientation towards human development, 
knowledge, morals, and to a very large extent—to Kant’s studies (Kūle, 2019, 55–91; 
2016b, 161–204). Immanuel Kant’s three Critiques were published at Hartknoch’s pub-
lishing house in Riga. French influence came later, mainly through literature and arts; 
Spanish romantism and national identity philosophy reached Latvia at the end of 19th 
century (diplomat, philosopher A. Ganivet, who ended his life in Riga). German intel-
lectual environment served as a bridge to European philosophy. 

Teodors Celms’ position was close to neo-Kantism and Nikolai Hamann. Celms 
analysed the teachings of Husserl with scrupulous care, focusing mainly on the first 
period until Cartesianische Meditationen. He recognized the restrictedness of the 
claims of reason, and the purity of phenomenological thinking, creating a new meth-
od and new concepts. But step by step, Celms became more critical. He became fa-
mous as one of the profoundest critics of Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology, 
as one who tried to find a way out of phenomenological discrepancies and solipsism. 
Before World War II, there were parallels between some Georgian and Latvian orien-
tations to phenomenology. Kote Bakradze and Teodors Celms studied Husserl’s phe-
nomenology together in the University of Freiburg from 1922 to 1923.

Celm’s philosophical legacy in German consists of his books Der phänomenologis-
che Idealismus Husserls; Vom Wesen der Philosophie; Lebensumgebung und Lebensprojek-
tion; Subjekt und Subjektivierung. Studien über das subjektive Sein. All these works have 
been republished in Germany under the title Der phänomenologische Idealismus Hus-
serls und andere Schriften (Celms, 1993). Celms graduated summa cum laude from the 
University of Freiburg in 1923 and received a doctorate in philosophy on the basis of his 
dissertation Kants allgemeinlogische Auffassung vom Wesen, Ursprung und der Aufgabe 
des Begriffes. He was later offered the post of research assistant in the journal Deutsche 
Literaturzeitung für Kritik der internationalen Wissenschaft, where he published criti-
cal reviews on M. Heidegger, M. Scheler and others. His main philosophical book Der 
phänomenologische Idealismus Husserls was translated into Spanish and published in 
Madrid in 1931. This work remains relevant to this day. Its importance was recognized 
by Garland Publishing in New York, which re-printed it in 1979. During the 1930s, Celms 
published several books in Latvian—Tagadnes problēmas (Problems of the Present,), and 
Patiesība un šķitums (Truth and Appearance), as well as separate articles in encyclope-
dias and journals. The themes of culture, structures of consciousness, existence of the 
human being, life and society occupied a prominent place in his philosophical articles 
and lectures at the University of Latvia. (Kūle, Muižniece & Vēgners, 2009, 117–158).
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B. Waldenfels places Teodors Celms alongside such figures as Jose Ortega y Gas-
set, Jan Patočka, Roman Ingarden, Marvin Farber, Hajime Tanabe and Shuzo Kuki 
(Waldenfels, 1992, 42). Celms has also been mentioned as a Latvian phenomenologist 
in Herbert Spiegelberg’s history of phenomenology (Spiegelberg, 1994, 266–267). 

In 1925, Celms decided to return to the University of Freiburg, where he partic-
ipated in two seminars—on phenomenology by Husserl and on Kant by Jonas Cohn. 
He received an excellent letter of recommendation from Husserl: “…Celms has expe-
rienced gratifying growth. In my workshop, he portrayed himself as a mature philos-
opher. He was at the top of my philosophical seminar…” (Husserl, 1994, 67–68). 

Some months later, Celms sent a reply to Husserl: “…my deepest desire is to 
be able to do everything within my power to justify the high expectations you have 
for me…” (Husserl, 1994, 65). But high praise from Husserl was not enough to earn 
a professor’s seat at the University of Latvia. Some colleagues in Riga recognized phe-
nomenology as a new kind of scholastic teaching without any perspective. Celms’ ha-
bilitation dissertation received fierce criticism—part of which lacked any justification. 
Such conditions prevented the creation of an academic school of phenomenology in 
Latvia. Celms was more active on the international level. 

The way in which Celms criticizes Husserl’s phenomenology, places him close to 
the Munich-Göttingen school. What interested Celms in phenomenology was: 1) reality, 
2) transcendentalism, 3) transcendental subjectivity and concrete life (Kūle, 1998, 295–
302). He has analysed Husserl’s efforts to overcome the limitedness of the transcendental 
subject and expressed doubts about the possibility of its “pure” essence. Celms started a 
discussion with Husserl and recognized Kant’s type of transcendentalism as very abstract 
and “foreign to life processes.” His idea was to develop the “transcendentalism of life.” 
Tymieniecka therefore has recognized Celms as the forefather of life phenomenology. 
The concepts of “living being,” “life,” “Other” appear regularly in Celms’ works.

At the end of the Second World War Celms emigrated to Germany, then moved 
to the USA (1949–1989). He worked at Augustana College in Rock Island, Illinois. 
In the USA he continued philosophical studies mainly on the basis of German phil-
osophical tradition and wrote a manuscript Phänomen and Wirklichkeit des Ichs. Stu-
dien über das subjective Sein (Celms, 2012). He did not feel like accepting either posi-
tivism, or materialism that is inclined to view the material world without the presence 
of the subject. Celms analysed seven types of subject’s philosophy. According to him, 
the question in phenomenology is how to combine the subject that belongs purely to 
the soul (rein seelischer) with transcendental subjectivity (Subjektheit). He believed 
that the central question of 20th century philosophy was still about the problem of the 
subject’s relations with the outer world. 
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Therefore, the main objections Celms raised against Husserl’s phenomenology 
concentrate around two themes: firstly, the possibility for phenomenology to grasp 
objective reality independently from consciousness or the subject’s immanence and, 
secondly, the possibility for phenomenology to break out of the vicious circle of sol-
ipsism (Guerrero, 2017) and solve the problem of intersubjectivity. Celms recognized 
that the former distinction between idealism and realism gives place to a new kind 
of distinction between I-philosophy (Ich Philosophie) and World-philosophy (Welt-
philosophie). Husserl, as Celms sees it, belongs to the I-philosophy, which completely 
subjugates being to spiritualization (Durchgeistigung). Celms shows that the theme 
of reality is not adequately substantiated and calls Husserl’s teachings solipsism and 
spiritual metaphysics. But in his works on culture, on social and psychological prob-
lems Celms relies, to a great extent, on the phenomenological teachings about the 
role of a subject (Celms, 2014). What he attempts to bring into existence is not so 
much transcendental, phenomenologically reduced, pure forms, but rather ones that 
are content based on concrete realities and psychological motivation. Celms outlines 
a shift towards the connection of phenomenology with the theme of life, which is fur-
ther developed by contemporary phenomenology of life and hermeneutics of culture.

Celms often compares the approach used by Husserl to that of Kant, remind-
ing of the limitations of the philosophy of transcendentalism. If different forms of 
transcendental philosophy view pure consciousness as transindividual consciousness, 
then Husserl, according to Celms, poses the problem of the transience of experience 
brimming with individual consciousness. The world in Husserl’s teachings is an idea 
motivated by interconnected experiences, which resembles Kant’s approach, as the 
world itself is attributed with existence. In Celm’s view, Husserl’s phenomenology is 
one-sided rationalism (Kūle, 1998; Rozenvalds, 1993; Buceniece, 1996). 

Celms writes that, in comparison with Husserl’s next work Ideen, Logische Un-
tersuchungen is limited in two aspects: the work does not examine all possible objectiv-
ities, apart from logical idealities (called Bedeutungseinheiten), and all possible modes 
of consciousness, apart from logical experiences (Erlebnisse), understood by Celms as 
the experiences of thinking and cognition. This observation testifies to the fact that, 
in Celm’s opinion, phenomenology is not paying enough attention to “psychology.” 
It is obvious, that classical phenomenology has constantly and fruitfully balanced on 
the line between singling out logically and epistemologically fixed content and re-
sponding to the appeal of inexpressible and inimitable consciousness-being and its 
fading acts. It has also balanced on the brink of waging a fierce battle with “psycholo-
gism” and “diving” from the logical phenomenological springboard into the depths 
of psychologized phenomenology. What can be seen here are two ways which exert 
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influence on the understanding of the human being and the solution of the theme of 
intersubjectivity.

The way which we conditionally define as “psychological” is paying increasingly 
greater attention not to through what we cognize (will, evaluate, and other modes of 
consciousness), but to who experiences it. The “psychological” reading is to see in his 
teachings the aspects which are devoted to the description of subjectivity, the “filling” 
of the transcendental I with personal qualities, or, in a wider sense, humanizing it. 

The history of phenomenology shows that the notions of “the Other,” “life,” and 
“life world” have been important since Husserl’s time. This approach does not mean 
that phenomenology is being turned into psychology (to be precise, we should note 
that it was Husserl who created phenomenological psychology); it means that philos-
ophy turns to a subject that is alive, rather than logically defined in his or her modes 
of givenness. 

The fundamental idea expressed by Celms in his phenomenological studies is 
that he can make use of only one part of phenomenology, namely, the reflexive meth-
od, as he considers phenomenological philosophy in its entirety to be an instance of 
hopeless idealism. Husserl claims that the life he writes about in phenomenology is 
not the actual life but only a phenomenologically purified life, and that concrete sub-
jectivity is not actually existing concreteness, but only its phenomenological ideal, etc. 
Such excuses render phenomenological investigations more complicated and open to 
different interpretations. 

Celms concludes that Husserl’s phenomenology cannot cope with the question 
of intersubjectivity, it only manages to substitute monistic solipsism with pluralistic 
solipsism. To save the situation one should recognize the pregiven harmony (prästa-
bilierte Harmonie) described by Leibnitz (Celms, 1993). However, in Celms’ opinion, 
that would be the creation of new metaphysics. 

Wrapped up in the immanence of a separate subject, Celms links it with Hus-
serlian thought about immanent historicism. After Husserl had read Celms’ book, the 
two met and the old professor said that Celms interpretation is too sharp, rejecting 
the critique therein. 

Celms was a critical realist in some of his theoretical positions, and not a classi-
cal phenomenologist and direct follower of Husserl.

Kurt Stavenhagen (1884–1951)  was another thinker of the phenomenological 
movement in Latvia. Before World War II he worked at the Herder Institute in Riga. 
He was the founder of the Institute and later, in 1928, became a professor. Stavenhagen 
studied philosophy and classical philology in the University of Göttingen (1904–1909) 
and returned to Riga after his studies. His contacts with Latvian professors and fac-
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ulties of the University of Latvia were weak because the language of instruction was 
mainly German and the Institute had German students. It seems that there were some 
psychological discrepancies as well—Germans had lost their previous social status and 
felt themselves as a national minority in Latvia. Stavenhagen belonged to the Baltic 
Germans and left Latvia in 1939, when he got a professor position in the University of 
Königsberg, the University of Hamburg, working later at the University of Göttingen.

Some famous German philosophers, including Martin Heidegger, were invited 
as guest lecturers to Herder Institute. Heidegger’s visit was very short, lasting only for 
a few days from September 11th to September 14th in 1928 (Bičevskis, 2011). Celms, of 
course, was well-versed in Heidegger’s teachings but there is no proof that he attended 
the lecture or met Heidegger personally in Riga. Heidegger’s lecture was devoted to an 
analysis of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason as he was working on Kant and metaphysics 
at the time. In his recollections of the visit Heidegger described the colour of the Baltic 
sea, fog, rain, but did not have much to say about the people of Latvia. Heidegger’s vis-
it demonstrated that Latvian culture before World War II developed in relatively close 
relationship with Germany, but in Latvia of the 1920s and 1930s intellectual space be-
tween Latvians and Germans was divided and interest in studies of Kant dominated. 

Stavenhagen’s main phenomenologically orientated book is Heimat als Grun-
dlage menschlicher Existenz (Stavenhagen, 1939). He also published Herder in Riga 
(1925); Achtung als Solidaritätsgefül und Grundlage von Gemeinschaften (Stavenha-
gen, 1931); Das Wesen der Nation (Stavenhagen, 1934). His phenomenological teach-
ings are based on Alfred Schütz’s and Max Scheler’s ideas about emotional values and 
feelings (Buceniece, 2002, 313). In 1957, a posthumous edition of Person und Persöh-
nlichkeit. Untersuchungen zur Antropologie und Ethik was published. He published an 
interesting article about Heidegger’s guest-lecture at the Herder Institute.

Stavenhagen was not a direct follower of Husserl, but used his phenomeno-
logical method to describe different forms of community (Rozenvalds, 2000, 2001). 
Like Teodors Celms, he belonged to the Munich school and drew inspiration from 
A. Pfānder, A. Reinach, and others. But there was a substantial difference between 
them. For Celms, intersubjectivity was one of the main problems in phenomenolo-
gy—he saw the danger of solipsism. Whereas for Stavenhagen, there was no theoret-
ical problem because he recognized already-existing communities, which have been 
constituted by people’s emotional a priori. His understanding of we-consciousness 
was different from that of Celms, who expressed doubts about the solution of Egolo-
gical problem in phenomenology. 

Stavenhagen’s main interests were individuals (persons), their respect and dig-
nity in relation to community. Stavenhagen described nations not only as spiritual and 
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pragmatic forms of common living, which create a specific feeling of “we,” but also an-
alysed nations as historical subjects. Concrete people ought to live as moral and social 
parts of a universal and historical process. The feeling of “we” is not absolute, it exists 
as an ideal. He discussed different forms of common life as family, nation-state, com-
munity (Gemeinschaft), Homeland (or Motherland/Fatherland, in German Heimat) 
stemming from constitution of togetherness and dignity. Togetherness for him was 
a real phenomenon. To his mind, nation is not to be constructed with the help of the 
conceptual tools of sociological approach. Nation and people (das Volk) are of existen-
tial nature, they require everyday re-construction. They do not belong to the natural, 
but to the phenomenological giveness, envisaging, as it does, first and foremost such 
qualities as responsibility and dutifulness (Buceniece, 2012, 165).

Stavenhagen described nations and people as historically changing phenomena, 
which realize their essence here and now, in everydayness. His lifetime included years 
of national-socialistic regime, but Stavenhagen did not take part in the movements 
of the 1930s, when the German state ideology was based on power and aggressive 
self-expression. He remained a thinker of the phenomenological trend. His idea about 
state which can be constituted as a supranational phenomenon sounds very contem-
porary. State, to his mind, can be ethno-culturally neutral. Individuals and dignity are 
the main subjects of his investigations, where we can see a lot of ideas of classical liber-
alism, teachings about morality, education, and peaceful co-existence. Stavenhagen’s 
phenomenological testimony has not been sufficiently interpreted until now and his-
torians of phenomenology should include his merits in the history of this movement. 

Another noteworthy student of Husserl from Riga is Erika Sehl (Bičevskis, 
2016). After finishing the gymnasium term of 1922 in Riga, she moved to Freiburg im 
Breisgau on the advice of Kurt Stavenhagen, and began studying at the University of 
Freiburg, where she took courses with Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger. In the 
spring of 1934, she began to work as Stavenhagen’s assistant at the Herder Institute, 
and submitted her habilitation thesis Historisch-kritische Studien zur Entstehung des 
Empfindungsproblems. Stavenhagen looked for two reviewers of Sehl’s dissertation, 
but could not find any. He then decided to send Sehl’s work to Heidegger and Pfänder 
(letter from December 12, 1934). Due to a lack of archive it is not currently possible 
to assess Sehl’s success in phenomenology from that point on.

Staņislavs Ladusāns, S. J. (1912–1993) is the most prominent representative of 
Latvian Catholic academic philosophy of the 20th century, who has developed cog-
nitive phenomenology, many-sided gnoseology and humanism. There are not many 
interpretative studies about the philosopher in Latvia because he spent a large part of 
his life in Brazil. During the Soviet time, there were little contacts with him. Among 

http://ophen.org/pers-100791
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the publications on Ladusāns, the voluminous monograph of Māra Kiope should be 
noted: Presence. Life and Work of Latvian-Brasilian Philosopher Staņislavs Ladusāns 
(Kiope, 2015). A gifted, hard-working man, professor Ladusāns once told to us after 
returning to Latvia that “a nation can be recognized as fully developed only when 
some talented philosopher publishes his metaphysics. I think I’ll have to do it for 
Latvians.” He was right because philosophers were no longer directed to study and 
write heavy metaphysical treatises. Ladusāns was able to achieve his aims thanks to 
his excellent education, strong faith, and world mission as a Jesuit. Unfortunately, his 
work lacks enthusiastic followers in Latvia, who could further develop the impressive 
foundations Ladusāns established on critical realism, cognition phenomenology, and 
many-sided gnoseology. Philosophical spirit turned to more secular, post-structural 
and post-modern matters. His research has received international recognition as he 
has presided over four World Christian congresses of Catholic philosophy, has pub-
lished numerous books in Portuguese and in Latvian, and has been a full member of 
the Roman Pontifical Academy of St. Thomas Aquinas.

Ladusāns attended the Pontifical Gregorian University in Rome (1936–1938) 
and, in 1938, defended his promotional work on the origin of the causality and truth. 
While studying at the Gregorian University, a renaissance of St. Thomas teachings was 
developed with the new approach in epistemology and metaphysics. Belgian Jesuit Jo-
seph Marèchal tried to explain synthesis between Acquinas and Kantian transcenden-
talism. This impressed Ladusāns a lot and he always recognized that the problem of 
transcendentalism is very attractive in philosophy. We saw the same trend in Teodors 
Celms’ discussions of transcendentalism with Husserl.

Ladusāns returned later to the Gregorian University (1944–1946) in Rome, 
where he worked on his doctoral thesis on Kant and St. Thomas Aquinas, comparing 
intelligible in sensibili, that he defended in 1946. Māra Kiope describes a very interest-
ing fact regarding Ladusāns at the Vatican archives—his manuscript is placed in the 
secret part of the archives and can only be viewed by a reader once in their lifetime, 
and the author can never look through it again.

After World War II, Ladusāns moved to Brazil where he spent the rest of his 
life. He developed naturally critical realism, drawing on the ideas of such outstanding 
religious philosophers as St. Augustine and St. Thomas Aquinas, and contemporary 
thinkers J. Marèchal, B. Lonergan, E. Gilson, J. Maritain, P. Ricoeur, and others. La-
dusāns was informed about M. Heidegger, E. Husserl, but he viewed phenomenology 
through the eyes of neo-Thomism. He believed that theology must be a close relative 
of natural sciences, philosophy, and should avoid false traditionalism. He has pub-
lished works on Multidimensional Humanism, Current Trends of Philosophy in Brazil, 
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Partial and Complete Thought Originality of Christian Philosophy, Truth and Intellectu-
al Safety, Christian-Philosophical Social Analysis (compiler), Current Bioethical Prob-
lems (compiler) and many articles, papers, newspaper’s interviews. The aim of his 
critical gnoseology was to overcome the relativity of cognition by conducting a critical 
dialogue with scientism, neo-Positivism, pragmatism, and traditionalism. The final 
result of critical reflection must be the formation of an integral science of the human 
being with a deeper dimension of humanism and universal ethics. Over the course of 
his life, Ladusāns met many prominent philosophers, including Edith Stein, Mircea 
Eliade, with whom he discussed metaphysics and phenomenology. After returning to 
Latvia, he noted excessively great pragmatism, simple-minded syncretism, abandon-
ment to worldly comforts. In the summary of his book in Latvian he wrote: “If the 
contemporary world is in a terrible crisis because of a variety of strained forms of sub-
jectivism, the truth, absolute in its authenticity, is capable of relieving it from delusion, 
deception, and violence” (Ladusāns, 1994, 150). As a truthful Catholic philosopher, he 
believed in universal, absolute truth and was not tempted by subjective and sceptical 
relativism. Phenomenology for him was only one part of his large metaphysical-epis-
temological project. Ladusāns believed that in order to renew gnoseology as a fun-
damental discipline of philosophy it has to be linked with cognition phenomenology 
that enables us to objectively analyse the natural constitutive elements of human cog-
nition of truth. To his mind, phenomenology is a method of many-sided gnoseology 
and he names it “cognition phenomenology.” It establishes that the knowledge of truth 
is naturally inherent to man. Ladusāns points out that phenomenology, as a promis-
ing starting point, includes in its circles of revival not only gnoseology, but also logic, 
metaphysics, ethics, and religious philosophy. He believed that the phenomenological 
method could be of benefit for the critical explanation of human consciousness and 
perception (Ladusāns, 1994, 32). The task of the phenomenological method is to per-
form a universal gnoseological examination of human pre-philosophical knowledge 
(Ladusāns, 1994, 33).

Ladusāns considers phenomenology of cognition to include research in: (1) the 
phenomenology of human spirit where the critical problem of cognition is to be 
found; (2) fact or phenomenon of natural, innate recognition of truth; (3) the con-
stitutive elements of the fact or phenomenon of natural recognition of truth; (4) the 
dynamic structure of the phenomenon of natural recognition of truth.

Ladusāns’ main philosophical work is written in Portuguese: Gnosiologia Plu-
ridimensional. Fenomenologia do Conhecimento e Gnosiologia Crítica General (La-
dusāns, 1992). From 1992  to 1993, he “back-translated” his book into Latvian, but 
two other parts still exist only in their Portuguese editions. He uses the concept of 
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conhecimento, which could be translated as recognition and means that philosopher 
describes the phenomenological level of the gnoseological process. He never devel-
oped Husserl’s phenomenology as such, but used phenomenological concepts, spoke 
about intentionality and tried to connect the teaching of St. Acquinas and Kant about 
human reason and human development.

Ladusāns explained multidimensional humanism on the basis of critical real-
ism. It is interesting, how widespread critical realism has been among philosophers 
who belonged to Latvia’s phenomenological movement—Celms, Stavenhagen, La-
dusāns. “Phenomenologically critical realism analyses and clearly admits as irrefuta-
ble man’s natural cognition in all its authentic structure. […] philosophically it creates 
an organic critical teaching on man’s recognition abilities and limits—gnoseology” 
(Ladusāns, 1991, 28). 

The way Ladusāns uses phenomenology is as pre-gnoseology and as a tool in the 
search for the constitutive elements of natural cognition of truth. In the philosophical 
process people base judgement on objective evidence. Complete reflection, which is 
inherent to the human being, makes the cognition of truth objective and absolute, 
leading us to conscious intentionality—thus the phenomenological and critical point 
of view is elucidated in the conception of many-sided gnoseology. In this perspective, 
cognition acquires its meaning from the thing (die Sache, as it is expressed by Husserl 
in his standpoint Zu den Sachen selbst). Understanding means discovering the intu-
itively recognized truth in complete reflection, where the predominant part belongs 
to covert reality.

The restoration of the Republic of Latvia in 1991 made it possible for Professor 
Ladusāns to return to his native country and teach students at the Roman Catholic 
Seminary in Riga. His books published in Latvian are Many-Sided Gnoseology: Cogni-
tion Phenomenology and General Critical Gnoseology, (Ladusāns, 1994) and Philosophy 
of Religion (Ladusāns, 1995). Speaking at the University of Latvia in 1991, Ladusāns 
stressed that phenomenology and hermeneutics represented a great step forward to-
wards revitalizing Western philosophy. According to Ladusāns, who could read texts 
in Russian, crisis of philosophy was clearly defined by Vladimir Solovyov in his dis-
sertation Krizis Zapadnoi filosofii (Crisis of the Western Philosophy, 1874). Solovyov 
critically examined radical rationalism and radical empiricism, the two forms of pure 
subjectivism, categorically discarding them as erroneous trends in the sphere of phi-
losophy because they had driven reality out of both the cognising subject and the cog-
nised object. Unfortunately, Ladusāns said, Solovyov was unaware of the philosophi-
cal revival that came later, i.e., the phenomenologically hermeneutical movement that 
enabled the revival of the whole building of philosophy by rectifying its gnoseological 
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foundations. He was convinced that the dark labyrinths of modern and contemporary 
philosophy are so vast that even Husserl could not find his way through all of them, 
remaining in Kant’s transcendental subjectivism, without harmonising the authentic 
demands of being, essence, and values.

He is convinced that in philosophy stress should be laid on naturally critical re-
search that is based on cognition phenomenology, achieving thereby reasonable gno-
seological harmony that includes subjectivity and objectivity, sentient cognition, and 
intellectual cognition in all its forms. In its complete form, phenomenology includes 
promising starting points of not only gnoseology, but also logic, metaphysics, ethics, 
and religious philosophy.

2. SOVIET PERIOD 1945–1970–1991

Unfortunately, World War II, which was followed by the incorporation of Latvia 
into the Soviet empire, put an end to the studies of phenomenology. Teodors Celms 
emigrated to the USA. Kurt Stavenhagen was in Germany. Stanislavs Ladusāns lived 
in Brazil. Young Latvian philosophers had no possibility to continue the ideas of the 
pre-war authors. All philosophical works based on phenomenology from the 1920s 
and 1930s, as well as the works written by émigré Baltic intellectuals were hidden in 
special library stocks or destroyed. 

Interest in phenomenology was revived only in the 1970s, when the Depart-
ment of Philosophy was opened in the University of Latvia (1966), and doctoral stud-
ies in philosophy started. Professional philosophers in post-war Baltic states appeared 
only in the 1960s and 1970s. Eastern Soviet-style Marxism was more political and 
practical, Western Marxism was more sophisticated, humanistic, orientated towards 
social and cultural criticism, and some Baltic philosophers, already in the 1970s, tried 
to follow the Western kind of Marxism. 

In the 1980s, there were a lot of free-minded philosophers among the Marxist 
propagators. Their works featured superficial use of quotes from Marxist literature, 
and they had a deep-seated desire to find out more about philosophy in the rest of 
the world. A typical phenomenon in the Baltic states was the so-called half-Marxism 
with an orientation towards Western philosophical ideas (phenomenology, existen-
tialism, philosophy of language, philosophical anthropology, modern aesthetics). It 
is interesting to compare interest about phenomenology in the USA and the USSR. 
In the USA, interest in phenomenology began to develop in the 1950s and 1960s and 
expanded into the 1970s and 1980s. Interest prospered in the USSR as well, where the 
ideological system was closed to Western philosophy, but at the same time philoso-
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phers started to read Husserl, Heidegger, Sartre (who had to be criticised from Marx-
ist positions in accordance with demands from Communist authorities. The official 
Marxism of the USSR did not accept the “grafting” of phenomenology to dialectical 
materialism). It should be noted here that the first objective publications on phenom-
enology appeared in Tbilisi, Moscow, Riga (Kūle, 1997, 713–718). 

One of the issues that drew the attention of Latvian scholars to phenomenol-
ogy was the idea that the existing social and cultural reality is filled with “converted 
forms.” The Husserlian principle of “Back to the things themselves!” did not possess a 
political context, but, firstly, a cultural and methodological one. Yet, in the course of 
the development of Latvian philosophical thought of the 1970s and 1980s, it acquired 
critically reflexive undertones.

The inspiration to turn to the studies of phenomenology came to Riga from Mus-
covite professors, namely from the Institute of Philosophy, Academy of Sciences of the 
USSR. Nelly Motroshilova visited the State University of Latvia, starting from 1979, 
and afterwards told colleagues how happy she was to meet doctoral students deep-
ly interested in the contemporary trends of Western philosophy. During the 1970s, 
several doctoral students in Riga began to work on dissertations discussing the views 
of Husserl, Dilthey, Heidegger, Gadamer, von Hildebrandt, Scheler, Munich-Göttin-
gen school. In Latvia, Motroshilova supervised the doctoral theses of Ella Buceniece 
and Juris Rozenvalds, and in Russia—the thesis of Victor Molchanov, among others. 
Forty years later Motroshilova described Buceniece as a girl who always wanted to 
give things a phenomenological description, but first and foremost, she wanted to 
see them. Phenomenological experience has been realized in everyday life. Doctoral 
students from Riga, for their part, remember Motroshilova as a smart and attractive 
personality that influenced not only rational thinking, but also the understanding of 
fashion, politics, and Western culture. Due to the long-lasting impresion she left be-
hind, she was given a nickname in Riga—“philosophical mother”!

Nelly Motroshilova was the initiator of the Riga group of phenomenologists 
during Soviet times and remained its leader for a long time. The Riga Phenomenologi-
cal Circle came into existence under her leadership in the 1970s. Riga became famous 
in the former Soviet Union mostly because of its phenomenology studies and activ-
ities. It is mentioned in two world encyclopaedias: Encyclopaedia of Phenomenology 
(Kūle, 1997, 715) and Phenomenology World-Wide. Foundations—Expanding Dynam-
ics—Life-Engagements. Encyclopedia of Learning (Buceniece, 2002, 312–316).

The Riga group had close ties with Lithuanian philosophers Tomas Sodeika, 
Arunas Sverdiolas, and Russian phenomenologist Viktor Molchanov. Molchanov de-
fended his candidate of philosophy thesis in Riga. Why there and not at home? Let’s 
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just say that Riga was on the Western side of the USSR and offered more intellectual 
freedom than universities in Rostov-on-Don or Moscow. Molchanov remembers this 
personal story, “At Rostov-on-Don there was no promotion commission in history 
of philosophy. At the Institute of Philosophy (Moscow) such a commission had been 
established and then closed. In the autumn of 1979, Nelly Motroshilova concluded 
that Riga could be the best place to defend the thesis. […] dissertation was defended 
in June 1980 thanks to Motroshilova’s and A. F. Zotov’s recommendations.” (Molcha-
nov, 2007, 13). He refers to the collaboration with the Riga group as “phenomenolo-
gical conspiracy” (Molchanov, 2015, 13). The core of the circle was formed by Māra 
Rubene and Andris Rubenis, Maija Kūle and Rihards Kūlis, Juris Rozenvalds, Ella 
Buceniece, and in Vilnius—by Arunas Sverdiolas, Tomas Sodeika, and Algis Degutis. 
Molchanov visited conferences in Riga every year and was the author of serious phe-
nomenological articles, published in volumes from 1981 to 1991, on phenomenology 
and hermeneutics. Four books were published in Russian by the Riga Phenomeno-
logical Circle before 1991: Kritika fenomenologicheskogo napravlenia v sovremennoi 
burzhuaznoi filosofii (Riga, 1981); Problema soznania v sovremennoi burzhuaznoi fi-
losofii (Vilnius, 1985); Problemi ontologiji v sovremennoi burzhuaznoi filosofii (Riga, 
1988); Fenomenologia v sovremennom mire (Riga, 1991). The word “criticism” was, at 
the time, a mandatory part of Soviet discourse when it came to Western philosophy. 
Jadwiga Smith wrote in the “Phenomenological Inquiry” that the book Fenomenologia 
v sovremennom mire testifies to the important role phenomenology plays in the for-
mer Soviet Union (Smith, 1993, 164).

The first book contains nine articles. Considering the totalitarian background 
of the USSR in 1981, these articles represented an unexpected development because 
phenomenological topics were hardly discussed among Marxists (Motroshilova, 
1981). Ella Buceniece wrote about modern irrationality; Motroshilova explained the 
phenomenological method; Maija Kūle compared phenomenology and hermeneu-
tics; Māra Rubene analyzed Husserl’s views on inner-time consciousness; Viktor Mol-
chanov looked at the concept of reflection in the context of time-based processes; 
Rihards Kūlis analyzed the issue of historicity in Heidegger’s philosophy in relation 
to Husserl’s phenomenology; Juris Rozenvalds focused on the subjective idealism of 
Husserl; Andris Rubenis wrote on the teachings of the Riga-born philosopher Nikolai 
Hartmann on moral values; while Lithuanian philosopher Thomas Sodeika turned 
to Polish phenomenologist Roman Ingarden, looking at the issue of objectivity of the 
cognition. At the time of Soviet dogmatics, it was like a breath of fresh air in the phil-
osophical, Russian-speaking space of the USSR. It is interesting to remember that the 
Institute’s director was suspicious and did not want to include this book in the publi-
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cations plan, but the younger generation managed to get it included as a special case 
in the socialist emulation campaign, and, therefore, after a series of discussions, the 
book was successfully published.

The visiting professors from Moscow—Nelly Motroshilova, Piama Gaidenko, 
Tamara Kuzmina, Sergey Averintzev—stimulated a deeper interest in phenomenology, 
philosophical anthropology, Western cultural history during the lectures they gave in 
Riga from 1980 to 1986. They belonged to the generation whose spiritual formation was 
influenced by criticism of the anti-democratic and anti-humanistic essence of orthodox 
Marxism and by the rehabilitation of the human personality and freedom as such. They 
created a favourable atmosphere in which attempts were made to evaluate the on-going 
processes in the world irrespective of Soviet ideological dogmas. The same process of 
awakening could be recognized in Georgia, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia.

The authors of phenomenologically-oriented books performed number of cul-
tural functions during the Soviet time—they learned themselves and tried to teach 
students about Western contemporary philosophy; they translated the texts of famous 
phenomenologists; they made interpretations, bringing innovation to them; they di-
rected the integration of the Baltic philosophical thought into world philosophy. The 
beginnings of phenomenological studies in Riga caused some embarrassment among 
the representatives of Soviet power, yet they were not forbidden. Andris Rubenis was 
criticized for his small book Phenomenology (in Latvian) by the Central Committee of 
the Communist party in Latvia because the work contained “intolerable objective bias 
towards such bourgeois trend as phenomenology” (Rubenis, 1983). Despite the fierce 
criticism, he continued to work as lecturer at the Riga Technical Institute. 

The way Husserl was interpreted in the Riga editions differed from the approach 
in the Western editions—the researchers were not interested in the epistemological 
aspects of phenomenology, focusing instead on the ontology of consciousness. Against 
the background of the reigning dialectical materialism, where consciousness has been 
recognized as derived from the social being, phenomenologists turned it upside down. 
Placing the ontology of consciousness in the forefront was most unusual at the time. 
Several propositions were outlined about the ontological status of myth, phenomena 
of culture, and history. These views, in their turn, changed the basic premises of the 
humanities and compelled them not to regard objects of investigation as phenomena 
that have been derived from a certain substance (socio-economic basis) but to treat 
them within phenomenological being as meaningful phenomena.

The Riga Phenomenological Circle initiated a book in Russian on phenome-
nological ontology (Kuzmina, Kule, Rubene & Chuhina, 1988), which consisted of 
four parts and included in the addenda the translation of the first part of the second 
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volume of Husserl’s Logische Untersuchungen; a partial translation of Max Scheler’s 
work On the Phenomenon of the Tragic; the translation of a passage from J.-P. Sar-
tre’s Situations I—“The Main Idea of Husserl’s Phenomenology: Intentionality”; and 
the translation of Hedwig Conrad-Martius’ Die Transzendentale und die Ontologische 
Phänomenologie. Such an extensive offer of translated Western philosopher works was 
most unusual at the time, given the Soviet ideological standpoint. 

The first opportunities to have phenomenology-related foreign trips for the 
Riga circle occurred starting from 1986—the time of the perestroika movement in the 
USSR. Maija Kūle and Victor Molchanov took part in a conference on Husserl and 
Hegel in Belgrade in 1987. Ella Buceniece and Maija Kūle, as well as Victor Molch-
anov and Tomass Sodeika, were among the speakers at an international conference 
in Santiago de Compostella (Spain, 1988). Every trip required a permission from 
the USSR Academy of Sciences and a Secret Service officer. The young philosophers 
from Latvia, Lithuania, and Rostov-on-Don received permission after declaring their 
theoretically neutral, phenomenological thesis before a special Soviet commission. It 
should be noted, however, that Moscow did not allow Nelly Motroshilova and Merab 
Mamardashvili to travel to the Santiago de Compostella conference—the reason why 
their application was rejected is not known to this day.

Marina Bykova recalls an important event—a roundtable on phenomenology 
in Moscow, in which the Riga phenomenology circle participated. She writes in the 
Journal of Russian Philosophy: 

Yet a true radical change began to take shape in 1988, when the Russian leading phil-
osophical journal Voprosy filosofii [Questions of Philosophy], in collaboration with the 
Moscow Institute of Philosophy, organized a special roundtable devoted to phenome-
nology. […] The discussion focused on such issues as the subject matter of phenom-
enology, its place in the history of philosophy, and its significance for contemporary 
philosophical scholarship, in particular for cultural studies. Attended by leading Rus-
sian (Soviet) phenomenology scholars of the time, such as Nelly V. Motroshilova, Merab 
K. Mamardashvili, Anatoly A. Mikhailov, Viktor  I. Molchanov, Viktor V. Kalinichenko, 
Juris I. Rosenwalds, Maya Kule, Rihards R. Kulis, Mara A. Rubene, the roundtable was a 
big success. Removing any ideological (and political) restrictions imposed upon the phe-
nomenological studies in Russia and openly addressing the question of the legitimacy 
of Husserl’s phenomenological concepts, it opened a path toward productive phenome-
nological studies and created new opportunities for established scholars and beginning 
students alike. (Bykova, 2016, 5)

Bykova’s memories are accurate—the roundtable played a very important role 
in the awakening of Russian philosophy and widening phenomenological interpre-
tations.
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At the beginning of the 1980s, Georgi Tsintsadze, Givi Margvelashvili visited 
Riga and influenced Latvian philosophers to study Heidegger’s philosophy (namely 
the concept of Dasein and will) and hermeneutics (the concept of understanding). 
The most effective base for collaboration with Georgia was phenomenology. An im-
portant philosophical figure, who has influenced a phenomenological offshoot, was 
Zurab Kakabadze and his appeal of “Back to man himself!” Kakabadze interpreted hu-
man freedom and creativity as the deepest inner feelings and the highest stage of the 
general tendencies of being. Young philosophers from Latvia (as well as from Vilnius, 
Kiev, Moscow etc.) were enthusiastic to follow Kakabadze and after him—Mamar-
dashvili. Kakabadze has published his works in the Analecta Husserliana, where many 
publications of Riga phenomenologists later on appeared. The President of the World 
Institute for Advanced Phenomenological Research and Learning, Anna-Teresa Ty-
mieniecka, included Zurab Kakabadze on the list of councillors of the Institute (1976), 
next to Paul Ricoeur, Emmanuel Levinas, Gerhardt Funke, Joseph Kockelmans etc. 
Thus, many Latvian philosophers, being associated with the World Phenomenology 
Institute, came close to Kakabadze’s ideas.

In the 1970s, Nelly Motroshilova highlighted the lectures of Merab Mamardash-
vili as a unique source for philosophical studies (Motroshilova, 2007). Mamardashvili 
was one of those philosophers who contributed to the revival of phenomenology in 
Latvian philosophy. The course of lectures on ancient philosophy, Descartes, Kant, 
physical metaphysics that Mamardashvili delivered in Riga (1970–1980s) made a 
great impression on critically minded students. He was definitely a thinker of the 
Socratic type. The philosopher explained that the converted forms or quasi-objects 
of ideology dictate certain rules. The process of phenomenological substitution takes 
place. Consciousness is not transparent; it cannot be described by means of simple 
reflection because there are obscure dependencies and it is not possible to exert direct 
control over them. To have access to these dependencies phenomenological purifica-
tion (reduction) is required. Ideology acts in the capacity of glue for social structures 
and human minds. It is essential to perceive, comprehend and evaluate these ideo-
logical structures as independent ontological phenomena, based on converted forms. 

In 1979, Mamardashvili gave six lectures on consciousness (published in 
1984) to the overcrowded Auditorium 1 of the Faculty of History and Philosophy of 
the University of Latvia in Riga. Many young Baltic philosophers visited these lectures 
and summer schools in Riga and Vilnius during the 1980s. Mamardashvili’s opinions 
helped philosophers build self-confidence, promote their research independence, 
and increased their desire to bring Western philosophy to Latvia. He considered phe-
nomenological issues in philosophy independently of Husserl; it seems that studies 
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of Hegel’s and Marx’s theory led him to the philosophical recognition of situationally 
conditioned consciousness. 

Mamardashvili’s works have been influenced by M. Foucault, J.-P. Sartre, 
M. Heidegger (he disliked Heidegger’s philosophy), E. Cassirer, M. Merleau-Ponty, 
etc., but not in a direct way—Mamardashvili’s style and expressions always created 
new philosophical feelings. According to Māra Rubene, “Mamardashvili is not inter-
ested in reality, but in implementation, not in essence, but in happening and event.” 
(Rubene, 2011, 90). One could name many personalities in Latvia who have recognised 
the importance of Mamardashvili’s teachings and performances—prof. Rihards Kūlis, 
prof. Andris Rubenis, prof. Māra Rubene, researcher Ansis Zunde, prof. Igors Šuva-
jevs, journalist Uldis Tīrons. Mamardashvili had a personal reason to pay many con-
fidential visits to Latvia—in the 1970s, Riga was the residence of his beloved woman 
Zelma Haiti, who later emigrated to Israel. Interest in Mamardashvili’s philosophy 
in Latvia is illustrated by the fact that students have organized many Mamardashvili 
Readings (Riga, University of Latvia, 2010, 2011, 2013) and released some materials 
in digital format.

Seven doctoral dissertations on phenomenology were defended in Latvia in 
1980–1990s. Authors were Māra Rubene, Ella Buceniece, Maija Kūle, Andris Rubenis, 
Rihards Kūlis, Juris Rozenvalds, Larisa Čuhina (Dr. habil. phil.); Arunas Sverdiolas, 
Tomas Sodeika, Arvydas Sliogeris (Dr. habil. phil.) in Lithuania1; and Ulo Matyuss in 
Estonia. Interest in phenomenology during Soviet times became a trend of modern 
studies in philosophy.

3. PHENOMENOLOGY IN LATVIA AFTER 1990

After it had published several books, the Riga Phenomenological Circle start-
ed to gain strength. Books were an important start for relations with Anna Teresa 
Tymieniecka (1923–2014), who learned about this circle from Nelly Motroshilova. 
The intellectual bridge helped to establish relationships: Moscow-Riga-Boston-Riga. 
Contacts between European and US universities and Baltic philosophers were a rarity 
before 1990, and the few that did take place only did so with the permission of Com-
munist Party officials. Tymieniecka was one of the first not to ask for permission be-
cause she considered herself to be a free person in a free world, one who is interested 
to meet thinkers criticized by official power. In 1986, she published a review on one of 

1 History of phenomenology in Lithuania is described by Arunas Sverdiolas and Tomas Kačeraus-
kas’ in the paper “Phenomenology in Lithuania” (Studies in East European Thought, 61 (1), 2009, 
31–41). Many events and topics are similar to the Latvia’s case. 
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the Riga Phenomenological Circle’s books in the journal “Phenomenological Bulletin” 
(USA), calling it a little Latvian surprise among native communists. 

In the 1990s, Lester Embree (USA) asked me to write an article titled Phenome-
nology in the USSR for the Encyclopedia of Phenomenology (Kūle, 1997, 713–718). 
As meaningful pre-war figures, I have mentioned the names of Alexei Losev and his 
Filosofiya imeni (1927) as well as Mikhail Bahktin and his dialectic phenomenology of 
personality. Weakening of the totalitarian system in the 1960s was an opening to be-
gin studies of phenomenology in many USSR republics, including Latvia, Lithuania, 
Georgia, Armenia, Ukraine, Belorussia, Kazahhstan etc. Among Russians, N. Motro-
shilova, P. Gaidenko, T. Kuzmina, M. Kissel, L. Ionin, V. Molchanov became experts in 
the phenomenology of consciousness, time, space and social processes. Piama Gaid-
enko, Tamara Kuzmina, Mihail Kissel, and Alexei Bogomolov acquainted their readers 
with phenomenology as a forerunner of existentialism, philosophical hermeneutics, 
modern epistemology. They were advisors and reviewers of doctoral dissertations in 
Latvia. Nelly Motroshilova, as indicated previously, was the leading professor behind 
the development of phenomenology in the Soviet Union (Motroshilova, 1968). 

Starting from the 1990s, Baltic history, culture and literary heritage was rapidly 
re-evaluated and rehabilitated; this process is still ongoing. Māra Rubene has pub-
lished articles on time in phenomenology and three books in Latvian (one translated 
into Lithuanian in 2001) on philosophy of the present time—From Present Time to 
PRESENT (Rubene, 1995) and Aisthēsis, Mimēsis, Theōria (Rubene, 2010), Da Capo 
(Rubene, 2020); Ella Buceniece investigated the problem of teleology, the concept 
of Lebenswelt and intersubjectivity, and published a book titled Reason isn’t Illusion 
(Buceniece, 1999); Andris Rubenis busied himself with phenomenological ethics 
(Rubene & Rubenis,1993) and history of culture; Rihards Kūlis analysed the princi-
ple of historicity in phenomenology and existentialism and translated the works of 
I. Kant, L. Feierbach, M. Weber, M. Heidegger, J. Habermas and E. Husserl into Latvi-
an. Larisa Chuhina has written articles about Max Scheler (Chuhina, 1993), axiology, 
philosophical anthropology (Chuhina, 1991; Kovalchuka, 2014) and published a book 
titled Chelovek i ego tsennostnij mir v religioznoi filosofii (Riga, 1991). The phenome-
nological trend has been explained in Maija Kūle’s book Phenomenology and Culture 
(Kūle, 2002), the applied method—in her monographs Eurolife: Forms, Principles and 
Feelings (Kūle, 2006) and The Way Things Ought to Be (Kūle, 2016b).

Since 1990, Latvia has hosted four (1990, 1991, 1993, 2006) international phe-
nomenology conferences in collaboration with the World Institute for Advanced Phe-
nomenological Research and Learning (USA) and its founder and leader (President) 
A-T. Tymieniecka. She was a very creative personality, who developed a new school—
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phenomenology of life. Later, it was named the philosophy of the New Enlightenment 
or eco-phenomenology. She took philosophy into an unusual field, that is, follow-
ing the logos through the labyrinth of life and Universe. Human beings should be 
interpreted as the Human Condition within the unity of everything-there-is-alive. 
Tymieniecka’s philosophy dares to look into the Universe and finds logos there. Her 
philosophy is useful for today’s eco-philosophy and for the practical measures to har-
monise human relationships with nature. Phenomenology, discussing creative imag-
ination, gives a new basis for interdisciplinary dialogue and understanding between 
Western and Eastern cultures because Tymieniecka has emphasized the necessity to 
study Islamic philosophy in the context of phenomenology and attached importance 
to Illuminationism and Sufism. Tymieniecka disagreed with feminism, but many pro-
fessional female philosophers turned to phenomenology under her influence, thus 
stimulating gender balance in philosophy.

Her phenomenological movement was independent from bureaucratisation be-
cause it has been based on a private, internationally known institution and a worldwide 
net of collaborators from the USA, Poland, Spain, Italy, Mexico, Argentina, Canada, 
South Africa, China, Greece, Romania, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Norway, Russia, 
Serbia, Egypt, Turkey, Japan, Azerbaijan, and other countries, relying on the philo-
sophical interests of professors rather than formal cooperation agreements between 
universities. Tymieniecka’s philosophical interest was orientated towards optimism, a 
multi-layered system, teleological process expressed into logos, aesthetical dimension 
interpreted by ontopoiesis, the importance of life preservation and development of 
human individual capacities. Although she lived in the USA, Anna-Teresa was not 
a typical Americanized philosopher, one who would like to inform the world of the 
analytical and pragmatic philosophy that was reigning there at the time. Her life expe-
rience was much more complicated—escaping from Poland under Soviet rule, mas-
tering the French, and later the American philosophical experience, working in US 
universities, then giving up her academic career and looking for an independent path 
in philosophy—she possessed an outstanding talent for recruiting researchers to the 
trend of phenomenology. She had a brilliant ability to organize conferences anywhere 
in the world, even including cooperation with Islamic universities. 

In the Acknowledgements of the Baltic volume of Analecta Husserliana (vol. 
39) Tymieniecka writes: “Latvian colleagues […] in this period in which hopes for 
the freedom of the mind were glimmering in the longlasting darkness of the past, 
considered phenomenology […] ‘a window opening upon the world’ ” (Tymieniecka, 
1993a, xi). It should be considered as a clear message in the global philosophical pro-
cess—over the course of the 1990s, philosophers in Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Russia, 
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Poland, Romania, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary have become part of the 
phenomenological trend, eagerly studying the ideas of phenomenology, free of any 
ideological entanglements.

Looking back at the stage of investigations of 1985–1990, one must say that 
Tymieniecka’s arrival in Riga in 1990 was a call to give up Marxism (already a self-ev-
ident choice), give up the trend of transcendentalism, refuse to align with the realism 
of the Munich-Göttingen school, and a suggestion to take from phenomenology what 
she saw as the most important—the ideas about life (life and vitality), responsibility 
for all living beings on the Earth and in the Cosmos, the creative act, spirituality in the 
sense of development of logos that exists over everything. Today, it sounds like topical, 
“green deal” related thinking based on re-interpreted phenomenology.

Tymieniecka, seeing the activities of the Riga school of phenomenology, of-
fered to organize in Riga the 25th international conference under her guidance and 
titled “Reason, Life, Culture.” The title was broad, but most appropriate to the period. 
The year 1990 was an extremely crucial time of transformation in Latvia and across 
the entire USSR. Peculiarly, the USSR Academy of Sciences allocated, in 1990, about 
40  thousand USSR rubles for the organization of the Riga phenomenology confer-
ence, which would have been a substantial financial support for the invitation of for-
eigners to philosophical enterprises that were deemed worth supporting at the time. 
However, the money never reached Riga because of political turbulence. 

Tymieniecka was in some sense the voice of freedom in Riga. Around the year 
1990, when it was not yet clear in what direction the world history would turn, what 
would happen to the USSR, and to the Baltic region—not many Western philosophers 
were willing to come to Vilnius, Riga, Tallin, or Moscow. Caution urged people to 
wait. Tymieniecka’s life, however, was full of ardour; she understood that real philoso-
phy is necessary whereever historical changes take place. She mentioned the fact that 
she had invited about thirty American philosophers to the Riga conference in 1990, 
yet only three of them were ready to cross the ocean to go to the restless Baltic region. 
The philosopher shares her ironical thoughts about a philosophy that carries the idea 
of freedom, however, when there is need to help this freedom come into being one 
must be present, one should not fear and refuse to participate as her colleagues had 
done. (Tymieniecka, 1990, 217).

It was also essential that the 25th congress was attended by Russian philoso-
phers who had been cooperating with the Riga Phenomenological Circle for some 
time already: Victor Molchanov’s paper on “Consciousness, culture, pluralism”; Maria 
Kozlova’s “Husserl and Wittgenstein on culture”; K. Dolgov’s “Esse intentionale et esse 
cognitum seu objectum”; Helena Gurko’s “Heidegger’s hope”; I. V. Kosich’s “Phenome-
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nology of politics”; as well as the reports presented by A. Pigalev, Irina Vdovina. These 
were high-level thinkers among Russian intellectuals; people who had mastered phe-
nomenology at a time when Soviet power disliked it. The journal Phenomenological 
Inquiry (vol. 14, 1990) wrote about the 25th conference in Riga: “Held at such a critical 
historical hour as this is for this part of Europe, our congress benefited from the en-
thusiasm of the moment and from the eagerness to express long repressed ideas and 
personal interests. Indeed, quite unexpectedly, the congress grew to the large size of 
35 speakers due to the great interest of young scholars from the Baltic states. […] We 
entered this part of the world relatively unknown to phenomenology with enormous 
joy” (Tymieniecka, 1990, 223). V. Molchanov concluded during his interview that, 
“Phenomenology is the center around which many other trends might unite. And not 
because phenomenology would be better than some other system of philosophy, but 
because at its center is located a man’s live consciousness that is thematically forever 
present whether we speak of values, natural sciences, social conflicts, or whatever. I 
should say [Molchanov.—M. K. ] that investigating the objective without linking it to 
the subjective is a philosophical crime!” (Kūle & Molchanov, 1991, 137).

After the successful conference, members of the World Phenomenology Insti-
tute wanted to return to Latvia for the next, the 27th conference titled “Toward the 
phenomenological concept of life.” This time, we organized it at the spa city Jurma-
la in September 1991. The agenda featureda prominent philosopher from Germany 
Thomas Seebohm and a celebrated US philosopher Calvin Schrag with his paper “The 
consequences of post-modernity for phenomenological thought.” Afterwards, Schrag 
commended the conference by saying, “I happen to know phenomenology, but it was 
the first time in my life that I saw a variety dance show, which has widened my ordi-
nary life-experience, it was so impressive!”

In 1991, a new book was being prepared in Riga—Fenomenologia v sovremen-
nom mire. The editors—Maija Kūle and Victor Molchanov—noted that phenome-
nology with its observational (descriptive) method is not an apology of everything 
that exists as the critics try to present it. Description does not mean justification or 
apology, and it is far from sociopolitical apology, but turning to the level of the for-
mation of sense in the human experience. The clearness of sense that appears in one’s 
consciousness is also a reflection of a clear and orderly life. Phenomenology rejects 
the idea of construing senses (as many social sciences in the 21st century are keen to), 
but insists on the necessity to allow the sense to appear, to be grasped, understood.

The mentioned publications in Russian, the 25th and the 27th international con-
ferences in Latvia, the strengthening of the circle of followers enabled the preparation 
of the Baltic volume in the series of Analecta Husserliana, vol. 39 (1993b). It should 
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be considered a clear message in the global philosophical process—Latvian philoso-
phers, together with their friends in Lithuania, Russia, Poland, Hungary, have become 
part of the phenomenological trend and are eagerly studying the ideas of life phenom-
enology, free of any ideological entanglement.

In 1993, an international conference was organized in Riga on the topic of The 
Phenomenology of Life as the Starting Point of Philosophy: Bios, Ethos, Transcendence. 
Pope John Paul II, during his visit to Baltics in 1993, supported phenomenological 
philosophy because he himself had worked out the phenomenology of person and 
action. He had always been a supporter of Tymieniecka’s philosophical investigations 
and was a personal lifelong friend of hers. In his letter to Latvian philosophers (No-
vember 11, 1993), the Pope stressed that philosophers in Latvia are on the right path 
in looking for expression of life and a man in the 20th century, when living and the 
meaning of life is denied in all possible ways. (letter published in Mūžīgais [Eternal], 
1995, 4). The philosophy circles were enthusiastic, knowing the Pope’s treatise The 
Acting Person (Analecta Husserliana, vol. 10), his books on ethics, education, and doc-
toral thesis on Max Scheler. East-European philosophers who investigate phenome-
nology see in his phenomenological works a struggle for individual human activities 
and responsibility.

The Pope’s thoughts on the value of life are the new holding points in the multi-
plicity of philosophical roads in the Baltic states and the Central- and East-European 
countries. Tymieniecka, being close to the Catholic line of thought, always insisted 
that the value of metaphysics should not be forgotten, as it allots life interpretation 
a deeper basis and forms as a starting point of philosophy. This is further attested 
in Daniela Verducci’s book La fenomenologia della vita di Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka. 
Prova di sistema (Verducci, 2012, 147).

The 55th international phenomenology conference in Daugavpils University 
(2006) is noteworty because its conclusions were reflected in writings of Analecta 
Husserliana, vol. 95, “Education in Humane Creative Existential Planning.” In Word 
of Appreciation Tymieniecka summarized relationships with Latvian phenomenolo-
gists by saying: “The planting of phenomenology of life in the soil of Latvia received 
striking recognition” (Tymieniecka, 2008, x). The same year, Latvians, together with 
the World Phenomenology institute and German phenomenologist Elisabeth Strőker, 
celebrated the centenary of Teodors Celms. Needless to say there was a fundamental 
disagreement between guests from the USA and Germany; from the one side, there 
was absolutely free interpretation of Husserl’s testimony, and from the other side, a 
scrupulous, German style analysis. Many German phenomenologists never recog-
nized Analecta Husserliana studies and did not cite them, convinced as they were 
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that phenomenology must not be transformed in this way. It became a problem of the 
centuries—what is phenomenology? In 2012, Riga phenomenologists organized an 
international conference on “How can we be together? Social phenomenology on the 
formation of unities,” which already demonstrated how much the phenomenological 
circle has grown by involving new philosophers from Georgia (Mamuka Dolidze), 
Estonia (Tõnu Viik), Lithuania (Dalius Jonkus), Germany (Paul-Gabriel Sandu), the 
UK (Hin Mao) Italy (Marko Simionato) etc. The post-Soviet era no longer placed any 
obstacles to international development. Viik started to develop phenomenology of 
culture and found close relationships with Latvian thinkers on the question of culture 
and the subjective I. He writes:

We can proceed from individual experiences even if we will focus at the transcenden-
tal mechanisms of meaning-formation that are communal. By doing this, we arrive at 
the phenomenology of collectively structured, or what is the same—communally con-
stituted, and yet individual experiences, which form the very subject of investigation of 
cultural phenomenology. (Viik, 2016, 164)

Phenomenology of culture is a turning point that is supported by many Latvian 
authors.

Congresses, conferences, and symposia at World Philosophy Congresses (2008, 
2013) have widely represented and demonstrated the spread of different offshoots in 
phenomenology throughout the world—among the speakers were philosophers from 
Spain, Mexico, Belgium, India, Rumania, Canada, Russia, Italy, and Latvia. The wide 
circle of international philosophers taking part in Tymieniecka’s conferences (a total 
of 64 by 2019) and 121 volumes of Analecta Husserliana (Kluwer Academic Publi-
shers, later Springer) are a testament of worldwide collaboration and an open intellec-
tual space for dialogue. 

Fifty six scientific papers from Latvia and by Latvians abroad have been pub-
lished in Analecta Husserliana volumes, starting from 1993–2020 (Kūle, 2016a, 315–
321). It includes analysis of phenomenology of culture, life, intersubjectivity, space 
and place, time, sound, sub-consciousness, identities (from Latvia—Maija Kūle, Ri-
hards Kūlis, Ella Buceniece, Velga Vēvere, Ineta Kivle, †Elga Freiberga, Māra Rubene, 
Andris Rubenis, Giulio Lo Bello, Jānis Vējš, Māra Stafecka, Zaiga Ikere, Kārlis Rut-
manis, Rinalds Zembahs) Analecta Husserliana has also featured collaborators with 
the Riga Phenomenological Circle—prof. Tõnu Viik from Estonia, Mamuka Dolidze 
from Georgia, Carmen Cozma from Romania, Daniela Verducci from Italy, Konrad 
Rokstad from Norway etc. At a time when analytical philosophy was indisputably 
dominating on the forefront of American philosophy, the Analecta Husserliana year-
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book, edited by Tymieniecka, entered the circles of English-speaking philosophers 
with unusual themes: spatiality, linguisticity, phenomenology of embodiment, phe-
nomena as desert, sea, air, earth, fire, silence, etc. A great debt of gratitude is owed to 
Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka, who was never deterred by tumultuous political chang-
es and held a strong belief that phenomenology of life and ethics should be helped 
throughout the transitional period and different crisis. She kept phenomenology 
far from political and religious theories. Tymieniecka’s aim was forming philosophy 
where man is not understood as Ego, but manifests himself or herself, just like all live 
nature, in the process of individualization among everything-there-is-alive.

4. PHENOMENOLOGY IN LATVIA AFTER 2005

During the last fifteen years, phenomenology in Latvia has made a noticea-
ble turn towards practical matters and ethics—philosophy of body, suffering, illness, 
medical practice, phenomenological analysis of social media, terrorism, violence. Re-
searchers have also focused on the early phenomenology of the Munich-Göttingen 
school, aesthetical experience. The youngest generation in Riga is interested in con-
temporary stoicism, feminist philosophy, critique of neo-liberalism, interpretation of 
Wittgenstein’s philosophy, and “thought experiments” in analytic philosophy. Notable 
enthusiasts of phenomenology include Uldis Vēgners, Māra Grīnfelde, Ineta Kivle, 
Māra Kiope, †Ieva Lapinska, †Elga Freiberga. Between 2005–2020, eight doctoral dis-
sertations on phenomenology have been defended in the University of Latvia in Riga. 
Ineta Kivle studied sound, speech, voice and music in phenomenological perspective 
(Kivle, 2008, 2009). Māra Kiope wrote a dissertation on possibility of the truth expe-
rience in linguisticity (Kiope, 2008). She started by analysing St. Acquinas’ teachings 
of the inner word, then moved to the phenomenologically orientated hermeneutics, 
M. Heidegger’s and H.-G. Gadamer’s philosophies about language and truth. Žanete 
Narkeviča devoted her dissertation to the imagination and creativity of language in 
the philosophy of Paul Ricoeur (Narkeviča, 2009). Aigars Dāboliņš remained faithful 
to Husserl and defended his thesis on intersubjectivity. He has studied relations of 
time-consciousness and social being in transcendental phenomenology (Dāboliņš, 
2010). There was a dissertation on phenomenological aesthetics—Kārlis Vērpe wrote 
his thesis on “Pictorial (re)presentation: an investigation into phenomenological con-
ceptions of image consciousness” (Vērpe, 2012). He tried to understand the potential 
and limits of the phenomenological concept of image consciousness in contrast with 
theories of the picture in the semiotic field. Ģirts Jankovskis returned to the other 
kind of phenomenology—to Hegel’s dialectics and defended his promotion work on 
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“Understanding of knowledge in Hegel’s phenomenology of spirit. Analysis of herme-
neutic dialectics” (Jankovskis, 2013). In 2015, three dissertations followed—Igors Gu-
benko on Derrida, Elvīra Šimfa on Kant’s anthropology and Māris Kūlis on historical-
ly-communicative model of truth. Kūlis published a monograph (Kūlis, 2021) where 
demonstrated evolution of the concept of “truth,” which for long time has been inter-
preted from the positions of epistemology as a result of a subject’s active cognition, 
and now is contrasted with socially communicative processes, intersubjectivity and 
truth within linguisticity. Linda Gediņa spent a significant amount of time working 
on Heidegger’s ideas, text’s translations and defended her thesis on “The language 
structure in the existential analytic of Martin Heidegger and its poetic aspects” (Ge-
diņa, 2019).

In 2017, an international conference took place in Riga. “Phenomenology and 
Aesthetics. The 3rd Conference on Traditions and Perspectives of the Phenomeno-
logical Movement in Central and Eastern Europe” with the participation of phenom-
enologists from Poland, Lithuania, Hungary. Uldis Vēgners and Māra Grīnfelde are 
among the founders of the Central and East European Society for Phenomenology, with 
Vēgners being its Secretary-General. It shows that young phenomenologists from Riga 
have already become active on a global scale. Vēgners has formulated a hypothesis 
that the Now is a qualitative and an ultimately inwardly non-changing self-identical 
unity in opposition to the Now understood as a formal temporal aspect or even an 
idealized abstraction (Vēgners, 2016, 234–235). He is certain that his conception of 
the Now avoids the critique of the metaphysics of presence. Grīnfelde tries to provide 
answers to the question how, and based on what, we experience that we experience. 
She asks whether there is something that appears unconditionally and incomprehen-
sibly. Questions open up the possibility of reinterpreting phenomenology and turn to 
J.-L. Marion’s teachings about saturated phenomena. She concludes, contrary to views 
put forward by Marion, that not all saturated phenomena are absolute, but only inter-
nally undifferentiated saturated phenomena are absolute. “Marion’s ideas concerning 
God without being, excess, idol, icon and the saturated phenomenon offers the possi-
bility of posing questions about God and religious experience from a new perspective” 
(Grīnfelde, 2016, 323). Dissertations and monographs of the young generation testify 
that the interest in phenomenology is widening—it is no longer only about Husserl 
as the founder and Heidegger as the developer, but about ecological, medical, socially 
practical, and religious offshoots of phenomenology. 

From 2015, another phenomenological offshoot appears in Latvia in collabo-
ration with the Heidegger’s Society. Prof. Raivis Bičevskis, together with Ineta Kivle, 
deputy director of the Academic Library of the University of Latvia, organized an 
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international conference in 2019 with the title “Let Things to Be!,” devoted to Hus-
serl’s 160th and Heidegger’s 130th anniversary. The thematic scope of the conference 
included such problems as being, existence, temporality, intersubjectivity, empathy, 
aesthetical and moral dimensions of contemporary phenomenology.

Future development of the phenomenological movement in Riga is orientated 
towards collaboration with Martin-Heidegger Gesellschaft, European Division of the 
World Phenomenology Institute, eco-phenomenology, interpretation of phenomeno-
logical method in social media studies, investigation of phenomenologically practical 
ethics, studies of works by Celms, Ladusāns and Stavenhagen and translations into 
Latvian.
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В статье представлена нестандартная интерпретация знаменитого хайдеггеровского экзистен-
циала das Man в  аспекте его часто недооцениваемого единства с  Dasein  — сущего, имеюще-
го особый онтико-онтологический приоритет. Авторы стремятся осветить эту важную тему 
с  точки зрения своеобразного единства принадлежащего Dasein бытия-в-мире (in-der-Welt-
Sein), охватывающего многие последующие и непосредственно соседствующие с ним экзистен-
циалы в аналитике хайдеггеровской экзистенциальной герменевтики, особенно Mitsein/Mitda-
sein. Существование-сущность Dasein основана на структуре возможностей, и, следовательно, 
свободном, спонтанном выборе, в то время как das Man представляет собой конкретный модус 
существования, делающий, если можно так выразиться, все другие модусы недействительны-
ми и непригодными. Хотя Хайдеггер далек от какой-либо этической или моральной позиции 
в традиционном смысле, он весьма решительно настаивает на том, что феномен das Man ниве-
лирует подлинно человеческий набросок собственных возможностей, а именно возможности 
быть собой (Jemeines). Представленный в статье концепт Dasein является уникальным приме-
ром хайдеггеровской интерпретации гуссерлевской феноменологии, нацеленной на проясне-
ние несобственного существования. Хотя Хайдеггер посвящает этой проблеме лишь пару стра-
ниц, аналитика Dasein вызвала огромное количество философских и культурных откликов.
Ключевые слова: Бытие qua Бытие, экзистенция, бытие-в-мире, собственность против несоб-
ственности, деперсонализация, герменевтика, экзистенциализм.

The present paper’s focus is on the Heideggerian existential period before the so 
called Khere, the seminal transformation of the fundamental ontology presented by 
the philosopher some years after his masterpiece Sein and Zeit (published in 1927). 
As is hardly disputed, the initial project of this “unfaithful” and iconoclastic disci-
ple of Edmund Husserl was not only aimed at overcoming, indeed getting rid of, all 
the remnants of traditional, by then useless according to Heidegger’s metaphysics of 
presence (Mróz, 1997, 14), dogmatic tenets and allegedly clear and “obvious,” “self-ev-
ident,” “complacent” concepts (the destruction project), but was first and foremost 
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aimed at restoring the most critical and essential problem of Being qua Being (das 
Sein) as univocally distinguished from beings (Seienden) (Pöggeler, 1963). According 
to Heidegger (time and again he refers to the issue in subsequent texts published af-
ter the appearance of Sein und Zeit), Being (das Sein) had been condemned to total 
oblivion, while fruitful, revelatory insights into the nature of Being undertaken by the 
Presocratic philosophers were marginalized in the course of Western philosophy (lat-
er Heidegger would prefer to refer to thinking rather than philosophy (2000)). What 
is more, the essential, absolutely vital and fundamental, difference between Being 
and beings (das Sein und Seienden) had been unforgivably obliterated, which brought 
about long-lasting consequences visible in the nature of those “two parties” so violent-
ly misinterpreted (the problem of the so-called ontologische Differenz). 

In the initial stages of the planned overcoming of the traditional metaphysics 
(metaphysics of logocentrically oriented—as Derrida has it—thinking) presentifying 
beings for our rationalistic priggish convenience thus justifying our conquering of 
the transcendent reality to bend it to our will, the early Heidegger parts company 
with his former master. It goes without saying that Edmund Husserl, fed up with nar-
row-minded positivism and all forms of insidious psychologism, in his celebrated bat-
tle cry of modernity promising “the return to the things themselves” displayed noth-
ing but right intentions of liberating human thinking from debilitating antinomies, 
from the utterly misleading opposition of an ever-conflictual nature: subject versus 
object, existence versus essence, being (phenomenon) versus appearance (constitu-
tion taking place in the consciousness of a transcendent thing) (Scruton, 1984, 259).

Heidegger, however, was interested in something of a more essential, crucial na-
ture. Having accepted the Husserlian proposal of phenomenology as a strict science 
(strenge Wissenschaft)—its methods of description, eidetic analysis and to a lesser extent 
the celebrated epoche (reductions) as well as constitution related to specific functions 
of consciousness, the author of Sein und Zeit went straight to the heart of the matter. 
Disavowing the idea of neutrality, still better, the possibility Husserl pointed out to neu-
tralize or put in brackets the very existence of the phenomena investigated into (the 
move to invalidate the natural standpoint responsible for so many misconceptions), 
Heidegger raised the question of the necessary condition of appearing in their bodily 
form of the constituted phenomena at all (Spiegelberg, 1969, 285). Transforming—as 
it were—the golden rule of all of the phenomenological approach—“the intentionality” 
(all consciousness is the consciousness of something transcendent thus differing essen-
tially from it), the early Heidegger declares that the genitive “cluste” Seins des Seienden 
(like the Husserlian intentionality phrase: consciousness of…) may open up a fresh vista 
for philosophical activities. As a matter of fact, that move on the part of Heidegger is 
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an attempt to return to the first Presocratic reflections on the solely important subject 
of that which is but at the same time cannot be at one with so-called entities. Under no 
pretext can one justify the bracketing of Being, confused with that “which exists,” as an 
entity. To put it differently—if phenomenology is to play the role of the only philoso-
phy capable of “turning” us to the world, thus returning it to us as it is—this new way 
of thinking must be ontology. In other terms, the main, even better the sole, theme of 
philosophy (thinking) must be Being qua Being (Richardson, 1963). 

What Heidegger refers to as Seinsfrage seems to claim its own rights and tends 
to occupy the central position in the Heideggerian fundamental ontology (Heideg-
ger, 1962, 21). Opposing the established tradition of Western philosophy, the author 
of Sein und Zeit not only breaks loose from epistemology, psychology, theories of 
methodology, logic, and all regional ontologies (by and large represented by scienc-
es—formal, empirical and social), but also rejects supreme categories that for several 
centuries have formed and exerted an influence on the way we used to think about 
the transcendent world—along with our position and situation in it. The seemingly 
simple question of What is Being? poses, however, great problems, and demands a 
complete change of what we may call a deeply rooted, hence “closing” thus narrowed 
paradigm so rife not only among philosophers but visible in such human endeavours 
like the humanities, poetry and art. The question concerning Being cannot be an-
swered with the self-evident: Being is… because it is the very “is” which constitutes an 
object of our enquiry. Being cannot be defined, grasped in logical/epistemological or 
anthropological categories. Neither is it the Platonian highest genus, nor the Aristo-
telian substance, Form or Spirit, God or matter. Still, Being must not be omitted and 
discarded because of the aforementioned failures and fallacies of the traditional ways 
of dealing with it (Heidegger, 1993).

In an unprecedented and resolute move, the far-cry of the Husserlian reductions 
cleansing and purging these notions and ideas which block and stand in the way of 
human attempts at approaching Being, its sense and meaning (Sinn und Bedeutung), 
Heidegger chooses a unique entity: Seiende, displaying a special privilege both ontic 
and ontological (Heidegger, 1962, 23 ff.). This entity named Dasein (in other than Sein 
und Zeit texts often spelt Da-sein) has been characterised in terms hardly reminiscent 
of any predicates we have been accustomed to throughout the long tradition of philo-
sophical anthropology. Nota bene Heidegger pays great attention to the very language 
he employs in his phenomenologically oriented hermeneutics. More often than not has 
he been severely criticised and even rebuked by philosophers, like some members of 
the Wiener Kreis for his untempered effusions: his cryptic, morbid, and highly meta-
phorical and poetic style. Most diligent, patient, and unbiased Heideggerian readers, 
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however, see convincing reasons for this kind of formulating of philosophical—within 
the framework of his fundamental ontology—ideas and insights. The Destruktion, the 
Überwindung (overcoming) of all the traditional metaphysics required—claims Hei- 
degger—a complete change of language which can turn out to be (as will soon be expli-
cated) an enslaving factor. Dasein is by no means a pure spirit, a soul, a subject, a con-
sciousness, the Husserlian Transcendental Ego, mind, or organic live matter of highly 
organised function. This practically untranslatable term (like so many key terms in his 
texts) shows Heidegger ever returning to the historical, even folklore (Volkish) of reli-
gious, ecclesiastical undertones going back to the medieval and romantic roots of the 
various registers of the German language. Dasein denotes—as has already been men-
tioned—a special type of being. Although vehemently dissociating himself from the ex-
istentialist movement (paradoxically so strongly influenced by his works), Heidegger re-
sorts to the very human existence in his definition of or rather insight into the ontic-on-
tological structure of Dasein (Heidegger, 1962, 26  ff.). Thus Dasein is a being whose 
existence is its essence; moreover a being capable of understanding (the Heideggerian 
hermeneutics at its best) its own Being, and hence Being as such, as well as the Being of 
other beings. That is—the philosopher seems to claim—the ontological (“logical” com-
ponent entailed in the term—harking intentionally back to the Logos of Ancient Greek 
philosophers) side of Dasein marking it off from all other beings in the world. Trying 
to follow faithfully but critically the Heideggerian path blazed through the thick forest 
of unresolved metaphysical problems, the present authors hope to reconstruct—to wit, 
to place—this celebrated concept of Dasein and its ontological travesty das Man against 
the backdrop of the whole coherent systematic structure of the Heideggerian ever semi-
nal and thought-provoking issue in question. Unlike the presuppositionless Husserlian 
phenomenology, the Heideggerian fundamental ontology does not discard a sort of 
pre-knowledge, still better, pre-understanding or pre-supposition concerning the most 
vital domain of his enquiry (Marias, 1966, 428). 

Each Dasein is born with a certain kind of awareness, a sort of power to pre-un-
derstand and eventually take advantage of this pre-knowledge, pre-concepts, pre-in-
tuition (the prefix vor in German is indicative of this purport in his ontology). Thus 
the moment we raise a certain issue (mostly of an ontological nature geared up with 
our situation in the world) an adequate answer must already be somehow, albeit par-
tially, known to us. Otherwise—Heidegger seems to stipulate—we would never be 
in the know about the subject we are enquiring about. Like a Gestalt psychologist, 
Heidegger conceives of the world and a man—Dasein—its capacities and specific cog-
nitive faculties, e.g. moods as a closely knit network of interdependencies, a mutual 
“exchange” in which, however, Dasein is a main point of reference being engaged in 
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its projects and constantly taking care of its world (Umwelt) along with the various 
entities (beings) Dasein encounters and interacts with (Sorge, Besorgen).

Following Heidegger’s path in view of adequate reconstruction and eventual 
interpretation of this celebrated pair of concepts in question, that is Dasein and its 
ontological modality das Man, requires at least a limited presentation of the Hei-
deggerian key-terms he created in order to reveal the ontic-ontological structure of 
Dasein and its situation (Befindlichkeit). These are referred to as categories and ex-
istentialia. The latter have been divided into two types, and this division serves as a 
yardstick to measure the authenticity (Eingentlichkeit) of our existence, the opening 
(up) and closing (in) of existentialia. Both types are carefully distinguished from cate-
gories, which is reminiscent of the old Aristotelian, Thomist and Wolfian metaphysics 
Heidegger is bent on overcoming, and are mostly used to apply to beings (Seienden) 
other than Dasein. Most important to the Heideggerian presentation of the funda-
mental ontology is unquestionably the existential in-der-Welt-Sein, the indelible—so 
to speak—birthmark of every Dasein. It is noteworthy that the used preposition of 
location has for Heidegger a double connotation. There is an obvious difference be-
tween “in” applied to the passive state of, say, a wallet kept safely in my trouser-pocket, 
a pen in a desk drawer or a clerk in a governmental office, and “in” applied to Dasein 
engaged in a given Umweltl: working there, performing its duties, and, more impor-
tantly, making choices and realizing its projects. Moreover, this existential dynamism 
is accompanied by Dasein’s awareness of its human condition as marked off from the 
existentially different status of entities other than Dasein. Therefore, the Heideggerian 
presentation of Dasein’s existence in the world would not be clear without a reference 
the philosopher finds crucial, one to the specific and unique dimension of human 
temporality—having an undeniably consequential character for this problem of be-
ing-in-the-world (Rubiczek, 1966). In Sein und Zeit, the hermeneutical motif of time 
is imbued with an existential character. Time—announces the philosopher—being 
evidently under the influence of the concept of both Bergson and Husserl who made 
a distinction between the objective Chronos and subjective experiential Tempus, is 
of Dasein’s providence: temporality is a human modus of existing in the world, in the 
everyday hustle and bustle, as well as the “now” by the immersion in the world of “im-
mutable” laws, in the world of past “by-gone” events implying the course of human 
culture and civilization. Put differently, Dasein was born into the world found, given-
as-it-was at a certain point of time thus initiating as it were our ecstatic temporality1. 

1 For Heidegger the nature of time is never homogeneous. In other terms time is of no linear nature. 
Three ecstasies of temporality: the past ever present in the now and the future are the epitome of 
the human condition. The past, present and future co-mingle with each other thus making our 
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This unique event marks an important fact Heidegger refers to as Geworfenheit (the 
throwness into, or having-been-thrown into: the latter phrase better renders the past, 
“already” accomplished aspect of our condition. Although the philosopher is far from 
excessively highlighting the indisputable fact of a lack of reason whatsoever for our 
“finding ourselves” here and now, in this place, and not another, of having been born 
into this and not that family, speaking this not that language, belonging to this cul-
tural formation not the other, the fact of our contingency (constant and insurmount-
able factor of Geworfenheit) constitutes the nature of this important existential2. As 
will have been remembered, Dasein’s existence, at one with its essence, is our own 
unique affair. This concept of existential uniqueness is linguistically rendered by a 
special term newly-coined by the philosopher, one awkward even for the German 
ear: jemeines, Jemeinigkeit. What Heidegger intends to achieve by introducing such a 
term is of a twofold purpose. For one thing, a human being in its inalienable ipseity 
is ever related to his/her own personal being (verhält sich zu). And as we shall see 
in due course, Jemeinigkeit is not a constant ontological state—it will be facing its 
destruction due to its own choices. Second, Jemeines has a strong implication of per-
sonal tasks to be performed by each of us in our individuality but invariably carried 
out against the backdrop of a given situation in a modus of being “already-in” (the 
past) the Umwelt we happen to find ourselves in. This ontological aspect of “to be” (zu 
sein) opens up a vast (and often dreadful in uncertainty) vista of possibilities awaiting 
us. Dasein standing in the open, never knowing what is going to crop up, uncertain 
as to the future awaiting us, never knowing what others will do (a very important 
existential Being-with others—Mitdasein), and in what intentions and capacities the 
variable and unpredictable world may appear displaying either threatening or friendly 
aspects. This undeniably makes our being in the world a challenging affair. It seems 
our interests in chosen aspects of reality, our projects, plans and endeavours, our likes 
and dislikes, education, business, all facilities and hurdles demand our engagement, 
taking up the resolute stance characteristic of free beings-in-the world, aware of their 
freedom, responsible, resolute, and conscientious. 

being ever-open and non-static. What I do is somehow in reference to what I have done, do now 
and—more essentially shall do in the future. It is Sorge that best underlines this unprecedented 
temporality.

2 This motif will be obsessively stressed in the atheistic ontologie radicale in L’Être et le Néant in the 
Sartrean version of existentialism—the neutral fact in Heidegger will assume an inflated aspect in 
Sartre, Camus, Merleau-Ponty—leading to the declaration of the world and men as being de trop 
(hence absurd and ontologically excessive).
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But the world, being our only place to realize our projects, the world of things 
we can resort to in order to get something done for our sake, is not such a familiar mi-
lieu. Turning its attention to things either given as mere physical objects (before our 
hands—Vorhanden), utensils (Zeuge) Dasein discovers a fascinating regularity. Zeuge 
refer to one another, and form systems of mutual reference of meanings, for tools are 
by a man and for a man. They appear on Dasein’s horizon to serve us and be handy. 
We are in a way united with them, as by virtue of the constitutive nature of Dasein 
united in Besorgen acts with others. Thus, the worldliness of the world is revealed to 
Dasein (the latter being the point of series of references in the acts of taking care of 
(Besorgen)). This type of knowledge (still better knowing) is not procured, obtained 
through concepts or ideas, i.e. through acts of intellection. I know how to hammer in 
a nail, write a letter, or repair a given utensil and do not need to resort to intellect and 
its “products”: theories and principles. Time and again, we find Heidegger underlin-
ing the importance not of cognitive, theoretical acts of cognizance but of a specific 
unprecedented “practical” modi of approaching and not only thus getting to accustom 
ourselves but to “modify”, transform the world we were thrown into. The existential 
we are describing now is Befindlichkeit, an immersion in and an attachment to the 
milieu, peopled with other Dasein, utensils, relations, projects, choices and accom-
plishments and/or failures. Befindlichkeit is a distinct mark of our existential situa-
tion playing a not-to-be underrated role in the Heideggerian hermeneutics. It is best 
revealed—says Heidegger—in special kinds of awareness, experiences, and insights. 
These are moods (Stimmungen) revealing the real structure of the world. It stands to 
reason that Heidegger parts company with traditional “metaphysical,” “epistemologi-
cal,” “theological” ways of dealing with the transcendent reality. As Dasein is a unique 
part and parcel of the world it has been situated into, as this world is the only human 
space for realization of our possibilities (zu Sein) including the constitution of our 
authentic (eigentlich), unique, “essence” being at one with our existence. Let us recall 
once again—and this point is vital in the light of our analysis that what Heidegger 
regards as his existential hermeneutics—that the analytic of Dasein is based on the 
fundamental assumption that Dasein’s essence is identified, is “at one with” its exist-
ence. The univocally pronounced formula zu sein “imposes” (although it is our free, 
unhampered choice) a certain way of existing in the world we were thrown into. Still 
better, it bears strong implication to transcend itself, to be what we are in the ecstatic 
structure of our temporality: to resolutely face our past (not treated, however, as a 
rigid limitation) in view of future projects—actually one: to be oneself in the world 
now and the world to come. But the world treated by Dasein as its natural, familiar 
(heimlich), cosy environment—the place where our projects are realized, our essence 
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constituted, tools used, and relations activated can display another, quite unfamiliar, 
aspect, that of unheimlich. This psychoanalytic Freudian category irrespective of the 
proved or not influence on Heidegger was in the cultural, literary, and philosophical 
air at the time the philosopher was working on his opus magnum. Moods—as has al-
ready been said—reveal the genuine structure of Dasein’s being-in-the-world, which 
Heidegger claims is among other things related not only to the hic and nunc dimen-
sion of our existence, but its temporality: its three-fold—as it were—alloy of the past 
and the present couched in the now and hence colouring the future — the sphere of 
Dasein’s possibilities (Blackham, 1965, 93). 

The hermeneutical circle of explication—Heidegger has proposed—works like 
a rotating mechanism set in slow but constant circular movement. The latter displays 
existentials and categories operating at one time and disappearing after they have dis-
played their possible application insofar as obtaining the sense and meaning of our 
condition is concerned. In-der-Welt-Sein seems to be a central point of reference—
having been endowed with a critical role in this process. Through this existential all 
other existentials are shown in the light of us approaching Being qua Being, which 
fulfils the sense of our authentic existence. 

One can be fully justified in stating that Heidegger presented two models, two 
structures of our being-in-the-world. For the sake of clarity, let us call them a positive 
model and a negative one.

Befindlichkeit may be treated as multifaceted experience. It is our passage to 
accessibility to the worldhood of the world: things—tools, relations, references—but 
other Dasein as well. Not only are we supposed to be our own centre of possibilities, 
decisions, choices, and projects, but others are to be treated in a similar way. Moreo-
ver, being in the world, each Dasein enters into a special relation with others, thus be-
coming aware of the imperative of standing in-the-open-to-the-world. But the world 
revealed in the existential Befindlichkeit does not hide anything from our awareness. 
The task to be is—so to speak—perfectly matched with identical tasks others are due 
to perform. United we may stand in the mutual stance of Jemeinigkeit. If only …

Now it is high time we introduced this negative aspect, still better aspects of our 
condition revealed by our possibilities. It appears to be a kind of a reverse process, 
movement on the part of Dasein in the world. Instead of seeking to constitute its 
essence, to “present” it to the surrounding world thus marking off our Jemeines from 
other Daseins, we try to deface or obliterate it. Attunement to the world, a constant 
taking care of Being which absorbs our attention, while obstacles, broken tools, and 
thwarted plans may all evoke a kind of uneasy, discomforting Stimmungen. But there is 
still a far more important source of a negative, depressive mood. In its acute awareness 
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of a self-imposed task of to be, Dasein at one point has an uneasy glimpse of the inal-
ienable possibility: one’s own death. On considering the latter’s nature, Dasein comes 
to a disturbing conclusion that it is the possibility terminating all possibilities, thus 
becoming the pure impossibility of any possibility (Mróz, 1997, 17). Death is truly my 
own affair—the affair dis-colouring the whole world I deemed to be “my own” cosy, 
homely sphere. Apart from the ultimate possibility of my own death, of my only true 
experience nobody but we can go through. Being may reveal itself as something dis-
concerting. Along with this uneasy awareness there may come a mood opening up the 
other aspect of Being: a threatening burden, a structure I cannot assimilate—which 
cannot serve me as a neutral if not friendly milieu for my projects. Thus the celebrat-
ed Heideggerian quartet takes the stage: Fear, Anxiety, Nothingness, and Boredom. 
Moods disclose uncanny (unheimlich) reality, of which I feel fear when something 
unbearable or frightening but concrete stands in my way. In his widely known (al-
though not of Heideggerian origin) distinction between fear and anxiety (Angst), the 
latter is caused literally by nothing. Das Nicht is not, however, a mere opposition to the 
plenum of beings. It constitutes the ontologically closely knit whole—capable of dis-
closing (the Altheia of later Heidegger) Being qua Being—its finite temporal nature. 
These four moods initiate—as has already been hinted at—an opposite to the zu Sein 
project, the authentic approach. In other words, in a welter of possibilities, inherent in 
the essence-existence of Dasein—free, responsible, future-oriented situational being-
in-the-world is drastically reduced to only one, albeit conflicting, pair: the authentic 
versus the inauthentic. Das Man (as a distinct possibility of Dasein) is associated in 
the fundamental ontology with what is referred to as fall (Verfallen)—what is taken 
up by Dasein as an inauthentic modus of existing in the world. Now we are quite pre-
pared to present this epitome of the flight from resoluteness of being-in-the-world 
Dasein chooses in order to hide from itself its true conditio humana.

In the fourth chapter of Sein und Zeit (intended as a further step to deepen in-
sights into the essence=existence of Dasein in not more than four pages of a very con-
densed and reader unfriendly text), Heidegger presents an impressive example of his 
hermeneutic phenomenology. To adequately expose this subject, according to tenets 
of the Heideggerian existential approach of his onto-ontological analysis and descrip-
tion, the present authors begin this final section of their reconstructive presentation 
with a note on the very language he employs (Małecka, 2018). 

As is generally known, translators of Heideggerian texts find it almost im-
possible to render some of the Heideggerian philosophical terminology into their 
mother tongues, and Sein und Zeit is no exception to this challenging regularity. Das 
Man, shrouded in a kind of cryptical, somewhat murky atmosphere evoking such 
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diverse connotations ranging from thought-provoking associations to poetical im-
ages, serves as a pertinent illustration of the Heideggerian style, one which is always 
closely geared up with his purport: saving Being from oblivion and revealing Being 
qua Being through the agency of Dasein. Like in so many cases, the philosopher trans-
gresses both the grammatical and lexical status quo and the language code of his na-
tive tongue. To our mind it is not mere wordplay or an iconoclastic, purely rebellious 
gesture of defiance, but an act of expression of a philosopher who is deeply convinced 
that he has new, fresh ideas to propound, and resorts to unique methods to make 
these ideas resound in our souls. 

Das Man is an iconic term coined in a somewhat different manner than other 
Heideggerian terms. Although like all other key terms it does reveal a new aspect of 
reality, the philosopher wants to share it with first his students, then with his regular al-
beit not so numerous readers. As should be borne in mind, Heidegger chooses unique 
ways of coining terminology he needs at a given moment. Some essential nouns are 
provided with verbs sounding similar to the native ear, but on closer look are deprived 
of the status of the accepted members of the current code of philosophishe Sprache. 
Examples are legion: das Nichts nichtet, das Welt weltet, etc. In the case of das Man we 
are dealing with the unusual combination of the neutral article das with a word it does 
not collocate with. In such an astounding manner of expression Heidegger intends to 
introduce his seminal analysis of “closing-in” existential. His analysis will concentrate 
on the very existentiality of Dasein’s being in the world in its negative reverse aspect, 
as it were. For example, the construction of the phrase Man spricht clearly displays 
Heidegger’s intentions, with Man used in standard German to describe general but 
mostly trivial everyday ‘performances,’ like Man raucht—“one smokes cigarettes,” or 
“they smoke cigarettes.” Close reading of the four pages on this existential is designed 
to enlighten the area of the Heideggerian interest in Alltäglichkeit (Everydayness)—the 
time and milieu of Dasein’s existence and “doings” which the philosopher approach-
es in the perspective of both man and his/her most fundamental project. The latter 
implies that my being-in-the-world must—due to my choices, projects, application 
of tools (Zeuge), in a word: owing to the structure of Sorge (care)–involve being with 
others.

Heidegger uses two cognate terms which are operational insofar as the so-called 
Mitwelt, the world shared with others, the domain of our actual existence, is con-
cerned. The examples he produces are simple, imbued with a feeling of familiarity if 
not banality. Dasein encounters—we find Heidegger announcing his insights into the 
matter of the social world—others (beings like us) in a series of implications, refer-
ences, and mutual relations. Thus one is fully justified in regarding the existence of 
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others not as a purely accidental affair, nor a mere neutral problem to be tackled in 
philosophical or sociological reflection but as an existential shibboleth, constitutive 
of my being-in-the-world. There is no need to recall once again the celebrated Heide-
ggerian examples of a pen, a letter to be written by a particular Dasein—all “parties” 
implying wider and longer structures. What is at stake now (to wit the fourth chapter 
and its last section) is the question raised by the philosopher: What do we imply while 
pointing to a barber and their client, or a shopkeeper in their grocery store providing 
their customers with basic food products to meet their needs and wants. Taking care 
of (Sorgen) and using/taking advantage of e.g. tools and various materials for realizing 
our diverse projects refer to Dasein in-the-world-with-others. That is quite obvious, 
but what is apparently simple and taken for granted must nevertheless be scrutinized 
in the light of fundamental ontology and its unique hermeneutics of Dasein—Heideg-
ger seems to be saying. No wonder that the question of the carrier of all those actions, 
engagements and “participations” crops up and begs an answer. As may be easily sur-
mised in his disparaging stance towards both traditional metaphysics and the posi-
tivistic paradigm (including many regional ontologies to use the Heideggerian term), 
the author of Sein und Zeit in light of his hermeneutics rejects the Cartesian and parts 
company with the Husserlian proposals concerning the allegedly certain basis for all 
philosophical thinking that is the Ego (its transcendental version included). 

It stands to reason that Ego, consciousness or subject or subjectivity, spiritual 
substance, soul, mind—regarded for ages as the only acceptable solution by many tra-
ditions and schools of thought—cannot and must not be regarded as an adequate con-
stituent of Selbst or Ichkeit, my own existence. Dasein is in the domain of existentiality, 
which means that Ego would be an entirely unreliable element in the hermeneutical 
procedures of coming closer to embracing the meaning of Being qua Being through 
this ontic-ontological privilege of unique understanding which Dasein is endowed 
with. The philosopher delegates Dasein—endowed with this unique onto-ontological 
privilege—to understand its own self, hence Being as such. But Dasein is invariably 
a playground of its own possibilities—which can make or break its (our) authentic 
being. In other terms Dasein may choose and enter the path leading to the process of 
Verfallen, a fall, but also inversely the path of Sorge, Angst (Anxiety), Befindlichkeit, 
and first of all this unique possibility entailed in Sein zum Tode: our onto-ontological 
finality, with all that follows being true markers of the authentic existence in the world. 

All these called here existential properties—for lack of a better term—of Dasein 
come to constitute what Heidegger refers to as a series of conditions (provided they 
are resolutely and bravely met) making Dasein’s existence eigentlich (authentic). But 
possibilities are of a twofold nature. There occurs simultaneously the other side of the 
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existential coin: a retreat, even an attempt at escaping one’s being which is to be (zu 
Sein) my own existence, not that of the other.

What follows in the last section of the fourth chapter is a cascade of astounding 
ideas. Being authentic is for Heidegger isomorphic with one’s being, “my own” being. At 
a certain point in human time and space, however, for unspecified reasons there may 
occur a “dialectical” move of negation of the authentic modus of existence. Still better, it 
is Dasein itself that can enter into the negative (identified with the inauthentic) mode of 
being in the world. Heidegger categorically states that while Dasein wants to distinguish 
itself, mark itself off from others, this distancing from beings I am with in the world 
(Mitwelt) is at the same time a turning towards them. Now the problem raised by the 
question of who the subject of this social interaction is finds at least a partial explana-
tion (Heidegger, 1962,151). For the philosopher, being with others (Mitsein) is treated 
as an existential closely related to being-in-the-world. The point of great significance 
is the Mitsein, which entails our determination or decision to overcome the difference 
between “me” and “them”. It may unfortunately turn out to be my disastrous undoing. 
The difference may consist in our “inferiority,” a lack of certain qualities/values/assets 
“they” have got but I have not. So (we feel tempted to use this hackneyed psychological 
form) our motivation may express an endeavour to catch up with them. Likewise, when 
we have the upper-hand over the other we share the world with (Mitdasein) we want 
to retain this status, but in such a way as not to make it felt by others (Heidegger, 1962, 
155). All in all, there is a strong resolution to obliterate anything that would make me 
“stand out,” to be different from them. To put it differently, this modus of being-in-the-
world, classed as uneigentlich (inauthentic) is based on a paradox, although Heidegger 
does not use this term. The more I want to distance from the crowd the more quickly I 
become one of them. This is the Heideggerian example of everyday, personal life caught 
by its would be consequences, still better in the process of what he calls Verfallen. 

Any rational narration, metaphysical, psychological, or sociological, referring to 
for example the universal nature of humanity, a drive to be one in order to feel safe, or 
G. H. Mead’s concept of the generalized other, would not meet with Heidegger’s approv-
al. The state of “fall” (Verfallen) is an inalienable component of being of Dasein, like the 
very modus of being-with-others within the structure of a shared world. But annihila-
tion of the difference first triggered by keeping oneself at a proper distance from other 
people leads us straight into a state of subservience. What does it mean? Why does 
it take place? For one thing this impersonal subject, anonymous and invisible, imper-
ceptible in its vicious, treacherous power, is our inherent possibility. That is why, let us 
recall, Heidegger does not show either approval or disapproval, or condescension or 
contempt, while analysing this Durchschnittlichkeit phenomenon. In other words, this 
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commonest (Heidegger, 1962, 156), equated with giving up a conscious choice of indi-
viduality is welcome by all of those who seek a kind of refuge, a safe haven escaping from 
the world disclosed by moods—the world of Anxiety (which imperceptibly permeates 
our existence inducing a “tingle” of nothingness, still more important facing the most 
individual of all possibilities: my own death eliminating all possibilities. This hasty but 
insincere “yes,” I am mortal but look it is not yet, not now, not here, is a stance character-
istic of inauthenticity. Pertaining to the commonest brings a kind of solace, soothes all 
incertitudes, alleviates pains, keeps nothingness away from das Man but not from us as 
individual Dasein. Moreover, when conforming to the call of das Man we readily accept 
all established usages, judgements and—of the utmost importance—we carefully but 
uncritically listen to what Heidegger calls the public opinion. Our resignation from one’s 
being jemeines, being one’s own is an indelible sign of accepting the “harsh” but imper-
ceptible dictatorship of this ubiquitous dictator having such a great impact on our life. 

In the impressive, memorable fragment of the concluding section of the Hei-
deggerian insights we read about the “evaporating” of each individual being of us, 
becoming everyone but not anyone at the same time, of a dissolution of all diversity, 
of an eventual perdition of an individual involvement in the process of taking care of 
what we really think valuable and worth preserving. Instead, one follows the heavily 
trodden path thousands have entered on before us. And thousands will in future. It is 
of a particular interest to quote Heidegger on the deleterious influence das Man exerts 
on our views of art, literature, and poetry (Heidegger, 1962, 158–159). These domains 
of Dasein, demanding an inalienable personal attitude, become victims of this terrible 
levelling out. We give up (although we would vehemently deny it) our own views and 
ideas in unopen confrontation with others. Likewise we change our way of commu-
nication: one’s individualized language (Sprache) transforms itself into “meaningless” 
prattle to locate itself in everyone’s small talk. 

Although the fourth chapter of Sein und Zeit does not undertake the problem of 
authenticity versus inauthenticity by using the very terms eigentlich and uneigentlich 
covering—as it were all negative aspects of Verfallen—Desein’s distinct, inherent pos-
sibility of to be, any presentation of this critical problem without reference to a wider 
Heideggerian context would lack clarity and coherence. Moreover, this problem did to 
a great extent influence many theories and artistic expression: poetry, literature, and 
visual arts of the late 1920s and 1930s which owed a great deal to the Heideggerian 
handling of the human being’s true identity3. It is not a question which can be reduced 

3 The writers like Ernst Jünger, Alfred Döblin, Alfred Kubin, Witkacy, and T. S. Eliot and D. H. Law-
rence in England all take up the subject of depersonalized masses in modern industrial societies.
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to our compliance with certain established thus generally approved of (if not imposed 
upon us) opinions, ideas, and current concepts (Heidegger uses the term “fashionable” 
in his subsequent texts), aesthetic tastes or preferences of the day. Once we decide—in 
an act of freedom—to overcome the difference between “me” and “them” (the latter 
taking the form of undefinable vague power of das Man), we choose the other side of 
the existence in the world and immediately lose our unique way to become ourselves. 
It is—says Heidegger—a long, arduous process of establishing our true Ichkeit—not, 
however, to be treated as a subjective, spiritual, or cognitive faculty.

Like in the case of all other existentials, Heidegger directs our attention to a prom-
inence of the being-in-the-world which is the true basis of the analytics of Dasein. As 
our essence lies in existence, such requirements (with no ethical or moral undertones) 
as resoluteness (Entschlossenheit) and the voice of conscience (Gewissen) are wake-up 
calls directed to us to constitute being as our being, hence Being as such. It should be 
borne in mind that what really counts for the philosopher is the hermeneutically ex-
posed resoluteness with which we must face and grapple with what stands in our way 
to achieve and retain this zu Sein—the process of procedural making of ourselves, but 
not escaping from it. The voice of conscience is a constant reminder of the task to be 
accomplished. When the question of who the object and subject of these endeavours is 
was raised, no concrete personal agent was referred to. Similarly, when we want to trace 
the sources we invariably see nothing (literally and metaphysically) behind it. In other 
words, we see our freedom, our loneliness and being on our own, but within the lim-
its of the world, e.g. within its structures of Bewandtnis Struktur of an oft-complicated 
network of interdependencies. What is more, all these opening-up moods—Stimmun-
gen—the moods providing us with priceless knowledge about the world and others—its 
“friendliness,” their “hostility,” and “aloofness,” the inaccessibility of many phenomena 
may simply scare us. If we add to this somewhat grim picture of our reality the condition 
of our insurmountable finality, the possibility terminating all possibilities thus breeding 
Anxiety, exerting pressure to be ourselves in the face of this unique moment we may 
turn to the other side of our existence-essence, and make its own travesty.

In the face of the lack of universal systems of values, rules, and norms (we are 
supposed to make them valid in our choices throughout human history), we may ex-
perience this ontological strangeness, a kind of alienation, a mood (unheimlich—un-
canniness). At some point in our life (although Heidegger does not specify an exact 
moment) we may turn our attention to the imperceptible but all pervasive presence of 
Das Man—the sphere of the commonest—we may tend to seek comforting refuge there, 
a kind of solace, an alibi as it were. The assimilation of the way one talks, one thinks and 
perceives the world, one reads most popular daily newspapers, one dresses in certain 
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garments, but more importantly the way one is supposed to regard this unique experi-
ence of one’s death and ontological nothingness appears to be an existential solution to 
the problem of being in the world and being with others. Our human condition seems 
to have gained the solidarity and a kind of assurance of the “massive existence”—due to 
familiarity, the psychic comfort, the state of balance having gained ever-ready approval 
flowing from the rest of “them” (Caputo, 1984). But Heidegger—although not employ-
ing any moral stance, not harking back to established ethical systems or theological 
solutions—takes up the existential point of view of yet another distinct possibility of Da-
sein inherent in our existence. Besides being-in-the-world entailing being with others, 
Dasein is being-in-common. That is an alluring possibility on the horizon of the human 
being: raising the fundamental question whether one can lead an authentic existence or 
not. Heidegger maintains that, unlike categories, existentials are not to be removed from 
our condition: zu Sein, authenticity, and das Man are—so to speak—at our disposal. As 
we are part and parcel of this risky but valuable essential Mitdasein—we can perform 
the negative constitution and take on the identity which will bear the commonest traits 
and be like “them,” or we can at least try to lessen the impact of das Man and modify it 
(humanize it in the Heideggerian sense). And that would make all the difference Hei-
degger would have consented to.
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Каким образом мы должны ответственно принадлежать традиции? Эта статья восстанавли-
вает концепцию собственной традиции (Sichüberlieferung) в великом произведении Хайдеггера 
«Бытие и время» (1927). Мы принимаем за путеводную звезду обозначение Хайдеггером модуса 
своей феноменологии как “феноменологии неявленного”, выраженное в Царингенском семи-
наре 1973 года. Мы уделяем особое внимание функции среднего залога, нейтральности Da-sein 
и тавтологии в вопросе Бытия и истории и проливаем свет на отношение между подлинной 
темпоральностью и подлинной историчностью в тавтологическом повороте тождественного. 
Мы делаем замечание об остановке аутентичной историчности Da-sein в свете «собственной 
традиции», которая намечает неметафизический ответ Хайдеггера на наследие метафизики су-
ществования. Вслед за феноменологией неявного мы обращаемся к написанному в 2008 г. тек-
сту Деррида The Animal that Therefore I Am, чтобы исследовать подход Деррида к освобождению 
«Я есмь» от Da-sein Хайдеггера, чье бытие установлено в Jeweilig-Jemeinigkeit. Мы показываем, 
как изобретенное Деррида выражение animot позволяет ему и нам говорить голосами других 
живых существ, не являющихся людьми, и позволяет нам освободиться от фиксированности 
присутствия настоящего в нашей мысли, языке и чувствительности. В ретрансляции чтения 
двух философов о нас и их способах самопреодоления человека как разумного живого суще-
ства мы учимся ставить себя под вопрос и относиться друг к другу, не сводя одного к другому, 
а другого к одному.
Ключевые слова: повторение, эк-зистенция, экстатическая темпоральность, аутентичная исто-
ричность, средний залог, тавтология, animot.

Heidegger’s 1927 magnum opus Being and Time (Heidegger, 1927) invites us to 
an experience (die Erfahrung) of reading a non-historiographical text. By shifting the 
primary domain of thinking from Bewußt-sein to Da-sein1 (Heidegger, 1996, 6), Heide-
gger carries us as reader to an outside of representational thought and language and the 
time-honored belief in homo zōon logon echon (Heidegger, 1996, 22). In and through 
ec-static passages of Da-sein’s mortal temporality and historicity, the text moves us to 
“go all the way into” (erfahren) the root occurrence (geschehen) of life (Maly, 1993, 224). 

We readers undergo gauntlets of confronting the inherited sense of human ways 
to be in tracing Heidegger’s passage to the forgotten question of Being, which is the 
Sache sought again (re-peto) in Being and Time. On the threshold of our discovery of 

1 Da-sein literally means there-being or to be there.
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the relation between authentic temporality and authentic historicity in the text, let us 
hear from Heidegger how he understands his way of phenomenology.

In the 1973 Zähringen seminar, Heidegger named his mode of phenomenology 
“a phenomenology of the inapparent” with a draw of “tautological thinking” (Heideg-
ger, 2003, 80). What sort of phenomenology is “a phenomenology of the inapparent”? 
Τὸ-αủτὸ-λόγος. What sort of thinking is tautological thinking? How does a tautolog-
ical design of repetition between thinking and saying relate to a phenomenon, a phe-
nomenologist’s method, and the -logy of phenomenology? These questionable ques-
tions strike our mind because tautological thinking appears counter-intuitive and odd 
to us moderns. For in our everyday context, the Greek word αủτος of the tautology is 
ubiquitous; a few citations of the usage such as autonomy, automatic, and automobile 
betray sufficiently a common understanding of αủτος as self, the same, or by virtue of 
itself with a proviso the same means identical. Thus, we most likely intuit tautology 
as “a mere parroting (Wiedersagen)” without a spirit of critical thinking and we tend 
to cast it aside as an idle production of redundant saying (Courtine, 1993, 245). Our 
common take of tautology presupposes line-ups of a primacy of identity, an availabil-
ity of world-time with bearings of homogeneity, constancy, and linearity, and a yard-
stick of before/after in order to locate occurrences in the earlier and later as well as the 
interval in reference to the coming of beings before ourselves as agency. 

In contradistinction to the common view of the same, Heidegger understands 
tautology as “belonging together” and underscores that it can happen only between 
things that exist in their irreducible difference (Heidegger, 1984, 88). In the wake of 
thing’s “core movement (αủτου)” of ek-sistence and of ec-stacy which is disclosed in 
consonance (Zusammenstimmung) with a way “just as they are(αὔτως) the same as 
belonging together, remarks Heidegger, yields no viewpoint from which to further 
speculate on or to dialecticize for a whole of the originary given (Heidegger, 1984, 88). 
In the selfsame, a thinker becomes homeless, as it were. The self who enunciates and 
translates what was already said fall catastrophically from his specific living context 
at a time of repetition and yet at the same time comes to arise together with a coming 
of what was already said. What is said comes to and upon the thinker from the future, 
from the possible, which delivers a double possibility of projection to the thinker and 
to what was already said. As we will see shortly in Heidegger’s conceptions of primor-
dial temporality and self-tradition (Sichüberlieferung) in his magnum opus, the future 
seems to take a primacy in the tautological thinking and saying. Ταυτολογέω in the 
sense of the repetition of the same seems to operate on a letting-go of the autos as a 
bestower of meaning on the part of both the thinker and the given in terms of a claim 
for authority; a mutual self-disclaiming of agency therewith an infinite postponement 
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of self-ground and identity seems to make a room for each other’s re-birthing (re-nais-
sance) to be there in the world with ownmost potencies. It seems that the reciprocal 
delay of the self as agency brings about a non-mediational gathering between think-
ing, speaking, and what is already said. The selfsame hands itself down to itself at 
such a moment of repetition; in effect, the thinker’s rewording stems directly from the 
Sache selbst “as originally apprehended” (Courtine, 1993, 246). Heidegger’s view of 
tautology differs from a common view and practice of translation as rewording which 
is based on the system of signification. Seen from these preliminary exposures, we can 
glimpse that the phenomenology of Being and Time tracks down to the non-apparent 
origin (genesis) of thing’s presencing (Anwesen) and tends to de-present the voice as 
such regarding the inherited views of being and time. With attentiveness (Aufmerken) 
to the vital importance of the delay of the autos in Heidegger’s phenomenology, let us 
now return to Being and Time. 

In the section 7, Heidegger determines the concept of phenomenon and of phe-
nomenology on the basis of the Greek phainesthai (lit. to show itself) which is the middle 
voice of phaino (Heidegger, 1985, 81). The middle voice which Heidegger recalls from 
its lost usage in Western culture speaks of a self-enactment of thing (Scott, 1987, 68). 
Since the middle voice bears out an occurrence which is neither initiated nor received by 
anyone, it marks a pre-sense of both literal and figurative language and, as we will show, 
that Da-sein’s neutrality is bound to the character of the middle voice. Since the middle 
voice is counter-intuitive to us moderns, let me cite another Greek middle voiced word 
λανθάνομαι or ἐπιλανθάνομαι which means “to forget” and which relates, by the ver-
bal stem λαθ-, to ἀλήθεια, unconcealment (Unverborgenheit) (Heidegger, 1992b, 25–28; 
1984, 108–109.) For us to understand a middle voiced happening of forgetting, we must 
envision it beyond man’s reflexive, cognitive activity of failing to retain something which 
was present at some point in the past. We must heed an experience of forgetting as a 
non-subjective and non-objective “sending” (Schicken) of arising-not arising borne in a 
unifying emergence (Anwesen) of the twofold, that is, forgetting-and-forgotten (Scott, 
1996, 210). Or we may just say: forgetting forgets. In Being and Time, Heidegger in-
scribes a series of middle voiced words such as “time times,” “call calls,” “anxiety is anx-
ious,” and “world worlds” to highlight a non-subjective-and-non-objective disclosure 
of life at its root occurrence and to find a way for us to belong to the past in the light of 
presencing thus from a wholly other origin than presence.

Rendering in the middle voice, Heidegger defines his way of phenomenology as 
apophainesthai ta phainomena: “to let what shows itself be seen from itself, just as it 
shows itself from itself ” (Heidegger, 1996, 30). We notice that his way of showing in-
volves a form of a double letting be and a tautological turning of the selfsame-self-dis-
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closure of thing’s coming to appear-in-disappearing. The question of Being, which is 
to be sought through a different legein of the middle voice and its work of showing, is 
already at the outset of investigation thrown into a perpetual polemos between ques-
tioning and Being since neither side can occupy a place of either a cause or an effect; 
being anchorless, the question of Being is being in question and moves to find a path-
way solely by the grace of a double letting be and by virtue of the phenomenologist’s 
heedful correspondence to the self-disclosure of thing. 

In a way, the middle voice plays a pharmakon-like role in Being and Time. The 
middle voice escapes from the fixities of human as the rational animal, “the subject 
of events” and history, the antagonistic stance of subject-object binarism, truth as ad-
equation and accuracy, privilege of judgement, constitution, and evidence, ideality; 
it opens a region of the possible to Heidegger to think and speak of the finitude of 
human and time without substantive basis. By the same token, the middle voice keeps 
the origin of finite self-disclosive lives out of reach from anyone’s control; givenness 
of things remains first of all and for the most part inapparant for sight. This forecasts 
not only an impossibility of founding the ontological truth but also calls him into a re-
lentless repetition of a combat with the tradition which has been accustomed to think 
finitude (living-dying) in relation to some figure of transcendence. The middle voiced 
work of showing requires him to wrench the Being-self-showing occurrence-of be-
ings from what is said generally about beings in their Being so as to save a possibility 
not only for humans to be truly but also for our common heritage and memory from 
the smears of dissimulation, deformation, and indifference. 

Heidegger names this spiritual combat “destructuring” (Destruktion) (Heide-
gger, 1996, 20). In his 1956  essay Was Ist Das-Die Philosophie?, Heidegger speaks 
of destructuring more positively. Destructuring (Abbauen) aims at appropriation 
(Aneignung), not at demolishing of tradition (Heidegger, 1956, 22). In Being and Time, 
Heidegger states:

The elaboration of the question of being must […] become historical in a disciplined way 
in order to come to the positive appropriation of the past, to come into full possession 
of the most proper possibilities of inquiry. The question of the meaning of being is led to 
understand itself as historical […] as the provisional explication of Da-sein in its tempo-
rality and historicity. (Heidegger, 1996, 18)

Destructuring strives to make things light (lichten) by removing the burdens 
of overdue misconceptions about the way to be, that is, Zu-sein. With attentive care 
(Rücksicht) for an apriori past (“always already”) of the “transcendence pure and sim-
ple” presence of life-death, destructuring strives to clear (lichten) all the way through 
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a passage of transmission of the meaning of finitude so as to let things belong rightly 
to the past and to the future by re-moving history in alignment with a non-historical 
dimension of life. 

By virtue of self-transcendence (ek-sistence), the figure of Da-sein incorporates 
both stems of historicity and history. When we referred above to the 1973 Zähringen 
seminar, we mentioned Heidegger’s decisive shift in Being and Time of a foothold of 
inquiry from consciousness to Da-sein, and made a remark that the customary desig-
nations of man as the homo animal rationale, the ego, the subject, the individual, das 
Mann, and der Mensch no longer bespeak fittingly the being of Da-sein. Let us hear 
Heidegger’s designation of Da-sein:

The existential spatiality of Da-sein which determines its “place” for it in this way is itself 
based upon being-in-the-world. The over there is the determinateness of something en-
countered within the world. “Here” and “over there” are possible only in a “there,” that is, 
when there is a being which has disclosed spatiality as the being of the “there.” This being 
bears in its ownmost being the character of not being closed. The expression “there” 
means this essential disclosedness. Through disclosedness this being (Da-sein) is “there” 
for itself together with the Da-sein of the world […]. It is cleared in itself as being-in-the-
world, not by another being, but in such a way that it is itself the clearing […]. Da-sein is 
its disclosure. (Heidegger, 1996, 125)

Due to the essential character (Geschlecht)2, Da-sein differs fundamentally from 
living beings including a stock (Geschlecht) of human species, Vorhandenheit, and 
Zuhandenheit because these beings lack, unlike Da-sein, the roots of historicity in 
their history (Histoire) and in the accounts (Histoire) of their histories. By implication, 
Da-sein transports us back to a universal source of myriad lives of things gathered 
merely from the standpoint of man in the line of their historical generations and de-
clines (genesis-puthora). Perhaps, Da-sein is a figure of the first bearer, in Heidegger’s 
corpus, who plays a Hermes-like role to announce the forgotten question of being 
(and the forgotten word Geschlecht) in the history of humanity and to guide our way 
of recollection towards the enigmatic genesis with which to re-member a just form of 
co-belonging with the other. At this juncture, it is interesting to recall that the Greek 
verb gignomai, which means “to become,” bears the enigmatic change occurring si-
lently and inapparently in a transition from non-being to being and also indexes the 
enigma of genesis since the gignomai shares with the word genesis the same root (Das-
tur, 1994, 33). Also, the middle voiced ginesthai, as in φθορά γίνεται3, speaks of a 

2 For polysemic meanings that this word carries, see (Derrida, 2008, 7).
3 In The Anaximander Fragment, Heidegger elaborates on genesispthoran as the enigma of presen-

cing which carries forth one with the other without reducing one to the other and the other to one 
(Heidegger, 1984, 30).
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simultaneous counter-movement of coming-to-be-passing away of the self-showing 
life. Thus, when the word is addressed in the middle voice, the accent of the enigma 
regarding the enigma of origin shifts to the aporetic simultaneity of the opposites 
(Scott, 1996, 210). In any case, it has become clear to us that Da-sein is neither a 
worldless ego nor a tissue of transcendental ideality. Heidegger underscores that Da-
sein is the being of which we ourselves are (Heidegger, 1996, 39). Then, who are we 
really? How do we relate to Da-sein? 

Da-sein’s transcendence takes place as loss. Heidegger states:

Da-sein means: being held out into nothing. Holding itself out into the nothing, Da-
sein is in each case already beyond beings as a whole. This being beyond beings we call 
“trans-cendence.” If in the ground of its essence Da-sein were not transcending, which 
now means, if it were not in advance holding itself out into the nothing, then it could 
never be related to beings nor even to itself. (Heidegger, 1993, 103)

Da-sein finds itself being always already thrown into a specific historical con-
text. Da-sein also finds itself always already dwelling in entanglement with (bei) peo-
ple and things nearby, and loses its mind and heart in taking care of many concerns 
(Heidegger, 1996, 351). Its primordial implacement in the world shows a phenome-
non of co-appearance between Da-sein, others, and “being-in-the-world.” Even if the 
ec-static stroke of Dasein’s origination remains both ineradicable and indeterminable 
to itself, Da-sein is already historical at the expense of its primordial thrownness. The 
equiprimordial co-appearance between Da-sein’s ek-sistence, Mitsein, and being-in-
the-world indicates that Da-sein is, unlike a figure of ipseity, strewn (Streuung) by 
the intrinsic possibility with multiple others it bears; it is not a simple unit of sin-
gularity. Da-sein never relates to one object (Derrida, 2008b, 19). Its ownmost past 
of the being-thrown (geworfen) does not take place in a horizon of the present-time 
line. By the same token, thanks to Da-sein’s self-transcendence, the world is removed 
from a familiar view of a subsisting container-like substance, and time too becomes 
unfixed from that of an infinite succession of nows in which things take their roots 
of de-generation. The boundary of horizon too gets expanded from an enclosure in 
man’s interiority to a historical place of dwelling opened by Da-sein’s transcendence. 
The abiding mode of “in-being” also is cast out of the stolid and objective presence to 
the affective involvement with the given with habitual familiarity (Heidegger, 1985, 
158). In the History of the Concept of Time (1925), Heidegger elucidates the sense of 
horizon and of the specificity of the Jeweiligkeit (Jemeinigkeit replaces it in Being and 
Time) by recalling etymological linkages between “bin” and “bei” and between “in-
nan” and “ann” (Heidegger, 1985, 158). 
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In a way, Da-sein’s self-transcendence defines Da-sein “to be it itself ” (Zu-
sein), nothing besides. In coming to light, Da-sein stands out (t) here unadorned and 
threadbare and presents its being-here as being-possible. To be it itself, Da-sein be-
comes modified and textured wherever and whosoever assumes it and gives it a voice 
by addressing to it and from it “I am.” We notice that several traces of the selfsame, 
doubling, and delay in the specific instantiation of Da-sein into “I,” or “You,” or any 
“one.” We shall call it translation (Übersetzung) and tradition (Überlieferung). Since 
the transcendence of Da-sein occurs non-mediatedly, anyone who assumes it at any 
given time and in place embodies in an intimate immediacy the essential character 
(Geschlecht) of the Zu-sein. In each translation and transference of Da-sein, self-re-
lation is purely bound to a non-mediational handing down of the “being-thrown” 
(Geworfenheit) between a non-identifiable giver and a non-identifiable receiver. The 
“and” of a giving-and-taking of nothing other than the being-possible is like an event 
(Ereignis), like a sending of a gift of life which appears to be taking place impersonally 
in any Da-sein’s self-relation. “This originary givenness is a sending” (Dastur, 1990. 
114) and a handing down of the possibility–to be it itself–to itself beyond the two-
fold of donner/donated and beyond a temporal measure (μέτρον) of before/after. As 
Derrida points out, Da-sein’s primordial thrownness lights up an alternative mode of 
“radical passivity” because the “being-thrown” is not yet submitted to the alternatives 
of “activity and passivity” (Derrida, 2008b, 21). We note in passing that Heidegger’s 
choice of the neuter word Dasein appears in accord with the middle voice and its 
destructuring function that it plays in the question of Being, and the neutrality of Da-
sein sign-als the alterities of the “radical passivity” and the “self-tradition.” 

In each specific case (je) of Da-sein translation, “I am” (Ich bin) appears to utter 
“by twos” in sharing a call (Ruf) of an unlocatable origin (genesis) of my there-being 
with an identifiable mouth of my (t) here-being. “I” speak unawarely with a non-co-
incidental voice which is quivering in a deferring-differing beat. Do we hear afar the 
Derridean movement of différance? In the absence of identifiable ground (Ab-grund) 
thereby without universal guidelines for ways of being, each Da-sein is called to trans-
port on its own terms one’s share of the non-coincidental voice and of possible ways 
to be (t)here differently from one another insofar as it remains there-being. “Mea res 
agitur”4 (Heidegger, 1992a, 8E).

Parenthetically, we would like to insert a few lines of clarification regarding the 
relation between authenticity (Eigentlichkeit) and inauthenticity (Uneigentlichkeit) in 

4 “I am what is being enacted” or “I am that which concerns me.” These translations are provided by 
William McNeill who is the translator of Heidegger’s The Concept of Time (Heidegger, 1992a).
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Being and Time. Their relationship is a modified reversal on the basis of the primor-
dial givenness of life sent-and- relayed impersonally in the wake of transcendence. 
Da-sein’s everyday comportments of stupor (Benommenheit)5 and dispersion in cu-
riosity and realization of its concerns show Da-sein is dwelling nowhere and having 
no-mind of its own. Common discourse is the case at point. Everyday manner of 
“I-speak” truncates an “I’s” word-ing from an inarticulable other of its own voice and 
does not emerge as the “One of coming together passing away” (Scott, 1996, 210). 
This disintegration tears away contemporaneously not only an “I’s” but also word’s 
power of presentifying the given as it is. Both “I” and “word” in a simple act of saying 
lose the evocative power and access to the originary disclosure of the given that is 
sent carefreely and neutrally by way of the transcendence and the translation of Da-
sein to the unnoticeable stroke of disintegration, mechanistic repetition, by parroting, 
overhearing, and overusing, of the handed down truths and practices about human 
ways to be in the world, which exacerbates the exhaustion, dispersion, and decline 
(Courtine, 1993, 246). In our view, repetition (Wiederholung) is to call Da-sein’s mind 
and spirit back from the disorientation and to reawaken Da-sein to the past event of 
self-transcendence and to let Da-sein heed the enigmatic simultaneity of disappear-
ing-appearing as the necessary knot of the “and” that crosses over authentic histo-
ricity “and” authentic temporality. In-authenticity comes to pass and unfolds in and 
with authenticity which fully saturates, as the passing moments, everyday modes of 
dwelling, and extends itself along with inauthenticity; conversely, since in-authentic-
ity de-velops in, with, and out of authenticity and envelopes the given potency to be, 
there stands before any Da-sein always already a possibility of the retrieval (Wieder-
holung) of the potency and of letting one another’s life orient properly. A possibility 
remains outstanding for anyone to ignite a fire of care for the emergence of life and 
for belonging to the apriori past. Thus, we underline that the relation between au-
thenticity and inauthenticity is not couched in an antagonistic opposition. Neither the 
Verfallen nor the Schuldigsein connotes tones of moral fallenness and condemnation 
in Being and Time. Let’s return to the transcendence.

Heidegger names Da-sein as the mode of [our] being-“to-be-it-at-its-time” 
(Heidegger, 1985, 153). His designation of Da-sein interconnects thoroughly the way 
to be with the way to temporalize. We have mentioned that the German word erfahren 
indicates an experience of going all the way in and with the Sache. We have become 
aware of the inadequacies of thinking in terms of present-based time and its temporal 

5 The word Benommenheit Heidegger uses to designate Da-sein’s everyday comportment of absorp-
tion will be designated as a basic character of the non-human animal in a sense of alogon. 
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measure of before and after, language of substance and intentionality, and linearity of 
predicative grammar in order for us to become transparent with/in thrownness. How 
are we then to be our own time and how are we to own time? We shall now turn to 
Heidegger’s conception of the primordial temporality and the notion of self-tradition 
(Sichüberlieferung) and proceed to discern how Heidegger attempts to rejoin authen-
tic temporality and authentic historicity by avoiding a trap of the former to be the root 
upon which the latter rooted.

Some may misperceive Da-sein’s self-transcendence as if Da-sein is an autono-
mous self-moving being. Da-sein’s ek-sistence is always already moved (Bewegtheit) 
by the equiprimordial, not sequential, ecstases of time (Heidegger, 1996, 302, 321). 
As section 65 of Being and Time inscribes in the heading, temporality is the ontolog-
ical meaning of care (Sorge) (Heidegger, 1996, 350). And yet, temporality cannot be 
said to be a “what” because it is not a being: “The phenomenon of toward…, to…, 
together with… reveal temporality as the ekstatikon par excellence. Temporality is the 
primordial “outside of itself ” in and for itself. This we call the phenomena of future, 
having-been, and present, the ecstasies of temporality” (Heidegger, 1996, 302). Ac-
cordingly, the three ecstases give the sens of temporalization (Zeitigung) for Da-sein’s 
existential structures (understanding, disposition, discourse and fallenness): the fu-
ture as ahead-of-itself and anticipation for understanding, the having-been for dispo-
sition, and the present for discourse and falling. They give the direction of a “whereto” 
of path breaking, and chart a horizontal scheme and by their unitary release open 
something like a horizon (Heidegger, 1996, 333). 

Since each temporalization carries out enrapturing in and of itself, the future, 
the having-been, and the present have in themselves a wholeness (Heidegger, 1996, 
321). Each ecstasis does not derive from the other, and yet as a constitutive player 
of the unity of temporality, each ecstasis becomes de-distanced and mutually co-de-
pendent. Thus, the enrapt unity of temporality is not “a simple ‘primordial ground’” 
(Heidegger, 1996, 124). To make the matter further perplexing, he underscores that 
primordial time is the future, despite stating that the three ecstases appear to carry an 
equal weight and value in “‘the work’” (Zeitigung) of time (Zeit)” (Dastur, 1990, 67). 
This giving the future a primacy of time draws a decisive marker of transition in Being 
and Time. Heidegger states:

…Da-sein can come toward itself at all in its ownmost possibility and perdure the pos-
sibility as possibility in this letting-itself-come-toward-itself, that is, that it exists. Let-
ting-come-toward-itself that purdures the eminent possibility is the primordial phenom-
enon of the future. If authentic or inauthentic being-toward-death belongs to the being 
of Da-sein, this is possible only as futural…, the coming in which Da-sein comes toward 
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itself in its ownmost potentiality-of-being. Anticipation makes Da-sein authentically fu-
tural in such a way that anticipation itself is possible only in that Da-sein, as existing, al-
ways already comes toward itself, that is, is futural in its being in general. …Only because 
Da-sein in general is as I am-having-been, can it come futurally toward itself in such a 
way that it comes-back. Authentically futural Da-sein is authentically having-been […]. 
In a way, having-been arises from future.” (Heidegger, 1996, 299)

Future is no longer a not-yet-actualized-now nor a past, bygone now. In and 
through the originary movement of unified rapture, “the present ‘arises’ from or is 
held by a future that has-been,” and Heidegger calls this unitary primordial phenom-
enon “temporality” (Heidegger, 1996, 300). In other words, ecstatic temporality is 
the apriori past of the present-oriented world-time and the ekstatikon of temporality 
pulses and animates at the heart of time. Primordial temporality is co-originary with 
world-time; the latter dissimulates the former (Derrida, 2016, 267). Rapturous matu-
ration of the three ec-stases opens the Da of Da-sein and of the world, which means 
both time and Da-sein are finite. “As historical, Da-sein is possible only on the basis 
of temporality. Temporality temporalizes itself in the ecstatic-horizonal unity of its 
raptures” (Heidegger, 1996, 362). Neither images of eternity and God nor narratives 
which are transcendent to the ekstatikon of temporality are there. Equiprimordial ec-
static temporality leads Heidegger to depart from the legacy of time passed on by 
St. Augustine (Confessions, Book XI), Kant’s I-think and the transcendental schema-
tism of imagination, Hegel’s absolute spirit, and Husserl’s living present. If a rapturous 
and carefree self-loss of temporality makes possible Da-sein’s ek-sistence, how can we 
mortals find the necessary nexus for a wholeness of life stretched between birth and 
death? 

Heidegger lets us find the hold by resolutely taking over the ownmost possibility 
of death and by affirming the ownmost facticity of originary thrownness. How? As we 
shall see, it involves a tautological retrieval of the equiprimordial (gleichursprünglish) 
temporality and a resolute turning that corresponds to the rapturous self-disclaiming 
movement of temporalization. In the tautological turning of re-moving the primor-
dial time and moving with it, authenticity takes place as becoming transparent to the 
being-thrown with no-ground of self-certainty and yet thrown with immeasurable 
possibilities and absolute freedom. There is no hold other than the ecstatic tempo-
rality that Da-sein has in a world to turn to for the discovery of a possible solution to 
how to own a wholeness of its fragmentary, finite life. The way of attaining authentic 
self-transparency (Heidegger, 1996, 299) shifts a route from understanding to disposi-
tion and takes a form of reticent attestation to Da-sein’s self-constancy (Selbst-ständig-
keit) of nullity or no-self ground which Heidegger calls “being-guilty” (Schuldigsein) 
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(Heidegger, 1996, 282). For we notice that the call of conscience, Angst, Vorlaufen of 
being-toward-death, and the moment of anticipatory resoluteness are configured in 
the middle voiced turning so as to turn around the axis of ensnarement (inauthentic-
ity) and enrapturement (authenticity) of there-being. 

We notice that ecstatic temporality enables Heidegger to interlace the coun-
ter-moments of living and dying, calling forth and calling back, or running ahead and 
running back in an imitation (mimesis) of the equiprimordial rapture of time. Call of 
conscience, anxiety, and the moment of resoluteness come to pass, all of sudden, out 
of nowhere and without a voice (Heidegger, 1996, 338) and hits Da-sein (Heidegger, 
1996, 186). The radical passivity of Da-sein pervades these experiences. There is no 
show of phenomenality in these crucial nexuses during which Da-sein receives back 
resolutely and takes over as “mine” the ownmost no-relational possibility of death 
and on the basis of the future Da-sein retrieves authentic possibility to be, that is, 
the being-thrown, and becomes authentic “what it already was inauthentic” (Das-
tur, 1990, 68). By intimating the opposite ends–birth and death– of non-belonging, 
Dasein stretches and is stretched (erstreckt sich selbst) in consonance with the raptur-
ous stretching (Sicherstrecken ) of primordial temporality and comes to stand whol-
ly in non-belonging (Schuldigsein) (Heidegger, 1996, 357–358).This movement of 
self-stretching is a middle-voiced re-moving with the sameness of primordial tempo-
rality. Da-sein comes back to own the selfsame thrown potency and “the power of its 
finite freedom” (Heidegger, 1996, 351). Da-sein comes to own its historicity.

Da-sein’s attaining authentic self-transparency on the basis of the future gives 
back possibilities of reformulation to the cultural heritage wherein Da-sein finds itself 
thrown and nurtured; thus, Da-sein’s retrieval takes over at once both Da-sein’s own 
chosen possibility and the possibility pre-given by the past others of a common cul-
tural memory and practice (Heidegger, 1996, 351). Since Da-sein is intrinsically Mit-
sein, Da-sein’s resolute attestation of “being-guilty” opens Da-sein’s responsiveness to 
the other in such a way that Da-sein frees one another from “what already was inau-
thentic.” In the moment (Augenblick) of insight, sending a gift of letting-be to the oth-
er in all spatio-temporal directions happens. Resolute Da-sein is enabled to respond to 
a deeper call of respect and solicitude for one another’s thrown finitude; such respon-
siveness is purely pre-sentiment e-merging spontaneously prior to personal identity 
and prior to the heritage of divine laws, civil laws, and human rights. Da-sein’s re-ori-
enting itself in the past of ek-sistence and belonging properly to non-belonging lets 
Da-sein enown (ereignen) its “most proper possibility (die eigenste Möglichkeit) of the 
impossibility” and transfigures every Da-sein into a mortal who assumes and attests 
the living (phenomenological) truth (alētheia) of non-appearance beyond the human 
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subject’s judgment, logics, and question (Heidegger, 1996, 242). Here, we see the trace 
of what Heidegger has named his phenomenology, namely as the “phenomenology of 
the inapparent”. The intimate relation between the possibility and the impossibility of 
death brings back also the rhythm of the lost middle voice to our ear, the “nontran-
sitive” step (“a-pas”) of which the “ –ance” of différance remembers (Derrida, 1972, 
9). In anticipation of death, every Jemeinigkeit is let to stand in neither the subjective 
nor objective position; no one is reduced to a situation of other than itself. Freely 
giving-and-taking of the possibility to be itself thereby freely sending to one another 
nothing other than a possibility of letting “be-it-at-its-time” means to give a gift of au-
thentic historicity. And yet, as we shall see shortly, Derrida loosens the knot of death, 
language, and Da-sein which bears a marker of the border between the mortal Da-sein 
and the living beings of non-Dasein and animals in Heidegger’s question of Being.

In the bare roots of transcendence, Da-sein assists the other’s historizing 
(Geschehen) and affirms one another’s singularity and difference by giving anyone 
equal shares of freedom and respect for the ability to be. Da-sein sends each other a 
gift of self-stretching (sich-erstreckung). At the same time, the responsive letting-be 
lets the world dawn with bottomless reserve of freedom, resistance, and possibilities 
for re-creation of the world as a common place of dwelling by mortals who are mind-
ful of the necessity of crossing over the Present as and from the past of the future, and 
thus we find the necessity of aligning our history of the Present with the inapparent 
non-historical dimension. The middle of the middle voice as well as that of the neu-
trality of Da-sein stretches to draw a space of inviolable freedom and of originary kin-
ship (Geschlecht) among the finite beings and surprisingly brings back a monumental 
importance to the heritage through a task of destructuring. 

And yet, as we have seen, Da-sein is not, in a final analysis, the carrier of the 
historical repetition (Erwidert) and transference of the intellectual and spiritual herit-
age to which it belongs with the other. Authentically, there is no eigen in the authentic 
historicity of Da-sein (Derrida, 2016, 164–165). For it is the unified rapture of the 
equi-primordial temporalization of the three ecstases that engenders without a telos, 
without a return, a fire of life to be possible and hands itself down itself from the future 
(á-venir) which is assumed as the past of the future by Da-sein’s transcendence to a 
historical horizon of the present. Heidegger names Sichüberlieferung this self-stretch-
ing disposition of time with simultaneity of loss and gain, termination and opening 
of life, that conditions the very possibility of a self-showing occurrence of life. Hei-
degger designates “fate” (Sichicksal) for the essential character of the self-tradition of 
which and upon which Da-sein’s authentic historicity and its anticipatory resoluteness 
and a history in general turn to recoil either in an tautological imitation of bearing 
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together with the other that comes to linger in one’s fold as lingering with the other 
in the unifying emergence or in a dissimulation without an enigmatic simultaneity of 
passing-arising in coming to presence of thing. Heidegger states:

Only a being that is essentially futural in its being so that it can let itself be thrown back 
upon its factical There, free for its death and shattering itself on it, that is, only a being 
that, as futural, is equiprimordially having-been, can hand down to itself its inherit-
ed possibility, take over its own thrownness and be in the Moment for “its time.” Only 
authentic temporality that is at the same time finite makes something like fate, that is, 
authentic historicity, possible. (Heidegger, 1996, 352)

Although Heidegger is able to de-present and de-such the present oriented senses 
of life and the world in Being and Time, his privileging of human Da-sein in the ques-
tion of the meaning of being unveils a remnant of humanism. We have indicated that 
Da-sein’s ownness in the account of authentic historicity comes to be overturned and 
ends up deferred due to the notion of self-tradition. The text never intends to establish 
an ethics and yet on the bases of the middle-voiced conception of self-tradition, some-
thing like the “original ethics” of which Heidegger talks about in Letter on Humanism 
is already unterwegs, though in germination. For he wonders “if and how the being of 
animal is constituted by a time” (Heidegger, 1996, 317). Why not let our animal others 
be themselves at their time? How can we learn to think, to speak of, and to relate with 
proper sensibility to our animal others, not just as their speakers and/or using the label 
of asinanity (bêtise) to discriminate others of our human kind? Are we as torch bearers 
of the tradition called philosophy called to make a stretch of Heidegger’s different legein? 
If the life of non-human animals can be understood by neither categories which apply to 
Vorhandenheit nor to Da-sein, what then is their life and living really? They are not pure 
things at hand, not tool-like instruments, nor existence like Da-sein. How are we to let 
the unknown other speak on their terms and let them be? In a lineage of Heideggerian 
care, we should like to turn now to Derrida’s 2008 essay The Animal That Therefore I 
Am and see how Derrida carries forward the Heideggerian question of Being and of 
language beyond a limit of humanism. Let us witness a moment of historical repetition. 

In The Animal That Therefore I Am, Derrida gives us his neologism “Animot.” 
By this word, Derrida invites us to a way of self-overcoming of the rational animal. So, 
what is “animot”? This word is made of two different French words, the plural of animal 
(animaux) and the word “mot” for word (Derrida, 2008a, x). When written, it evidently 
betrays that it is fabricated by a human animal (i.e., Jacques Derrida). When spoken, it 
has the plural animaux; when heard within the general singular, this word evokes unac-
countable diversity of animals which our long-standing usage of “the animal” has cov-
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ered over (Derrida, 2008a, x). Derrida seeks to displace the monolithic category of “the 
animal” (Derrida, 2008a, 23) and to help him and us become aware of a self-violence 
and disregard for the life of the other which we unaware are or not, committing whenev-
er we speak and write the word “animal.” He lets us redefine autobiography as “the trace 
of the living for itself, being for itself, the auto-affection as memory or archive of living” 
(Derrida, 2008a, 47). With an “animot, the “I” of the autos” loses its clear voice of ipseity 
and speaks of multiple voices of the living animal kinds. Here, we have a very different 
approach to the “I am” (Je suis) than that of Da-sein oriented in an “I am” of homo and 
in a Jeweilig-Jemeinigkeit in the quest-ion of authenticity and of self-overcoming of rep-
resentational thought, language, and sensitivity. 

“Ecce Animot,” says Derrida (Derrida, 2008a, 41). In the history of Western phi-
losophy, the singular limit between the human and the animal has been kept and circu-
lated in the realization of human ways to be in the world. As a philosopher, Derrida is 
keenly aware that no philosophers in the heritage have reflected on their presumption 
of humanity and their blind use of “the general singular that is the animal” and voiced 
against the violent way of gathering, homogenizing, and grouping-together of myriad 
lives of things (ta panta) in the world under the general singular name “animal.” Like 
the word pharmakon, the word “animal” has functioned to make flourish a body of 
communal and individual belonging by denying, weeding off, or repressing what we 
humans perceive most threatens living and by using the poisonous for auto-immunity. 
In this process of self-immunization for the sake of human life, we have forgotten what 
living is and who we and others really are. We humans are the event of history. If history 
essentially belongs to the future as Heidegger has discovered through the question of the 
meaning of being via Da-sein, we must meditate on the originary given of our animal 
others on the basis of the future. Do we who believe to be the authors of life story and 
the researchers and compilers of historiographies know the density of universal self-loss 
attached to the lightness of a word-pair of “humanity” and “animality”?

Derrida does not aim at a restoration of the relationship between the human 
and the animal by a simple reversal of the opposition by giving back to the animal the 
deprived qualities-speech, reason, experience of death, mourning, cuisine, clothing, 
lying, laughing, crying, pretense of pretense, respect, technics, institutions, culture, 
and so forth; a list could go on. According to Derrida, the canon of philosopher-au-
thors from “Aristotle to Heidegger, from Descartes to Kant, Levinas, and Lacan” (Der-
rida, 2008a, 27) has repeatedly denied these qualities to animal. But, those qualities 
and capacities are not so much a matter of metaphysical opposition than a question of 
difference. Thus, let me cite the nucleus of Derrida’s critical response (Erwidert): “It 
also means asking whether what calls itself human has the right rigorously to attribute 
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to man, which means therefore to attribute to himself, what he refuses the animal, and 
whether he can ever possess the pure, rigorous, indivisible concept, as such, of that 
attribution” (Derrida, 2008a, 135).

It is the presumption of humanity that obliterates our tracking and following of 
finite life with the other. To be able to say and write “Here is who I am” without anxiety, 
we philosophers are called to remember the impossible Heideggerian truth that no self, 
no life, no writing comes to take place before the world and without passing through the 
generous sending of the finite other and of time’s self-tradition in the coming of beings. 
In the resonance of the no-word of différance and in the exteriority of archi-writing in 
the heritage of Being and Time, all sorts of animals appear to speak of “animot” and 
stand out of the general category. Animot is a letter beyond humanism. In the resound-
ing of animot, all animals are let to come to a-rise from a future of memory.
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The paper intends to supplement the studies of emotional affordances of BAA by elaborating on the 
conception of participatory sense-making as well as developmental studies on joint attention and in-
terattentionality. I address different spheres of expertise from the experience-based phenomenological 
perspective, which allows exploring the problem both from the first-person and second-person per-
spectives. This research presents the conception of inter-selfness that carries on M. Merleau-Ponty’s 
idea of intercorporeality, T. Fuchs’ et al. analysis of intersubjectivity and phenomenologically oriented 
psychoanalysis by E. Z. Tronick et al., R. Stolorow et al. The mechanism of BAA is presented through 
the conception of participatory sense-making and the idea of minimal inter-attentionality in devel-
opmental studies. The paper presents an emotional affordances scheme that illustrates the emotional 
regulation of BAA. By examining this process of regulation one could see in what way the self becomes 
an inter-self in communication. The article also postulates correlation between cultural mediation of 
emotional affordances and their direct accessibility from the second-person perspective. In the last part 
of the paper, I examine social interaction from the viewpoint of developmental studies (C. Trevarthen, 
V. Reddy, M. Carpenter). The developmental perspective supplements the idea of emotional regulation 
in interaction, by focusing on primary such forms of BAA between a caregiver and a baby, as joint 
attention and mutual gaze. Herein, I demonstrate how the initial forms of the positive bodily-affective 
attunement develop into the interattentionality and self-representation practices of the subject. This 
point could contribute to the theory of personal identity by exploring the process of maturing of the 
sense of self in its different aspects. The results of the research could be useful for further study of BAA 
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and its pathologies. The results could also be of use for the discussion on non-human or human-like 
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Данная статья призвана дополнить исследования эмоциональных аффордансов телесно-аф-
фективной настройки (ТАН), развивая концепцию партисипативного процесса осмысления, 
а  также дополнить исследования по развитию совместного внимания и  интераттенциональ-
ности. Я обращаюсь к различным сферам знания из феноменологической оптики, которая по-
зволяет исследовать проблему в перспективе как первого лица, так и второго. Данное исследо-
вание представляет концепцию интер-самости, опирающуюся на идею интеркорпореальности 
М. Мерло-Понти, анализ интерсубъективности Т. Фукса и др., феноменологически ориентиро-
ванный психоанализ Э. З. Троника и др., Р. Столороу и др. Механизм ТАН представлен через 
концепцию партисипативного процесса осмысления и  идею минимальной интераттенцио-
нальности. Статья представляет схему эмоциональных аффордансов, иллюстрирующую эмо-
циональную регуляцию процесса ТАН. Исследуя этот процесс регуляции можно проследить, 
как именно самость становится интер-самостью в коммуникации. Статья также постулирует 
корреляцию между культурной медиацией эмоциональных аффордансов и их непосредствен-
ной данностью в  перспективе второго лица. В  последней части статьи я разбираю социаль-
ную интеракцию с точки зрения психологии развития (К. Тревартен, В. Редди, М. Карпентер). 
Перспектива психологии развития дополняет идею эмоциональной регуляции в интеракции, 
фокусируясь на первичных формах ТАН между воспитателем и ребенком, таких как совмест-
ное внимание (joint attention) и взаимный взгляд (mutual gaze). Здесь я демонстрирую как изна-
чальные формы позитивной телесно-аффективной настройки развиваются в форму интерат-
тенциональности и  практики само-репрезентации субъекта. Эта мысль может внести вклад 
в теорию идентичности благодаря исследованию процесса взросления чувства самости в его 
различных аспектах. Результаты исследования могут быть полезны для дальнейшего изучения 
ТАН и форм ее патологии. Также результаты могут быть полезны для обсуждения теории че-
ловекоподобной или нечеловеческой, выстроенной с помощью аффордансов, технологической 
интеракции.
Ключевые слова: интер-самость, интер-тело, интеркорпореальность, эмоциональные аффор-
дансы, процесс осмысления, телесно-аффективная динамика, самость.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The problem of bodily-affective attunement (BAA) during social interaction is 
a subject-matter addressed by many disciplines (sociology, psychology, cultural stud-
ies, neurosciences, philosophy and so on). There are a number of studies on intersub-
jective pathologies where phenomenologically oriented approach uses the conception 
of social (emotional) affordances (Fuchs, 2016; Krueger & Colombetti, 2018). How-
ever, there is still no unified explanatory model of how emotional affordances regulate 
BAA in a concrete situation. I intend to supplement the studies of emotional affor-
dances of BAA by examining the conception of participatory sense-making process as 
well as some developmental studies on joint attention and interattentionality.

For this purpose one should formulate an appropriate epistemological back-
ground which would satisfy all criteria of inter- or multi-disciplinary approach to the 
problem. I suppose that contemporary phenomenology, being more of a methodology 
than a rigorous philosophical doctrine, best suits this task1. It allows to address different 
spheres of expertise from an experience-based viewpoint, which allows exploring the 
problem from the first-person and second-person perspectives, which arguably makes 
investigations truer-to-life. The phenomenologically oriented approach can also profit 
from knowledge from different other perspectives, while its own contribution to the 
field consists in the fact that it permits expressing the meaning of interaction from the 
inside of the phenomenon itself. Coupled with developmental studies, this approach 
helps provide a thorough study of social interaction from a developmental point of view.

The underlying ontology could be traced back as far as to G. W. F. Hegel’s dialec-
tics of the self and otherness and L. A. Feuerbach’s anthropology. Both of these philo-
sophical approaches suggest a non-Cartesian, externalist theory of subjectivity. In brief, 
it relies on the idea of the ecological constitution of the self. According to it, the “I” 
as a spatiotemporal dynamic system is always larger and farther than “Myself ”; I tend 
towards something other than me, avoid something else, interact with other dynamic 
systems and, therefore, I constantly go beyond myself. This ecological thesis refers to the 
biological, psychological and social sciences that explore different levels of the subject’s 
environment. The enactive approach to the self, made known by F. Varela et al. in their 
conception of embodied cognition, accentuates the interconnection between the agency 
of the subject and the environment. In their turn, psychoanalysis and psychological tra-
dition, as well as philosophy of dialogue and phenomenology, express this intrinsic ten-
dency of the self from an intersubjective perspective through phenomena such as love or 

1 S. Gallagher wrote about the possibility of non-reductionist science of embodied mind that phe-
nomenology can bring to it (Gallagher & Schmicking, 2010, 21).
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striving towards the other, who inspires me, demands my presence or else opposes me. 
As O. Flanagan, a contemporary philosopher, who argues for interdisciplinary method-
ology, puts it: it is necessary to bring into equilibrium the insights from phenomenology, 
psychology, anthropology, sociology, evolutionary biology, cognitive sciences, because 
the nature of social interaction takes place in every sphere of human existing2.

Another strong ontological point lies in the clarification of the notion of the 
self. To be a self is akin to feeling selfness as a permanent quality of one’s experience, 
sensing “my own being,” “myness” (Jemeinigkeit). Whenever I start acting, I am aware 
of my own being, not by way of a high-level conceptual consciousness, but rather by 
means of low-level conscious activity, such as emotional and bodily ones. From the 
start, I am a unique bodily-affective dynamic system.

The paper defends the thesis that BAA as a primary form of sociality constitutes 
the self as an inter-self, that is as an intersubjective bodily-affective form of being. In 
order to clarify the idea of inter-self I address to M. Merleau-Ponty’s idea of intercor-
poreality, T. Fuchs’s the analysis of intersubjectivity and phenomenologically oriented 
psychoanalysis by E. Z. Tronick et al., R. Stolorow et al. Then I proceed to examining the 
participatory sense-making process so as to introduce the mechanism of BAA. In the 
first part of the paper, I discuss possibilities to schematize BAA by addressing the idea 
of social affordances. The Gibsonian idea of affordance, being understood as a joint 
achievement of the “organism-environment” system is close to the phenomenological 
conception of meaning as an experiential sense-making process. I offer the notion of 
emotional affordance for characterizing the sense-making process of social interac-
tion3. Here, I argue for regulating the bodily-affective attunement with help of emo-
tional affordances. By explicating the scheme of this regulation one could see in what 
way the self becomes an inter-self in communication. I also consider the question of 
correlation between mediated and direct nature of the emotional affordances. In the 
last part of the paper, I examine social interaction from the viewpoint of developmental 
studies (C. Trevarthen, V. Reddy, M. Carpenter). The developmental perspective sup-
plements the idea of emotional regulation of interaction, by focusing on the primary 
forms of BA attunement between a caregiver and a baby, such as joint attention and 
mutual gaze. Herein, I highlight the discussion of how the feeling of joy and pleasure 
helps regulates joint attention. The results of the research could be useful for further 
study of BAA and its pathologies. The results could also be of use for the discussion on 
non-human or human-like affordance-based technological interaction theory.
2 For the clarification of the methodology see (Flanagan, 1993; Gallagher & Zahavi, 2008; Varela, 

Thompson, & Rosch, 1991).
3 See also (Fuchs, 2016).
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2. SENSE-MAKING MUTUALITY AND SIMULTANEITY

People permanently attune to each other on different levels in everyday bodily 
practices. A subject is in constant sensorimotor interactions with others in differ-
ent situations, and is sort of an inter-subject with an inter-body. Today there is a big 
amount of research of that basic level of self, but most of the phenomenologically 
oriented researchers agree with the idea that the sense of self is based on embodi-
ment, intersubjectivity and enactivity4. One could conceptualize the self as being in a 
bodily-affective dynamics in particular situations. Here dynamics refers to the “alive” 
character of being, embodiment—to the embodied nature of self, while affectivity re-
fers to social nature of the self.

The other knows me as an embodied self, just like I myself know others. Body 
is a “primary process of signification in which the thing expressed does not exist apart 
from the expression, and in which the signs themselves induce their significance ex-
ternally. In this way the body expresses total existence, not because it is an external 
accompaniment to that existence, but because existence realizes itself in the body” 
(Merleau-Ponty, 1962, 191–192). Bodily attunement is a constituent of selfness and 
basic relational skills, which are stored in long-term body memory (implicit mem-
ory)5. As such, body memory provides the subject with bodily continuity over time 
(Fuchs, 2012, 9–22). This bodily extension of one’s self is a cornerstone of the person-
ality, and its directedness towards the other is the foundation of social being, because 
the sense of self is, at the same time, the sense of others (Gallagher, 2001). The dialec-
tics between self and otherness is well described by M. Merleau-Ponty as follows: “The 
memory or the voice is recovered when the body once more opens itself to others 
or to the past, when it opens the way to co-existence and once more (in the active 
sense) acquires significance beyond itself ” (Merleau-Ponty, 1962, 191). Regulation 
of bodily-affective dynamics constitutes the basis of self-other experience, where an 
agent gains her tendencies, patterns, habits, skills of being with others in the situation, 
where her wishes, desires and self-image are formed. 

4 See for example (Gallagher, 2013).
5 “Being affected by each other’s expressive behaviour results in shared states of bodily feelings and 

affects. Moreover, already during the first months familiar patterns of interaction and affect attune-
ment are stored in the infant’s implicit or procedural memory as interactive schemas (‘schemes of 
being-with’, Stern, 1985). For example, through interacting with their caregivers, babies soon learn 
how to share pleasure, elicit attention, avoid overstimulation, re-establish contact, etc.” (Fuchs, 
2015a, 193). Similarly, there is a psychoanalytic conception of implicit relational knowledge (Ly-
ons-Ruth et al., 1998).
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An agent of interaction has no isolated body, but shares some aspects of her 
bodily experience with other agents. She possesses an “inter-body,” that is, a body 
“in-between” herself and others. Even in her own thoughts, the subject is constrained 
by such factors as society, cultural traditions, language, memories and so on. Even 
standing with others at a bus station implies normatively accepted social behavior, 
every deviation from which could raise questions. It seems that the constant flow 
of bodily-affective attunement with others could range from unconscious, non-tac-
it attunement (for example, when we enter the stadium and start to breathe more 
intensively without thinking about the possibility to catch the ball or to run), to the 
high-leveled reflexive attunement (ex. gr. when we deliberately keep ourselves upright 
and restrained in a philharmonic hall).

Because of the idea of “inter-“ which is presented in self-other experience one 
should take into account not just the first-person perspective, but the second-person 
perspective as well. It is the second-person orientation which is responsible for in-
ter-phenomena, such as intersubjectivity, intercorporeality, interintentionality of in-
teraffectivity and so on. From this perspective, there is a mutual process of defining 
each other, mutual bodily-affective regulation. Regulating each other the agents come 
to the shared bodily-affective dynamics, becoming inter-body, or intercorporeality 
(Merleau-Ponty, 1964b). This inter-body also has its own meanings, preferences and 
affordances which it manifests to others.

As elements of one system, a dyad, the self and the other in-form each other 
in a mutual simultaneous self-altering sense-making process, “mutual incorporation” 
(Fuchs & De Jaegher, 2009)6. “The coordination of their body movements, utterances, 
gestures, gazes, etc. can gain such momentum that it overrides the individual inten-
tions, and common sense-making emerges. This process has been described at the 
systems level as the social interaction gaining an autonomy of its own” (De Jaegher 
& Di Paolo, 2007). The idea of inter-self as an autonomous agent strengthens the 
externalist ontological thesis on extended mind. In posthumanism the idea of extend-
ed mind also includes interaction with different, more-than-human forms of agency. 
The idea of extended mind is also valid for feminist theory, because here one can 
address to the intercorporeality of pregnancy. It makes “the separation of the ‘merely’ 
visceral or biological from the more profoundly intersubjective, socio-affective modes 
of embodiment” very problematic (Neimanis, 2014). It also has its implications for the 
problem of freewill and agency: every action or thought can display an agency of its 

6 Phenomenologically oriented psychoanalysts, such as E. Z. Tronick, D. N. Stern, Lachman etc., are 
expressive of the idea of dyadic state of consciousness as well. See eg. (Tronick, 2017).
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own or that of a social, collective actor; there is always some social surrounding of the 
self that somehow constrains her willings and desires. Fuchs and H. De Jaegher give 
the example of humour as a truly joint sense-making, which arises as an attempt to fix 
a mismatch or another counter-intentional event (Fuchs & De Jaegher, 2009, 476). In 
the same sense, psychoanalysts, such as Tronick et al. write about moments of meeting 
in the therapy when a unique possibility for sense-making arises7. Tanaka continues 
this idea: “There is a type of empathy that does not belong to the individual but to the 
‘in-between’ of the self and the other” (Tanaka, 2015, 465).

While the real subject of social interaction is the inter-agent which contains 
both of the participants’ perspectives, each of the participants possesses their own 
expectations and intentions. “[T]he course of our encounter is more or less unpre-
dictable. At the same time, however, each participant brings implicit expectations and 
protentions to the encounter that may or may not be fulfilled” (Fuchs & De Jaegher, 
2009, 476). This means that process of interaction is not always smooth and order-
ly, but it could become a confrontation or even fight. Interaction is about how two 
centers of gravity oscillate between enactivity and receptivity (Fuchs & De Jaegher, 
2009, 476). Action-perception loop makes possible decision-making processes in the 
initial emotional (bodily-affective) evaluation and response to the situation that en-
ables to distinguish between them in interaction8. Thomas Fuchs and Hanna De Jae-
gher understand participatory sense-making process as “circular processes of mutual 
understanding, negotiation of intentions, alignment of perspectives and reciprocal 
correction of perceptions” (Fuchs, 2015b, 178). This idea demonstrates initial decen-
tralized, the other-oriented excentric position of self. “Thus, intersubjectivity implies 
a continuous co-construction of meaning through mutual interaction and perspective 
taking.” (Fuchs, 2015b, 179). The embodied self functions as a “resonance board” of 
interaffectivity and intercorporeality (De Jaegher et al., 2017, 514). Merleau-Ponty 
clarifies intercorporeality, which includes embodiment and otherness of interaction, 
elaborating Husserlian notion of Parung (paring): “In perceiving the other, my body 
and his are coupled, resulting a sort of action which pairs them [action а deux]” (Mer-
leau-Ponty, 1964a, 118). The effect of pairing consists in the possibility to anticipate 
outcomes of another’s actions in order to respond relevantly. In other words, to see 
affordances which are created in the interaction. The concept of intercorporeality per-
mits to discard theory of mind and mind reading as an explanatory model of predic-

7 Similarly, D. N. Stern elaborates the conception of present moments in the therapy when a unique 
possibility for sense-making process is raised (Stern, 2004).

8 By analogy, as for to perceive an object one need to be in continuous sensorimotor interaction with 
it (O’Regan & Noë, 2001).
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tion capacity by neonates. It is dyadic state of mind (Tronick et al., 1998), or interin-
tentionality (Stern, 2004), that helps the baby to grasp the other’s intention.

The shared sense-making process “is generated and constantly transformed 
through the interaction which implies an alignment of perspectives or mutual per-
spective-taking” (Fuchs, 2015a, 205).

Figure 1. Spiral of participatory 
sense-making (Fuchs, 2015a, 205)

One could supplement this model with a grain of more spontaneous, disruptive, 
context-sensitive interactive touch by addressing the theory of affordances. J. Gibson’s 
idea of affordance proves phenomenological intuition about BAA in interaction. In-
deed, just like the organism manipulates objects around him, the subject deals with 
others in her social surrounding. It seems plausible to speak about social or emotional 
affordances (by analogy with emotional intelligence as a capacity to understand others 
in concrete situations). They shows mutual intersubjective meanings of the interaction 
for all participants of it. Thus, emotional affordances clarify the intrinsic connection 
and mutual interdependence between action, perception and emotional (bodily-affec-
tive) evaluation. One could address the conception of felt or experienced meanings, 
which could precede any conceptual and verbal symbolization of the experience9.  

9 In his book E. T. Gendlin articulates the link between experience and symbols through the idea of 
felt meaning which is a first specification of the experience (Gendlin, 1997).
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For example, a mother gives her baby the affordance of relaxing and sleeping well by 
comforting her in her hands10.

I present a scheme of affordances, where one can misunderstand the other’s 
gesture or both of the participants could give each other opposite affordances simulta-
neously, which would lead to the conflict of meanings in the interaction. There could 
be affordances that the other does not recognize as such. In that case, one should 
speak about one-directed affordances that remained without response. Another class 
of affordances will present common, shared social affordances that all participants 
have believed to be.

BADo BADm

BADc

aff o1               aff m1

aff o2               aff m2

aff c3…

aff on               aff mn

Figure 2. Scheme of affordances.  
Author’s picture — A. Kh.

Here is a scheme of an interaction: subjects are represented by their bodily-af-
fective dynamics (BAD)s: BADo—BAD of the other; BADm—BAD of the subject (Me). 
Every BAD has its own set of social (emotional) affordances (aff)—meanings-oppor-
tunities for acting, including self-thought projections and expectations of the out-
comes of the situation. Affo refers to set of affordances which are created as a result 
of interaction from the other’s perspective (the other looks at me—she could expect 
my look back), affm—to set of affs from My perspective (I could smile for continuing 
the conversation or turn the head away), affc refers to shared meanings which are at 
hand for both of the participants. They represent normatively accepted and common 
known affordances which leads an agent to well-known defined practices which are 

10 The idea of shared emotional affordances could be considered from the viewpoint of feminist phe-
nomenology, where there is a discussion on feminine body constitution, which presupposes other-
ness as its inherent distinctive feature (Smith, 2016, 15–49).
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at hand at every times whenever we communicate with each other (for example, we 
wave to each other at the same time). BADc—Bodily-affective dynamics of the in-
ter-body, the “Me-Other” system, which is a kind of intercorporeality that appears as 
behavior matching. (A dyad of mother and a baby has its own rhythmical structure 
which is observable in their attuned movements and emotional expressions.)

3. MEDIATION OF EMOTIONAL AFFORDANCES

In everyday interaction an agent’s surrounding is full of artifacts, things, sym-
bols and other cultural meanings. They are all at-hand for a person who is acquainted 
with the culture at question (cultural traditions, codes). They afford to use them-
selves in a conventional manner. Culture, Society as such, is the global agent (Agent) 
with whom one interacts and interflows as the inter-agent. “The meaning of artifacts 
cannot, therefore, be understood in terms of the individual-object dyad, but, rather, 
within a wider social framework” (Costall, 2012, 90). Arguing for a social mediation 
of meanings Costall expands the practical map of a subject. There are not just an ob-
ject and others who deal with it, but, there are artifacts, society and culture which all 
together coordinate emotional responding of the infant. In this sense, artifacts as affs 
presume normatively defined practices, where the agent is the society at large. “In-
deed, it is through the tacit, embodied understanding of the “canonical affordances” 
of things, as much as through explicit representations, that young children enter our 
cultural world” (Costall, 2012, 91). Thus, culture presents “in-between” of the inter-
action, and also “around-between” (around self-other interaction) of it. “Our shared 
humanity, history, skills and know-how and more specific shared elements such as 
interests and current goals ensure that we do intuit at least something of how the in-
teraction may unfold” (Fuchs & De Jaegher, 2009, 476). Costall insists that canonical 
affordances involve indirect perception, noticing their conventional, normative char-
acter. In this case, affordances have become impersonal.

Nevertheless, it is also true that impersonal affordance is subject to opposite 
process, that is mediation through unique personal bodily-affective dynamics of an 
actor as well as a different bodily-affective dynamics of a recipient. For example, one 
could smile every time when he feels himself uncomfortably. But the person who does 
not know that could well conclude that she is laughing at her. I suggest that through 
bodily manifestations and expressions of one’s intentions one can have a direct un-
derstanding of the social (emotional) affordances in the interaction. This means that 
on the basic level of bodily-affective interaction (intercorporeality) there is no need 
to make any inference about what it means or what I can do. Usually, we start attun-
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ing to each other without a conceptual understanding of “what is going on”, “in-be-
tween” the self and the other. In other words, it seems that there is no need to make 
any reference or a judgement for detecting the other’s anger or fear, or joy, we just 
see (understand or empathize) it not so much from the third-person perspective, but 
rather from the second and first-person perspective which underlines social interac-
tion. Accentuating the moment of Gegenwärtigung of the other’s presence in social 
communication we also contribute to the philosophy of dialogue and to the phenom-
enological tradition11. There are mirror and canonical neurons that code perceptual 
information into the motor terms that enables the reciprocity of acts and intentions 
of the other. They furnish us with the ability to immediately understand what we see 
the other doing (Rizzolatti & Sinigaglia, 2008, 131). Whereas the idea of directness 
or pre-conceptual understanding is not constrained by the moment of “now” of the 
interaction: the “here and now” of the situation reveals itself through the complex 
implicit structures of retential-protential temporality as well as in phenomenological 
spatiality. Every recognizing process of affordances rests on the implicit associative 
thinking, which goes back far earlier than the analogical one and which permits us 
to ap-prehend (ap-percept) the whole picture of a situation, to have a holistic view. 
In a similar vein Fuchs and Jaegher describe operative intentionality discussed by 
Merleau-Ponty: “Through its habits and skills, the body anticipates or implies po-
tential actions or events: It is prone to act in a way that is determined both by its 
acquired dispositions and by the affordances of the present situation. Thus, operative 
intentionality is directed towards the future, namely through implicit expectations or 
protentions that may or may not be fulfilled. This temporal aspect is also connected to 
particular affects such as interest, curiosity, suspense, fear, surprise, joy or disappoint-
ment” (Fuchs & De Jaegher, 2009, 475–476).

Some researchers deem emotional affordances to be naïve due to their primitive 
and biological origin. “Naïve sociology would be a phylogenetical adaptation for pick-
ing up the elementary social gestalts or patterns that are important to the fulfilment of 
survival and cooperation needs” (Kaufmann & Clément, 2007, 228). Kaufmann and 
Clément point also that “between the affordances for physical interactions with the en-
vironment (grasping, eating, walking, etc.) and the culturally determined affordances 
that reflect preferred but not necessary interactions (i.e. hat affords wearing on one’s 
head), there might be affordances for social interactions: aggressive behavior affords de-
fensive reaction, a gift affords cooperation and kin in distress affords help. (Kaufmann 
& Clément, 2007, 228). They emphasize the “demand character” of social situations, 

11 For the discussion see (Zahavi, 2014; Khakhalova, 2014).
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actions and relations, which provoke and constrain an agent to certain responses. Thus, 
they insist on the position of moderate naturalism which avoids radical positions of both 
cultural constructivism and naïve sociology, arguing for universality at least of part of 
social affordances such as facial expressions of pain or pleasure. Nevertheless, in our 
everyday life one never experiences just basic simple emotional reactions alone. Even 
if we fear the snakes, we accompany this feeling with other high-level mental activities, 
such as picturing, telling the stories, expectations, which are sociocultural constructed. 
When a mother sings a lullaby for better soothing, this points on the fact that she is a 
carrier of the cultural heritage of a certain society. Thus, we can conclude that every 
interaction is complex: on the one hand, it is unique and contextually sensitive, on the 
other hand, it is more or less culturally mediated by the system of canonical affordances 
and normatively accepted rules and patterns of behavior.

4. FEELING REGULATION OF INTERATTENTIONALITY

The analysis of emotional affordances that help regulate bodily-affective attune-
ment within multidisciplinary phenomenologically oriented approach becomes more 
thorough and will benefit from a development perspective that focuses on primary 
attunement between a caregiver and a baby. Indeed, developmental psychology and 
psychoanalysis explore the primary forms of shared feelings (interaffectivity), shared 
attention and action (inter-attentionality, inter-intentionality and inter-corporeity), 
thus, advancing our concept of inter-self12. Developmental studies raise the issue of 
emotional regulation that underlies joint attention and primary social attunement as 
such. As Stolorow points out, the baby is in need of the other’s specific emotional 
(affective) responsiveness (Stolorow et al., 2014, 67–69). This need is implicitly at the 
basis of every social interacting. Similarly, Tronick sets forth the idea of an inter-
subjective goal of therapeutic communication, which along with the explicit goal of 
solving a problem regulates the process of therapy (Tronick, 2007, 427). Here one 
can mention the way feelings of joy and pleasure regulates joint attention. Data like 
this provide phenomenological research with empirical observations of the primary 
attunement and help to create an interdisciplinary perspective there upon.

12 This theme is connected with problem of shared intentionality and joint action theory (Searle, 
1995; Tuomela, 2002). There are studies of joint attention where the concept of shared, or common, 
knowledge is presented as a mark of it (Carpenter, 2011, 169; Peacocke, 2005). Alex Seeman points 
that joint attention is better understood from the enactive approach as a kind of agency (Seeman, 
2011, 183). Costantini & Sinigaglia study joint attention in the frames of affordance-based accounts 
of perception (Costantini & Sinigaglia, 2011).
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Trevarthen differentiates between primary, secondary and tertiary intersubjec-
tivity, where only the latter represents the authentic intersubjectivity. Whereas on the 
secondary intersubjectivity an infant is capable to joint (share) the other’s attention. 
Schematically, joint attention is an interaction between tree elements: while I’m look-
ing at an object, I’m monitoring that you’re also looking at the same object. Shared 
attention presupposes gaze alternation between distant objects and social partners. 
Thus, there are triadic relations Me-Object-Other, which constitute authentic inter-
subjectivity. But, of course it is not enough just have such a coordination. In joint 
attention there is a self-reflexive point of view (“what the communicator thinks the 
recipients want for themselves”). However, it is not just the reflexive thought about 
the other’s thought. According to rich, nonreductive view, joint attention is character-
ized by a deeper level of attunement which presupposes emotional (bodily-affective) 
attunement between the participants. Ordinarily, joint attention is observed from the 
age of 9–11 months, but bodily-affective interaction takes place earlier, before an in-
fant can share any experiential situation with the other. Before an object appears in 
the infant’s surrounding she has only a dyadic, person-centered reciprocal experi-
ence of mutual gaze. At this stage, the affective quantum of interest grows in infant 
as a form of minimal interintentionality and corresponds to emotional attunement 
between a caregiver and the baby. As consequence, it presupposes shared feeling of 
joy and pleasure. An infant expects the other shares his feeling of joy and pleasure 
in joint attention and joint action, not just to follow the rules of the game13. “Human 
babies often display obvious joy, and these joint attention episodes are punctuated by 
looks from baby to mother and vice versa with intense bursts of apparently shared 
positive emotion” (Carpenter & Liebal, 2009). The researchers discover that “[i]nfants 
were satisfied only when adults share their attention and their interest” and not just 
following their gaze of declarative pointing to the object of perception (Carpenter & 
Liebal, 2009, 162). Infants search for “agreement about qualities of experience, and 
they exhibit an endless curiosity about possibilities of action and discovery, and how 
to negotiate about them” (Trevarthen, 2011, 74). In the same vein R. Stolorow et al. 
talks about affective responsivity on the part of the adult which is responsible for the 
infant’s sense of self (Stolorow, 2007).

Moreover, a baby not just shares the feeling with an adult but complements and 
completes it appropriately. Even at the mutual gaze stage, when a baby cannot point to 
the object or look at it, her bodily attunement to the adult’s behavior is responsible for 

13 Seeman defines such simple feelings as “integral part of a perceptual experience and constitute 
general affective dimension of it” (Seeman, 2011, 195–198).
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meaningful exchange of the gaze14. “Mothers could readily influence what the infant 
would do, not by giving full demonstrations of a desired action but by indicating or sug-
gesting with gesture and request, and this led the infant to ‘complete’ the intention and 
gain competence” (Trevarthen, 2011, 96). This shift in dyadic relationship is marked 
as beginning of cultural learning. This “eagerness of the infant to learn what others are 
interested in is accompanied by an enhanced cleverness in teasing and joking, which 
strengthens both the infant’s sense of self-presentation” (Trevarthen, 2011, 97).

There are original forms of time and space feeling (rhythm synchronization of 
movements) and proto-linguistic activity as emotional vocalizations in interactions 
with neonates that characterize primary attunement between the infant and the adult 
(Trevarthen, 2011, 78). All three parameters are presented in primary bodily move-
ments of the neonate. The self could be understood as a unique trace of a primary 
bodily movement of an organism. For example, M. Sheets-Johnstone focuses on pri-
mary anonymized sphere of animation structured by kinetic-affective dynamics of an 
organism (Sheets-Johnstone, 2004). However, the mother-child interaction demon-
strates not so much the primacy of the individual movement, but rather that of the 
dyadic bodily-affective dynamics15. In this way,

[d]evelopmental trajectories suggest that gaze following arises before a rich spatial rep-
resentation is present. Human infants begin to co-orient with adults within the first year 
but only later gain the ability to follow gaze toward objects outside their immediate field 
of view or hidden behind barriers […]. Moreover, gaze processing accuracy continues to 
improve throughout human children’s first six years. (Shepherd & Cappuccio, 2011, 211)

The multimodal nature of perception underlies the mechanism of sharing. When-
ever a modality of sensory activity is engaged, there are always other forms of sensual 
activity, which attune thereto. One can speak about sensory attunement or even more 
global mental attunement not just between feelings, but amongst such mental modali-
ties, as thinking-process, mental association mechanism, reflexive activities and so on. 
Indeed, externalist perspective unveils constitutive complexity of the act of perception.

14 As Threverthen shows, babies can adjust their movement to the other. For example, when they 
move in synchrony to track an object in front of them. These findings shows us the initial form 
of interactivity of the infant who not just react but co-create the meaningful world with the other. 
“The jaw, lips, and tongue of a newborn may move in ‘prespeech’ as if articulating vowels and con-
sonants, but these actions are performed without sounds” (Trevarthen, 2011, 82).

15 Analogously, C. Gilligan wrote about the other-oriented feminine identity versus self-sufficient 
masculine type of development (Gilligan, 1982). The topic of mother-child interaction is also dis-
cussed from the point of feminist phenomenology. For more detailed clarification see (Bornemark 
& Smith, 2016; Fisher & Embree, 2000).
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Whereas Carpenter argues for a communicative gaze of the infant as an expres-
sion of her active position as an initiator of the interaction (Carpenter & Liebal, 2011, 
170), Reddy insists on the adult’s gaze at the infant that initiates the infant’s response 
as a crucial point in the infant’s development of jointness. The “ability to feel gaze to 
self is crucial for further development of the meaning of attention” (Reddy, 2011, 144). 
One can conclude that by engaging in a mutual gaze the infant gains her primary form 
of reflexivity as an initial body-image as well as arrives at a primary form of object 
directedness (object-oriented perception).

It is the other’s attention at grips with the infant that makes attention exist for the infant. 
Within this account, others’ attending is first felt by the infant neither as an intellectual 
deduction nor as an empathic extension from his or her own experience of what it is like 
to attend but as a response to encountering it when it is directed toward himself or herself 
within engagement. (Reddy, 2011, 138)

Reddy cites observations of Farroni and colleagues, who found that two- to five-
day-old newborns prefer frontal photograph of a face whose eyes were turned directly 
to them16.

It seems that from the start neonates are more sensitive to the other’s look at 
them, under which the baby matures in her body-image and self-manifestation as an 
inter-body and inter-self. It could mean that the other is encoded in the self ’s body 
schema and body image, and is a constituent of one’s experience. “The baby pre-re-
flectively acknowledges through his body (i.e., through his motor capacity) the adult’s 
intention of biting, and as such the intention to bite is shared intersubjectively be-
tween the baby and the adult” (Gallagher, 2005)—the body schema helps to co-con-
struct the intention of the other without explicit knowledge of it. Facial imitations 
of neonates point on their ability to transpose the seen expression of the other into 
their own proprioception and movement, becoming familiar with others (Fuchs & De 
Jaegher, 2009). Facial communication is the most important dimension of self-other 
experience: “I live in the facial expressions of the other, as I feel him living in mine” 
(Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 118).

16 Chien et al. demonstrate that both adults and babies older than 20 weeks old show preference for 
photos of real upright faces than photos of unusual, unnatural faces (Chien et al., 2011). Whereas, 
Macchi Cassia et al. (2004) reported that newborns did not show a preference for normal upright 
faces over scrambled but still top-heavy faces. One of the hypothesis consists in the idea that top-
heavy figures preference is salient for newborns but disappears quickly in 3 moths –the exact time 
when toddlers display more mature scheme of the other. At that time they have more accurate dis-
criminating between species, gender and races. (Mesman et al., 2009).
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Prior to joint attention which corresponds to the secondary intersubjectivity, 
when the subject starts to perceive others as intentional agents and starts to under-
stand that others perceive her as an intentional agent too, the infant already experi-
ences awareness of mutual gaze—minimal interattentionality. The interattentionality 
comes with interaffectivity because the infant is interested in the other’s interest about 
herself (infant). She is excited about such a mutuality.

There is a mutuality in the grip—a loosening here […], an extension here (e.g., when 
parents in desperation at infants’ decreasing interest in exclusive face-to-face interac-
tions start inventing newer actions such as tickling and rhythmic actions and games), 
a violation here (e.g., infants’ humor and provocative teasing which changes adult con-
sciousness of what infants seem able to do and thus ups the ante in terms of their own 
potential actions), and an imitation or a memory there (e.g., narratives and parents’ evo-
cation of things past or possible), which shifts attention on to newer realms of attentional 
objects. (Reddy, 2011, 149)

The interattentionality just like other forms of inter-being is rooted in the very 
corporeality and affectivity of the infant’s experience. The studies of primary forms of 
BAA help to detect the earliest forms of self-disorders, such as autism and schizophre-
nia. Phenomenological analysis of intersubjectivity pathologies explores tacit, implicit 
layers of the bodily-affective dynamics of being with others from the first-person and 
second-person perspectives, or the inner experience of the self (Jaspers, 1963). I be-
lieve that the phenomenological analysis of emotional affordances could contribute 
to the comprehension of pathology and bridge its alienation17. “What autistic and 
schizophrenic patients primarily suffer from is not a theory of mind deficit but rather 
a disturbance of bodily being-with-others and social attunement which they try to 
compensate by hypothetical constructs and assumptions about others” (Fuchs, 2015a, 
193). Schizophrenic patients lack the natural self-evidence of social communication, 
or primary empathy (inter-selfness of the interaction), which leads to diminished 
self-affection and hyperreflexivity (Saas & Parnas, 2003). It is the same with autism 
(Hobson, 2014, 11). “As a result, patients report that they feel isolated and detached, 
unable to grasp the natural, everyday meanings of the shared life-world.” (Fuchs, 
2015a, 200). T. Fuchs makes the conclusion that delusions are not just individual faults 
but rather correspond to an impairment of basic intersubjective attunement to oth-
ers, to consensual and commonsensical reality. They are “disorders of the in-between” 
(Fuchs, 2015a, 208) or of the inter-selfness.

17 There is interesting research by J. Krueger & G. Colombetti, where the authors express ecological 
awareness of the individuals who suffer from different self-pathologies (Krueger & Colombetti, 
2018).
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5. CONCLUSION

The paper demonstrates the benefits of phenomenologically oriented multidis-
ciplinary approach to the problem of the bodily-affective attunement within social in-
teraction. It allows exploring the ecological constitution of BAA. Its constitution reveals 
the immanent otherness of the self from a new perspective. The scheme of emotional 
affordances presents the regulation of bodily-affective dynamics of the inter-agent as a 
result of mutual sense-making. This regulation possesses both culturally mediate and 
direct features of emotional affordances. Based on the influence on culturally mediated 
affordances one can conceptualize culture as an agent by itself with its own canonical af-
fordances that surround the self and exist between the self and the other. The bodily-af-
fective dimension of the self-other experience makes this mediation accessible from the 
second-person perspective. Phenomenologically oriented methodology allows express-
ing the meaning of interaction from the inside of the phenomenon itself, whereas the 
examination of social interaction in developmental studies provides strong evidence in 
favor of phenomenological insights concerning social being. The paper demonstrates 
the way positive bodily-affective attunement and synchronization develop towards the 
interattentionality and self-representation practices of the subject. The focus on primary 
forms of interaction opens the possibilities to examine different steps of pathological 
development of the inter-self, and the phenomenological account could bring a more 
accurate description and explanation of this process. The results of the research could 
be useful for further study of BAA and its pathologies. They also could also influence 
the the discussion on non-human or human-like affordance-based technological inter-
action theory in posthumanism and artificial intelligence theory.
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Понятие нормы в философских текстах представляет собой двоякий феномен. С одной сто-
роны, нормы можно рассматривать как определённый способ восприятия, с другой стороны, 
сами нормы оказываются предметом размышления. С феноменологической точки зрения нор-
мы определяют потенциальное явление объекта восприятия. Цель этой статьи — подчеркнуть 
роль норм как медиума, и сделать это исходя из феноменологической перспективы. Для этого 
статья отвечает на три вопроса: во-первых, на вопрос о применении феноменологии (а точнее 
интерпретативного феноменологического анализа (ИФА)) при анализе восприятия социаль-
ных сетей; во-вторых, на вопрос о различении субъективного опыта и проживаемого опыта. 
Важно учитывать это сущностное различение, чтобы понимать, какие формы описания сто-
ит ждать от исследования такого типа. В-третьих, рассматриваются отношения между нормой 
и нормальностью и их презентация в социальных сетях. В этом контексте норма проявляет себя 
как медиум. Статья опирается на исследовательский проект «Философский анализ восприя-
тия информации в социальных сетях». В статье нормы как медиум обсуждаются с особенным 
вниманием к теоретической оценке метода. Этот медиум складывается при встрече с повсед-
невным опытом как многоуровневый феномен, включающий в себя различные противоречия, 
и при попытке понять их стоит обращать внимание на проблему образования мысли. Нормы 
как медиум понимаются в сопоставлении с языком. Язык затемняется своим присутствием, а 
в ситуации исследования он растворяется в абстракции слова «язык». Нормы, с одной сторо-
ны, представлены как предмет рефлексии, но в то же время формы и границы представлений 
рефлексии определяются самими нормами. Нормы подобны медиуму, экрану, сквозь который 
воспринимается происходящее.
Ключевые слова: Гуссерль, Хайдеггер, проживаемый опыт, субъективный опыт, нормы, нор-
мальность, восприятие, медиум.

1. INTRODUCTION

The concept of norms within philosophical texts is an ambiguous phenome-
non. On the one hand, it could be viewed as a certain mode of perception, but, on the 
other hand, norms themselves are an object of the thought. Viewed from a phenom-
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enological perspective norms determine the potential of appearance of the object of 
perception. However, this characterization of the determinants of the perception is 
extended through other additional designations, for example logical norms, noetic 
norms, methodical norms etc. This raises a question—how to approach norms? Are 
they the object of thought or are they perhaps the rules characterizing the mode of 
perception?

Although the focus of this article is norms as a medium, before expanding this 
idea it is necessary to outline a broader context—the field of problems related this 
topic and the circumstances of its emergence.

The interpretation of norms as a medium arose during the research project 
“Philosophical Analysis of Information Perception in Social Media.” The aim of this 
research is to provide a philosophical analysis on how the information coming from 
social media is being structured and assessed in consciousness. The approach of this 
analysis is a synthesis of three philosophical traditions: (1)  phenomenology which 
focuses on the analysis of the subjective experience and the structures of conscious-
ness, (2) hermeneutics which centres on an understanding that is always linguistically 
based and involves a tradition, (3) dialectics, which allows modelling different per-
spectives in a unified act of perception. The analysis is based on in-depth interviews 
with social media users and professional information senders who use social media 
for commercial purposes, mainly focusing on the first (social media users).

As already mentioned, the study combines different methodological approach-
es. The interviews were held using the approach of Interpretative Phenomenologi-
cal Analysis (IPA) developed by Jonathan A. Smith, Paul Flowers and Michael Larkin 
(2009), while the interview analysis was based on the hermeneutic dialectic approach 
which pays special attention to the contradictions—the inconsistencies revealed by 
the analysis of experience are considered not as an undesirable aspect of the research 
but as different perspectives forming the meaning and mutually negative statements 
about the phenomenon of a perception point to different perspectives of the same 
phenomenon.

It should be noted that this approach used in the discussion of norms is prob-
lematic, so a significant part of the article will be devoted to issues related to the meth-
od (or, in other words, the validity of the use of IPA in analysing norms). Another 
important issue arising from the approach used is the distinction between subjective 
and lived experience, which will also be outlined in this article, as this distinction al-
lows to understand what kind of descriptive forms can be expected from this type of 
study. Finally, the relationship between norms and normality and their presentation 
on social media will be considered. In this context, norms appear as a medium.



HORIZON 10 (1) 2021 99

2. PHENOMENOLOGY IN THE ANALYSIS OF  
SOCIAL MEDIA PERCEPTION

In the context of norms as a medium, it is important to pay some attention to 
the problems of IPA application in connection with the analysis of experience.

IPA has evolved as a qualitative research method, initially for psychological re-
search. But, according to Jonathan A. Smith, Paul Flowers and Michael Larkin, the 
method is also intended for a wider field of research in the human, social and health 
sciences (2009, 1). The method, based on a wide range of 20th century philosophy, 
develops its concepts and basic views mainly integrating phenomenology and her-
meneutics. Authors such as Husserl, Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, Sartre and Gadamer, 
whose theories highlight specific, lived experience, are cited as points of reference. 
But this methodological technique (on the basis of this philosophical sources to cre-
ate a qualitative method for developing descriptions that would be applicable in psy-
chological investigations) raises a number of objections (Tuffour, 2017; Drummond, 
Hendry, McLafferty & Pringle, 2011).

These objections could be divided into three groups: (1) An objection to the use 
of philosophical (especially phenomenological) terms and ideas in practical research 
aimed at achieving general applicability based on the descriptions of one’s own ex-
perience provided by specific individuals. In other words it is blamed for the loss or 
degradation of philosophical views for practical purposes. (2) An objection of making 
individual statements of experience (narratives) a fact of lived experience or viewing 
some person’s story of self-experience as the experience without sufficiently empha-
sizing the significance of the narrative. This type of criticism states that researchers 
using IPA have access to the stories rather than the experience. (3) An objection to 
the meaning of the results gained by this method—should these descriptions be seen 
as the result of scientific inquiry or only as an opinion of an individual researcher (or 
a group of researchers).

If the first objection is debatable because, on the one hand, it expresses con-
fidence in a specific vocabulary (to which one might agree) and specific reflection 
on philosophical concepts, but on the other hand in analysing social media using 
the IPA approach, it is possible to maintain a philosophical, phenomenological view 
and a correct use of concepts (if concepts are retained as meanings rather than their 
meaning being demonstrated in the ‘external’ world). The second and third objec-
tions are in some way related and one aspect of its refutation will be addressed in the 
next section. However, regarding the possibility of generalizing the analysis of the 
experience story, it should be noted that the analysis of the stories may differ. General 
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conclusions can be drawn from a particular story of individual experience by asking 
about the necessary conditions that allow one or another way to indulging in a par-
ticular experience or experience story (that is, when one tries not only to present the 
particular experience but also to outline the conditions that allow the experience to 
appear as it is conceived). It is however important to outline how the application of 
IPA in the study “Philosophical Analysis of Information Perception in Social Media” 
is perceived and used to clarify the arguments that will be put forward when inter-
preting norms as media.

3. LIVED EXPERIENCE,  
SUBJECTIVE EXPERIENCE, AND EXPERIENCE

One of the most important tasks of phenomenology is to analyse experience—
how the world and everything that happens can be experienced. However, there is a 
debate about the feasibility of generalizing this analysis of experience—whether this 
analysis can provide general results. Husserl’s philosophy plays an important role in 
solving the problem of intersubjectivity, which in a way serves as one of the starting 
points from which one can justify general significance and not fall into solipsism. But 
the problem of solipsism is related to only one of many aspects of the possibility of 
generalization. Discussions on the generalization of the descriptive approach to phe-
nomenology began during Husserl’s life and continue to this day. The purpose of this 
article is not to engage in these discussions but rather to offer a distinction between 
the concepts that are useful for showing different aspects of experience in phenome-
nological analysis. This distinction is useful for a better understanding of what kind 
of research makes it possible to arrive at the core idea presented in this article—why 
the norms should be interpreted as a medium.

IPA mostly emphasizes the importance of lived experience: “…IPA researchers 
are especially interested in what happens when the everyday flow of lived experience 
takes on a particular significance for people.” (Smith, Flower & Larkin, 2009, 1)

But at the same time, the experience stories gained using IPA are a kind of sub-
jective experience. Although lived experience presupposes variability and concrete-
ness, it is alienated in its presentation as belonging to a particular person with a certain 
view of the world and a way of presenting experience, a certain subjective perspective 
on the experienced. Thus, the question arises as to the type of relationship between 
the lived experience and the subjective experience. Both lived experience and subjec-
tive experience characterize the experience. The question is what kind of characteris-
tics they are and why they are relevant from a phenomenological perspective.
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Erfahrung, translated into English as experience, can be understood us having 
four meanings:

• as skills acquired, such as work experience;
• as everything experienced in a lifetime—everything seen, perceived, etc.;
• as knowledge gained through intuition, perception, sensation that serve as 

the basis of knowledge;
• as “etwas in Erfahrung bringen” in which experience is understood as clari-

fication, testing (something is clarified through testing).

If we are looking at these different meanings of experience phenomenologically, 
of course, they all merge and mark one phenomenon, in which the most important 
description is experience as a given. In Holzwege Heidegger points to two kinds of ex-
perience in analysing the concept of Hegel’s experience. On the one hand experience 
is associated with Erlebness, on the other hand with knowledge, or in other words it 
is experienced as phenomenon (Erscheinens) and truth (Wahrheit) (Heidegger, 1977, 
208). These two aspects are related in a Hegelian dialectic form, i.e., although they 
may be opposite to each other, they are nevertheless related in the same experience 
and in this relation they constantly complement and adjust each other.

Lived experience emphasizes the specific topicality of the experience—it is a con-
crete, changing, contextual experience in which a certain phenomenon is perceived, 
experienced, understood. In this view, it is in a way contrasted with an abstract, gen-
eral, formal description of the experience, which tends to explain and formalize all the 
different specific experiences in its explanation. The specific experience in its everyday 
life, on the one hand, appears as a simple, directly given experience, but in the analysis 
it is revealed as a diverse, multi-layered, complex structure or system. In the moment 
of experience the present, the direct does not cause discussions or questions about its 
givenness in experience, but when it is questioned the experience reveals itself as the 
most inexplicable phenomenon. In other words, the concept of lived experience empha-
sizes a flow that includes a particular individual in his or her world and as a particular 
experience it changes freely in its flow. The opposite of the free flow of lived experience 
is the abstraction which expresses a static explanation that recognizes the state of affairs.

In turn, the subjective experience does not emphasize the flow of experience 
but rather establishes the perspective of experience in the present moment. On the 
one hand it is an alienated, descriptive characterization of the perspective from which 
one can perceive what is experienced; on the other hand, it emphasizes the diversity 
of experience. In Sein und Zeit Heidegger clearly describes the subject and subjectivity 
both as alienation (or distancing) and as orientation in the world (spatial orientation)



102 ĢIRTS JANKOVSKIS

Zu beachten bleibt aber, daß die Ausrichtung, die zur Ent-fernung gehört, durch das 
In-der-Welt-sein fundiert ist. Links und rechts sind nicht etwas „Subjektives“, dafür das 
Subjekt ein Gefühl hat, sondern sind Richtungen der Ausgerichtetheit in eine je schon 
zuhandene Welt hinein. „Durch das bloße Gefühl eines Unterschieds meiner zwei Seiten“ 
könnte ich mich nie in einer Welt zurechtfinden. Das Subjekt mit dem „bloßen Gefühl“ 
dieses Unterschieds ist ein konstruktiver Ansatz, der die wahrhafte Verfassung des Sub-
jekts außer acht läßt, daß das Dasein mit diesem „bloßen Gefühl“ je schon in einer Welt 
ist und sein muß, um sich orientieren zu können. (Heidegger, 2001, 109)

Subjective experience is the perspective of the perception of experience estab-
lished at a particular moment. And not just one particular experience but also the 
awareness that there is a possibility of different experiences that are involved in the 
world. By saying “subjective,” at the same time it is said that other specific, directly 
given world experiences are also possible. It also allows understanding the necessity of 
the intersubjectivity in Husserl’s Cartesianische Meditationen. Subjective experience 
always includes the aspect of intersubjectivity (1950, V). This aspect should not be 
perceived as present in the fluidity of lived experience, but as constituted by abstrac-
tion, based on experience.

By distinguishing between three concepts of experience—lived experience, sub-
jective experience and experience—it is possible to better understand what kind of 
emphasis is placed when thinking about different types of experience. In the case of 
lived experience, the temporal aspect involved in the situation is essential (the flow of 
lived experience is necessarily temporal). In turn, subjective experience emphasizes 
the spatial characterization and it is established as one of many. As Heidegger writes:

Dieses Wort Subjectum müssen wir freilich als die Übersetzung des griechischen ύπο-
κείμενον verstehen. Das Wort nennt das Vor-Liegende, das als Grund alles auf sich 
sammelt. Diese metaphysische Bedeutung des Subjektbegriffes hat zunächst keinen bet-
onten Bezug zum Menschen und vollends nicht zum Ich. (Heidegger, 1977, 88)

Finally, the third concept or the experience is given and in the course of the 
analysis it is alienated in one of its aspects. On the one hand, it is a lived experience; 
on the other hand, it is Vor-Liegende.

4. ANALYSIS OF EXPERIENCE IN THE CONTEXT OF SOCIAL MEDIA

The methodological separation of lived experience and subjective experience, 
as mentioned above, shows a significant difference in emphasis when analysing phe-
nomenon of experience that is not directly given to the researcher himself. Or, in oth-
er words, this distinction reveals the possibility for the analysis of experience which 
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is not directly available to the researcher himself. If at first it might seem that other 
experiences are available only as a stories or narratives that rely on analysis, then using 
the concept of subjective experience, it is possible to talk about both experience in a 
broader sense and the flow of lived experience. To explain this, I will mention theoret-
ical considerations in the context of the study “Philosophical Analysis of Information 
Perception in Social Media.”

In analysing the interviews held during this research, norms emerged as one of 
the perceptual phenomena regarding the information within social media. Norms are 
understood here not only as consciously desirable activities, but also as determinants 
of phenomenon of perception.

The problems related to interpreting subjective experience have been discussed 
above, but in the case of interviews the question is: whose subjective experience is 
analysed, who is the bearer of that experience? In such a study what can be considered 
as given in experience and who is the subject of that experience? In simple terms, it 
would seem that the subject and the analysed experience belong to the people who are 
interviewed. But when thinking deeper about this situation, it is obvious that the re-
searcher is experiencing the person who is interviewed and her story which is already 
structured experience while being revealed to the researcher.

Thus, it could be said that it is the subjective experience of the researcher which 
is analysed—the researcher is the one who is experiencing the person who is inter-
viewed and who reveals her subjective experience. In that case, there is at least two-
stage division of experience—the subjective experience of a subjective experience, 
which is even further alienated in the study outline, creating a condition for a new 
experience of those experiences. So it seems that in this way we can end up with an 
endless series of experiences that are experiencing other experiences. From the philo-
sophical point of view it is not necessarily something that has to be avoided, yet for the 
study that also seeks the possibility to be [of being] practically applicable it is a prob-
lem that should be solved by choosing a clearer methodological point of reference. 
In this case, I propose that these experience stories can be viewed as which would be 
Heidegger Gerede or the Talk.

Der Ausdruck „Gerede“ soll hier nicht in einer herabziehenden Bedeutung gebraucht 
werden. Er bedeutet terminologisch ein positives Phänomen, das die Seinsart des Verste-
hens und Auslegens des alltäglichen Daseins konstituiert. Die Rede spricht sich zumeist 
aus und hat sich schon immer ausgesprochen. Sie ist Sprache. (Heidegger, 2001, 167)

The interviews can be seen like conversations (Gerede) which establish an every-
day presence or the being there. They present common experiences as linguistic being 
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together, and thus the distinctions that try to recognize who owns the subjective expe-
rience that is being analysed lose their relevance, because in a conversation experienc-
es do not belong to isolated actors, but the spoken experience is experienced with no 
primary distinction between the conversation partners as separate experiences. In this 
case, with the aim of analysing the subjective experience, lived experience is also ob-
tained—it appears as a researcher’s involvement in the analysis of subjective experience. 
By analysing his own experience, the researcher forms a flow of lived experience from 
the perspective of subjective experience. This fixation of the flow of experience serves as 
an essential part of the study, which can be viewed as a phenomenological description.

Such an explanation might solve the problem of method, but the uncertainty 
about the status of the conversation itself remains. The question is: how social media 
experience presents media that fades before its own content? The media are at the same 
time identified as an instrument that ensure the presence of something. Likewise, the 
media is perceived as a screen presenting some sort of absence, obscuring the direct 
being there. The media are also something in which being there is constituted as being 
together in a common field of conversation. In other words, the media are experienced, 
on the one hand, as something which is presenting (in which content takes on a certain 
form), and on the other hand, it is self-presenting—being experienced as something 
that presents itself. But since the aim of the media is to show something, in the moment 
when the media are identified, they lose their transparency and are no longer able to 
show what they are. They disappear in front of that which is mediated in media.

5. NORMS AND NORMALITY

“The rest would seem to be normal, as they say, in acceptable frames” (Male, 65).
And now returning to the norms in the context of the previous thought, it can 

be noted that people, when describing their media experience, present the two types 
of norms mentioned above—norms as requirements or rules and norms as a meas-
ure of perceptual potential. In the interviews, both these aspects appeared—norms 
as unwritten laws and norms as a measure. In the previous study conducted in 2015–
2016 several young people were interviewed about their media use habits, and some 
vivid examples appeared, where the two understandings of the norms were mutually 
inconsistent at the same time. For instance:

“— Have you ever posted anything on YouTube?
— No.
— Why?
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— I don’t like it. It seems idiotic to me. I don’t know, I guess that first of all that’s because 
if you do something wrong, others will mock you. They really will. OK, on the one hand I 
guess that I would want to post something there, at least a little bit, but on the other hand, 
I don’t want to do so because everyone would see it, and some would dislike it. OK, it’s 
fine for people to express their views, but YouTube is a site where people mock and laugh 
at everyone who posts a video, and so on. At our school, for instance, there was a girl who 
posted videos, but she no longer has any friends. […] Another guy from our class posted 
a video of him dancing and doing all kinds of things, and the things that he showed in 
terms of dancing led to everyone laughing at him at school.
— Did you yourself like how he was dancing?
— No, I … I don’t know, well, that’s him, and if he wants to do that, if he wants to do it, 
then he can do anything that he wants. If he wants to post, then … well, I just don’t like 
the hip hop style as such. He danced well in terms of hip hop, but I don’t think that we 
should mock someone who is doing something that he likes doing, because there’s no 
point to that. Everybody at school calls him a gay just because he dances hip hop. That’s 
not normal!
— Have you ever mocked someone else?
— Yes. Andreda’s channel is the most idiotic one that I have ever seen. I don’t understand 
how that girl can post such terrible things. She’s sick!” (Female, 13).

(Jankovskis & Jankovska, 2016, 69)

In this context, although the purpose of these two types of description differs 
(what, how and why something is described), at its core, norms and normality are 
related phenomena that represent a particular type of world experience.

It could even be said that norms and normality are in a relationship similar to 
that ofs subjective experience and lived experience—that is, norms are descriptive and 
form a certain system of orientation, while normality is what is expressed in a certain 
topicality in which norms are made present in everyday life.

As Husserl’s researcher Maren Wehrle describes in her article “Die Normativität 
der Erfahrung—Überlegungen zur Beziehung von Normalität und Aufmerksamkeit 
bei E. Husserl,” Husserl has three notions of normality: (1) normality as a transcen-
dental condition of experience in the form of certain rules of consciousness (pas-
sivity); (2) normality as a process that ensures the consistency and preservation of 
experience (embodiment); (3) Normality as the goal of such a process in the form of 
a regulatory cognitive ideal (intersubjectivity) (Wehrle, 2010, 175).

All three understandings are linked and follow from each other. Normality takes 
the form of a certain kind of coherence and proportionality which is manifested by its 
purposefulness. The requirement of coherence of experience, both at the individual 
level and at the intersubjective level, manifests itself as normality, from which norms 
may be derived, which may or may not be perceived as a requirement of regularity. 
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If, as a condition of experience, normality appears as a necessary, self-contained reg-
ularity, then through the generalization of experience, expectations arise that other 
subjects will have similar experiences in the same situation—norms present them-
selves as the ideal seeking to express the desired experience in a given situation. It 
can be said that normality (and thus norms) can be understood both as experienced 
fact—already given in the experience itself, and as a measure by which all experiences 
are mapped.

This dual nature of norms, on the one hand, resonates with the concept of lan-
guage developed within the phenomenology of Martin Heidegger—language appears 
as an object of though or that about which one thinks; on the other hand, language is 
always already present before language, meaning that language as an object of thought 
is always already situated within language and thus never fully succumbs to the ab-
straction about the “language.” The same applies to norms—phenomenologically 
norms are always manifesting themselves before their presentation in a mode of per-
ception, which are afterwards saturated with the content of values.

Norms, as a necessary condition for the preservation and perception of experi-
ence, appear as the transparency of experience—norms are forming the experience, so 
in some way they fade away from the experience. Descriptions of norms are construct-
ed from acts of experience. Those are not the rules that are experienced but that what 
they normalize. When norms appear in narratives of experience as self-presentations, 
they are rather deprived from their substance rather than demonstrate it which is very 
similar to what happens with media when they are perceived as self-presentations.

6. CONCLUSION

We can look at the media in three aspects: (1) The media as instrument; (2) The 
media as screen; (3) The media as environment (Jankovskis & Jankovska, 2016, 12). 
In the first case the medium is used, in the second case the medium is the active 
one—it influences a viewer (listener, reader), and in the third case the medium is the 
place where the person is present in its various aspects. Norms as a medium are not 
something that a person uses, but rather like a screen—glass through which the world 
is perceived in a certain order, as normal. And at the same time, the presentation of 
normality in social media and the demand for normality of the individuals involved is 
the self-presentation of norms as a medium. Norms not only limit the perspective of 
perception, but are also actualized by individuals who experience being in the world 
through the prism of established norms or normalities. As one respondent put it in 
the interview—norms determine the acceptable frames. Similarly to language, viewed 
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as the world we inhabit, norms are a certain kind of structuring or medium of this 
world, because they are not the world in themselves.

Therefore I am suggesting that we can look at norms as the media. On the one 
hand, they are like a language which defines the boundaries of perceived experience, 
and, on the other hand, they disappear before the presented content.
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HEIDEGGER’S BEING, RAHNER’S GOD:  
IS THE QUESTION STILL RELEVANT OR ALREADY ANSWERED?

The secularized and rational-oriented mindset of the Western civilization does not preclude impor-
tant elements of a religious worldview. The objective of the present study is to come to understand the 
role the categories of Being and God play in the present day spiritual situation. Heidegger’s and Rah-
ner’s views are considered here within the prospective of the paradigmatic process. The latter marks the 
fading away of the classical understanding of God and search for new and divine meanings. Therefore 
I suggest considering some of the most significant motifs in the two philosophers’ reflection as regards 
the history of western civilization and our epoch in the context of the categories of God and Being. 
Among these motifs there are such attitudes as subjectivism, self-suggestion, disposal of beings, plan-
etarism, oblivion of Being, loss of origins, groundlessness, alienation, situation of meaninglessness. It 
is due to these attitudes, especially owing to meaninglessness, that many people tend to raise again the 
issue of the concealed, the encompassing, God or Being. Or perhaps speaking about “Being” and “God” 
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can be interpreted as something that leads to the oblivion of Being and to atheism. “Being” in Heideg-
ger and “God” in Rahner single out the existential centre to which forms of life are related. Nowadays it 
is forgotten or even vanishes. “God” or “Being” hold everything together and confer meaning thereto. 
Could it be exactly what modern man is in search of? One has to find answers to these questions. 
Keywords: being, God, “the fate of being,” concealed, encompassing, subjectivism, self-suggestion, dis-
posal of beings, groundlessness, meaninglessness.

БЫТИЕ ХАЙДЕГГЕРА И БОГ РАНЕРА —  
ВСЕ ЕЩЁ АКТУАЛЬНЫЙ ИЛИ УЖЕ ПОЛУЧИВШИЙ  
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Секуляризованный, рационально ориентированный образ мышления западной цивилизации 
не исключает существования элементов религиозного мировоззрения и их важности. Задача 
настоящего исследования — приблизиться к пониманию той роли, которую играют категории 
Бытия и  Бога в  нынешней духовной ситуации. Так, взгляды Хайдеггера и  Ранера здесь рас-
сматриваются в перспективе парадигматического процесса. Этот процесс знаменует угасание 
классического понимания Бога и поиск новых значений. Поэтому я предлагаю рассмотреть не-
которые наиболее значительные мотивы в размышлениях двух философов, касающиеся исто-
рии западной цивилизации и  нашей эпохи в  контексте категорий бытия и  Бога. Среди этих 
мотивов — субъективизм, самовнушение, распоряжение сущим, планетаризм, забвение бытия, 
утрата корней, беспочвенность, отчуждение и ситуация бессмысленности. Именно в силу этих 
мотивов, и  особенно  — из-за упомянутой бессмысленности, многие склонны к  тому, чтобы 
вновь поставить вопрос о потаенном, объемлющем, Боге или бытии. Возможно, речь о «Бы-
тии» и  «Боге» может, напротив, быть истолкована как нечто, вызывающее забвение бытия 
и безбожие. «Бытие» у Хайдеггера и «Бог» у Ранера функционально выделяют экзистенциаль-
ный центр, с которым связываются формы жизни. В современную эпоху он подвергается забве-
нию или исчезает. «Бог» или «бытие» удерживает все вместе и наделяет смыслом. Может быть, 
современный человек ищет именно этого? Именно на эти вопросы нам надлежит ответить.
Ключевые слова: бытие, бог, «судьба бытия», потаенность, объемлющее, субъективизм, самов-
нушение, распоряжение сущим, беспочвенность, бессмысленность.

„Gott ist tot“ — konstatiert Nietzsche im Jahre 1882 (Aphorismus 125).
„Nur noch ein Gott kann uns retten“  — erwidert ihm Heidegger im Jahre 

1976 in einem Interview für die Zeitschrift „Der Spiegel“ (Der Spiegel 23/1976, 193).
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Es hat sich ein eigenartiger existentieller Raum gebildet, dessen Grenzen von 
beiden Äußerungen umrissen werden. 

Das ist unser existenzieller Raum, in dem wir, dem Ruf Heideggers folgend und 
sich dem Seinsgeschick fügend, das Herkommen eines uns rettenden Gottes erwarten 
oder — bestenfalls — einen gebührenden Platz für sein Herkommen bereiten kön-
nen. Nach der Überzeugung Heideggers ist Christus  — also Christentum  — nicht 
derjenige, der zu uns wiederkehren könnte.

Dennoch, trotz der ziemlich kategorischen Behauptungen vom Tod des Gottes 
und der Götter, also auch vom unausbleiblichen Untergang der westlichen Zivilisati-
on, möchte man fragen, ob diese (eindeutig begründeten) Prophezeiungen nicht zu-
mindest — aber in manchen Aspekten gar wesentlich — übertrieben sind. Vielleicht 
steckt neben dem vom Tod der Götter bereits markierten Raum oder sogar darin ein 
Hoffnungsfeld, wo die ungenutzten Chancen der westlichen Kultur und Rationalität 
wurzeln und, wenn auch in neuer Gestalt, zu neuem Leben erstehen könnten. Zu er-
innern wäre, dass auch der eindrucksvolle gegenwärtige Philosoph J. Habermas von 
den Entwicklungs möglichkeiten der Vernunft und dem „unvollendeten Projekt“ ei-
ner westlichen Rationalität spricht (Habermas, 1994). Diese Rationalität, die säkulari-
sierte westliche Gesellschaft schließt laut Habermas im Prinzip auch die Möglichkeit 
und Bedeutsamkeit der religiösen Weltsicht nicht aus.

Säkularisierte Bürger dürfen, soweit sie in ihrer Rolle als Staatsbürger auftreten, weder 
religiösen Weltbildern grundsätzlich ein Wahrheitspotential absprechen, noch den gläu-
bigen Mitbürgern das Recht bestreiten, in religiöser Sprache Beiträge zu öffentlichen 
Diskussionen zu machen. Eine liberale politische Kultur kann sogar von den säkularis-
ierten Bürgern erwarten, dass sie sich an Anstrengungen beteiligen, relevante Beiträge 
aus der religiösen in eine öffentlich zugängliche Sprache zu übersetzen, so Habermas. 
(Habermas, 2005, 115)

Meines Erachtens bietet Karl Rahner, ein Student und Zeitgenosse von Heide-
gger, einen im Erbe der westlichen Kultur und in der Analyse der gegenwärtigen Si-
tuation gewurzelten Hoffnungsraum an. Deshalb werde ich neben M. Heidegger auch 
K. Rahner als einen Dialogpartner in meine Überlegungen einschalten1.

1 Heideggers Einfluss auf Rahner ist allgemein bekannt und viel beschrieben worden. Man hat die 
Begriffe in den Werken des Philosophen Heidegger und des philosophierenden Theologen Rahner 
verglichen, wobei der Analyse von Begriffen wie „Transzendenz“, „a priori“, „Horizont“, „Verstehen“ 
als Existenzial bei Heidegger und „Vorgriff “ in der Theologie Rahners besondere Aufmerksamkeit 
gewidmet wurde. Der Einfluss der sprachlichen Suche Heideggers auf die Form des Wortgebrauchs 
in der Theologie Rahners ist offensichtlich. Die Ähnlichkeit ist aber nicht nur formell. Beide Den-
ker werden einander näher gemacht durch die Versuche, das Ursprüngliche und das Wesentliche 
sprachlich adäquat zu äußern, die Sprache selbst sprechen lassen. Aber in dieser Schrift halte ich es 
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Heidegger und Rahner sind zweifellos ziemlich unterschiedliche Denker, aber 
gerade daher könnte ihr Vergleich im Kontext des angekündigten Themas (Hei-
deggers Sein, Rahners Gott) besonders interessant sein. Das Gemeinsame im Unter-
schiedlichen könnte besondere Bedeutsamkeit bestätigen, vielleicht würde es sogar 
ermöglichen, in den Interpretationen beider Autoren von Vorgängen und Kataklys-
men unseres Zeitalters das Universale zu fixieren, einer Antwort auf die Frage über 
die mögliche Rolle der Kategorien „Sein“ und „Gott“ in der heutigen geistigen Situa-
tion näher zu kommen. 

Wir sollen die Anschauungen Heideggers und Rahners im Rahmen eines pa-
radigmatischen Prozesses betrachten, als Elemente und Ausdruck dieses Prozesses. 
Dieser Prozess  — es bedeutet das Verblassen des klassischen Gottesverständnisses 
und die Suche nach dem Göttlichen und neuem Sinn.

Daher wollen wir einige der meines Erachtens wesentlichsten Motive bei den 
Reflexionen der beiden Philosophen zur Geschichte der westlichen Zivilisation und 
zu unserem Zeitalter im Kontext mit den Kategorien „Sein“ und „Gott“ vergleichen.

Zunächst die Seinsgeschichte als Entfaltung und Herrschaft des Subjektivismus.
Nach der Überzeugung Heideggers sei die ganze Geschichte der westlichen Zivi-

lisation eine permanente Entfaltung des Subjektivismus, in deren Verlauf der Mensch 
sich selbst, seine Weltanschauung prinzipiell subjektiviert, wodurch die Welt zu einem 
Objekt, die Sachen — zu einer Gestell-Sammlung gemacht werden. Dieser Subjektivi-
erungsprozess findet in der westlichen rechnend-rationalistischen Denkweise und im 
Technizismus seine vollkommene Durchsetzung. Als Endergebnis wird dieser Techni-
zismus in Verbindung mit ungezügeltem Willen (noch eine Äußerung des Subjektivis-
mus), die natürlichen Weltprozesse zu verwalten — eigentlich ihr Subjekt zu werden, 
zu einer Bedrohung für die Existenz nicht nur des Menschen, sogar der ganzen Welt. 

Heidegger schreibt: 

Nicht die vielberedete Atombombe ist als diese besondere Tötungsmaschine das Tödliche. 
Was den Menschen längst schon mit dem Tod und zwar mit demjenigen seines Wesens be-
droht, ist das Unbedingte des bloßen Wollens im Sinne des vorsätzlichen Sichdurchsetzens 
in allem. Was den Menschen in seinem Wesen bedroht, ist die Willensmeinung, durch eine 
friedliche Entbindung, Umformung, Speicherung und Lenkung der Naturenergien könnte 
der Mensch das Menschsein für alle erträglich und im ganzen glücklich machen. Aber der 
Friede dieses Friedlichen ist lediglich die ungestört währende Unrast der Raserei des vor-
sätzlich nur auf sich gestellten Sichdurchsetzens. (Heidegger, 1977, 294)

nicht für meine Aufgabe, die methodologischen Prinzipien und Begriffe Heideggers und Rahners 
zu vergleichen. Vgl. z. B., Paul Eppe. Karl Rahner zwischen Philosophie und Theologie. Münster, LIT 
Verlag, Bd. 42; Karl Lehmann. Philosophisches Denken im Werk Karl Rahners, in: Karl Rahner in 
Erinnerung, Düsseldorf, Patmos Verlag, 1994.
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Auch für Rahner ist ungezügelter, von jeglichen regulativen Grundprinzipien 
gelöster, sogar gewalttätiger Subjektivismus, der im 20. Jahrhundert immer bedroh-
lichere Umrisse erhält, nicht akzeptabel. Vom Blickpunkt Rahners verwirklicht sich 
dieser Subjektivismus vor allem als ein Selbstzweck — ein im tiefsten Wesen irratio-
nales und sogar gefährliches Experiment des Menschen mit sich selbst. Rahner hat für 
dieses Experiment die Bezeichnung „Selbst manipulation“ gefunden.

In seinem Beitrag „Experiment Mensch“ im Buch Die Frage nach dem Menschen 
schreibt Karl Rahner wie folgt:

Diese Möglichkeiten und Pläne sind hier nicht im einzelnen darzustellen: Sterilisa-
tionsgesetze aus eugenischen Gründen zur Verhütung einer negativen Erbauslese; 
Steuerung der Geburtenhäufigkeit und Verhütung weiterer Bevölkerungs explosion 
durch chemo-biologische Mittel, Steigerung der Intelligenzquoten und Züchtung von 
Superintelligenzen auf biologischer Basis, Ermöglichung der geplanten Züchtung des 
künftigen Menschen durch bis ins Innerste der Erbmasse eindringende Erkenntnisse 
über die DNS (Desoxyribonukleinsäure), Verlebungskodes, Gründung von Sperma-
banken für erwünschtes Erbgut. Da ist die Werkhalle der Medizin, der Pharmakologie 
und vor allem der Psychopharmakologie. Hier kann der von der Natur nur stümperhaft 
zusammengeflickte Mensch in einer Prothesenkultur verbessert und an die Maschinen, 
die er selbst gebaut hat, angepaßt werden […]. Hier sollen dem Menschen die seelis-
chen und sittlichen Probleme nicht durch den Appell an sein sittliches Freiheitswesen 
erträglich und sinnhaft gemacht werden, sondern ihm durch Drogen im voraus die sit-
tlichen Anstrengungen abgenommen, die Moral ganz oder weitgehend durch die besser 
funktionierende psycho-medizinische und psycho-pharmakologische Manipulation er-
setzt werden, sofern dies bei einem genetisch schon geschickt manipulierenden Men-
schen noch nötig sein sollte. (Rahner, 1966, 50)

Subjektivismus und Selbstmanipulation, wenn sie zu einer radikalen Machen-
schaft werden, können sich in unabwendbare Endgültigkeit (Heidegger) verwandeln, 
die den Menschen der Wesenheit seines menschlichen Seins berauben würde.

Die Macht der Machenschaft — die Vernichtung sogar der Gottlosigkeit, die Vermen-
schung des Menschen in das Tier [Stichwort Bestialität], die Vernutzung der Erde, die 
Verrechnung der Welt  — ist in den Zustand der Endgültigkeit übergegangen; Unter-
schiede der Völker, Staaten, Kulturen sind noch in der Fassade. (Heidegger, 2014, 52)

Rahner äußert sich in ähnlicher Weise: 

Es könnte sein, daß die Menschheit sich tatsächlich einmal biologisch zurückkreuzt auf 
die Stufe einer technisch intelligenten und selbstdominizierten Australopithekusherde 
oder eines Insektenstaates ohne den Schmerz der Transzendenz, Geschichte und den 
Dialog mit Gott, also sich selbst durch kollektiven Selbstmord auslöst, auch wenn sie 
biologisch noch weiterbestünde. (Rahner, 1966, 67)
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Zum Problem des ungezügelten Subjektivismus und seines zerstörenden Ein-
flusses auf den Entwicklungsgang der westlichen Zivilisation äußern Heidegger und 
Rahner anscheinend durchaus ähnliche Ansichten. Daher wäre es um so interessan-
ter, die Unterschiede im Standpunkt beider Denker interpretierend anzuschauen. 

Zunächst — welche Wege wären einzuschlagen, um eine Diktatur des Subjek-
tivismus und des radikalisierten Willens abzuwenden oder zumindest zu bändigen 
(wenn überhaupt möglich)?

Heidegger äußert im Zusammenhang mit der Expansion des Subjektivismus 
die Überzeugung, die Entfaltung der Subjektivität sei eine Äußerung des Vorganges 
von Seinsgeschichte selbst und vom Geschehen des Seinsgeschicks. Wie zuvor gesagt 
wurde: „Nur noch ein Gott kann uns retten“. Gewiss, wir können versuchen, dem zu 
erwartenden Gott entgegenzukommen, den Platz für ihn zu bereiten, der von Göttern 
und durch Poeten gesandten Botschaft zuzuhören. Aber die Bestrebungen sich aktiv 
in die die Welt degradierenden Prozesse einzumischen (indem man im Ablaufsfeld 
des Geschehens des Seinsgeschicks verbleibt) würden lediglich die Macht der wal-
tenden Subjektivität bezeugen. Nach der Meinung des Philosophen ist zu einer Zeit, 
wenn die Weltnacht extremdunkel wird, ein Neubeginn notwendig.

Rahner schaut die Prozesse der Subjektivierung und Selbstmanipulation an-
dersartig an. Nach seiner Überzeugung, „die Welt von morgen wird anders als die von 
heute“ (Rahner, 1966, 53). Auch der Mensch ist ein „radikal offenes, unfertiges We-
sen“ (Rahner, 1966, 55). Dieses Wesen — der Mensch — setzt sich im Ablaufprozess 
der Freiheit durch, wobei auch Selbstmanipulation als ein menschliches Experiment 
zulässig ist. In diesem Zusammenhang sind wir an die entscheidende Frage angelangt: 
falls die Selbstmanipulation akzeptabel ist, welche könnten die zulässigen Grenzen 
dieser Selbstmanipulation im rahnerschen Sinne sein, während die Möglichkeit be-
steht, dass (laut Rahner) die Menschheit infolge radikaler Selbstmanipulation „sich 
selbst durch kollektiven Selbstmord auslöst“ (Rahner, 1966, 67).

Nach der Meinung Rahners, die Grenzen der Selbstmanipulation werden nur 
dann nicht überschritten, wenn wir beim Durchsetzen unserer Freiheit in untrennba-
ren dialogischen Beziehungen zur Transzendenz verbleiben. Dabei „muß der Christ, 
muß die Kirche den Mut haben, mit äußersten Entschlossenheit sich gegen solche 
Selbstmanipulationen zu wenden, die neueste Formen der Barbarei, der Sklaverei, der 
totalitären Vernutzung der Persönlichkeit, Bildung einer vermaßten Gesellschaft wä-
ren“ (Rahner, 1966, 52).

Bei der Rede von den Problemen der Rationalität ist es interessant anzumer-
ken, dass vom Sichtpunkt Heideggers die Entwurzelung und Machenschaft die 
Grundinteressen und Aktionsformen der Wissenschaft des 20. Jh. wesentlich geän-
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dert haben. Sie hat die Gesamtansicht der Welt des Menschen eingebüßt, sie fragt 
nicht nach der Wahrheit, auch die Wissenschaft ist vom Seinsvergessen getroffen 
worden. Eigentlich fixiert Heidegger eine Tendenz, die ihre markante Entfaltung 
in der 2. Hälfte des 20. Jh. und zu Beginn des 21. Jh. erfährt: die Wissenschaft wird 
zu wissenschaftlicher Tätigkeit, sie erhält den Betriebscharakter, verzweigt immer 
mehr in einzelne und gegenseitig nicht verbundene Disziplinen und wissenschaft-
liche Veranstaltungen. Die zuweilen sogar phantastischen Erfolge der modernen 
Wissenschaft sind nicht zu bezweifeln, dennoch wird dadurch Besorgnis erregt, 
dass die Fragen nach dem Sinn und den Werten in weite Peripherie gerückt sind, 
was immer neuen und des Öfteren gefährlichen Experimenten mit dem Menschen 
und der Menschheit die Chancen bietet.

Das beängstigende „Etwas, was um den Erdball rast“ (Heideggers Ausdruck) 
kündigt sich auf aggressive Weise in den vielfältigen Formen der Popkultur an, die 
sich zur Lebenszeit Heideggers erst herauszubilden beginnen, während sie später ei-
nen planetarischen Maßstab und ihre Realisierung erhalten. In diesem Zusammen-
hang ironisiert Heidegger, dass eine „neue Art von ‚Glück‘ über den Planeten kommt“ 
(Heidegger, 2014, 270). Das „Glück“ sei in einem die Unterhaltungsfilme anbietenden 
Lichtspieltheater, auf einer Popkultur-Veranstaltung zu finden, aber Heidegger be-
merkt auch eine Sphäre, die in seiner Zeit nur hervortritt, während sie die Maßstäbe 
des Riesigen erst heutzutage erhält. Es geht um den Massentourismus. Man könn-
te fragen: was für Einwände gegen den Tourismus? Gewiss, keine Einwände, wenn 
man mit dem Wunsch, eine „andere Welt“ zu erkennen und zu verstehen, darunter 
auch sich zu erholen, zu tun hat. Leider ist der Tourismus zu einem Massenprozess 
in „dürftiger Zeit“ (Heideggers Ausdruck), zur Flucht von einer, prinzipiell langwei-
ligen Realität in eine andere — eine erträumte, bessere Welt — geworden. Heidegger 
beschreibt „das Man“ als eine Form der menschlichen Existenz; darin ließe sich viel-
leicht auch „auf-der-Suche-nach-einer-besseren-Stelle-sein“ als eines der Grundcha-
rakteristika einfügen. 

Riesige Menschenmassen „rasen um den Erdball“. Sie werden von irrationaler 
Unzufriedenheit mit der vorhandenen Stelle und Lage, auch von geistigem Unbeha-
gen getrieben. Daher — vorwärts, immer weiter und weiter. Die gesuchte Stelle ist 
stets von uns entfernt und unerreichbar, sie verlockt zu immer neuen Abenteuern 
und neuer Suche. Immer wieder etwas Neues wahrzunehmen und zu genießen, was 
vielleicht endlich die Chance bieten würde, eine „Welt“ als eigen zu erblicken, die ja 
stets aus den Händen gleitet und dadurch den Menschen immer weiter rasen lässt. 
Das Rennen nach dem Neuen erhält im Wesentlichen die Züge einer existentiellen 
Wahrheit und der Rechtfertigung des Lebens.
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Gewiss, zielloser Massentourismus ist lediglich eine peripherische (wenn auch 
charakteristische) Erscheinung in der universalen scheinbaren Vorwärtsbewegung 
der gesamten europäischen Menschheit, — einem allumfassenden Fortgang, der ab-
solut alle Sphären des menschlichen Seins betrifft und für Fortschritt erachtet wird, 
den man mit dem Liberalismus zu verbinden pflegt, der doch etwas mehr ist als nur 
Liberalismus. „Der Fortschritt ist nur scheinbar ein Prinzip des sogenannten ‚Libera-
lismus‘. In Wahrheit gehört er zum Wesen eines Zeitalters, das als Neuzeit das stets 
Neue für das eigentlich Wahre und Wirkliche hält“, schreibt Heidegger (2014, 271).

Das nächste Thema, dem man Aufmerksamkeit widmen sollte, ist eine Ganz-
heit von gegenseitig verbundenen Erscheinungen: Globalisierung, postnationaler 
Konzern imperialismus, Multikulturalismus und Bodenlosigkeit. Um jegliche Mis-
sverständnisse schon anfänglich zu vermeiden, möchte ich hinzufügen, dass ich 
mich selbst keinesfalls für einen Anti-Globalisten halte. Mir persönlich ist die Glo-
balisierung akzeptabel, falls sie als ein natürlich geschichtlicher Prozess verläuft. 
Aber man könnte nicht unbeachtet lassen, dass sie in unserem Zeitalter zu einem 
beängstigend gewalttätigen Unternehmen geworden ist, charakterisiert durch Be-
strebungen, die Nationalstaaten dringend aufzulösen, die National kulturen maximal 
zu löschen, wobei an ihrer Stelle der Multikulturalismus eingeführt werden sollte, 
wodurch die Bodenlosigkeit zu rauer Realität wird. Besondere Befürchtung wird da-
von erregt, dass internationale (insbesondere finanzielle) Konzerne zum Durchsetzer 
dieser Prozesse unverkennbar werden, indem sie einen spezifischen „postnationalen 
Konzern imperialismus“ verwirklichen. Die erwähnten Prozesse haben eine weite Wi-
derspiegelung und unterschiedliche Wertungen auch in der intellektuellen Literatur 
gefunden, zuweilen die Züge einer utopischen Weltsicht erhaltend. „Die postnatio-
nale Konstellation“ von J. Habermas ist erkennbar eine bereits zustande gekommene 
Realität, es verbleibt nur darüber nachzudenken, wie man die Idee der „Weltregie-
rung“ am effektivsten durchsetzen könnte (1998, 91–169).

In der Sicht Heideggers sind die hier betrachteten Ideen und Realitäten Ergeb-
nisse des „neuzeitlichen Rationalismus“, der nach den Worten von Silvio Vietta eine 
„Herrschaftspolitik über jene Völker und Kulturen [durchsetzt], die nicht auf Macht-
standard der Rationalismus sind“ (2015, 165). Rahner schaut die globalisierte Welt 
und die „Weltregierung“ mit Besorgnis und zugleich etwas ironisch an:

Und endlich das innerste der Fabrik des neuen Menschen: die politische Werkhalle: 
hier sitzt die Weltregierung, getragen von den herangezüchteten Superintelligenzen, 
hier werden die Arbeiten der verschiedenen Werkhallen koordiniert, die letzten Ziele 
entworfen und festgelegt, auf die sich alle Arbeit am Menschen hinbewegen soll. Diese 
Fabrik des neuen Menschen steht noch nicht. Aber es ist, wie wenn auf verschiedenen 
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Teilen eines großen Areals gleichzeitig gebaut wird und man Eindruck hat, daß diese 
Einzelbauten einmal zu einem einzigen Bau zusammenwachsen werden, eben zur homi-
nisierten Welt, als einer einzigen großen Fabrik, in der der operable Mensch haust, um 
sich selbst zu erfinden. (Rahner, 1966, 50 ff.)

Welche Stelle und Rolle könnten die Kategorien „Gott“ und „Sein“ in einer der-
artigen Phantasmagorie haben?

Man könnte annehmen, dass in einer derartig vorgestellten „Fabrik des neuen 
Menschen“ Kategorien wie „Sein“ und „Gott“ für die meisten Menschen gar nichts be-
deuten, oder vielleicht wäre sie durchgängig aus der menschlichen Praxis ausgeschlos-
sen und ganz unbekannt. Nach ihnen würde keine Frage gestellt, weil sie schlechthin 
fällig geworden wäre. Fällig wäre auch die Antwort geworden. Damit wäre auch ge-
wiss ein bestimmtes in der westlichen rationalistischen Tradition verwurzeltes Ver-
ständnis vom Menschen gestorben. Der Gott wäre tot, und zusammen mit ihm auch 
der Mensch als ein auf das Unbedingte und Absolute tendiertes Wesen.

Rahner ist dazu geneigt, den Schwund der Idee Gottes metaphysisch zu betrach-
ten; seiner Meinung nach, der Mensch würde gleichzeitig damit die Fähigkeit verlieren, 
das Ganze und seinen Grund zu denken, er würde das Geheimnis vergessen. 

Wir können nur sagen: Er würde aufhören, ein Mensch zu sein. Er hätte zurückgekreutzt 
zum findigen Tier. Wir können heute nicht mehr so leicht sagen, dass dort schon Mensch 
ist, wo ein Lebewesen dieser Erde aufrecht geht, Feuer macht und einen Stein zum Faust-
keil bearbeitet. Wir können nur sagen, dass dann ein Mensch ist, wenn dieses Lebewesen 
denkend, worthaft und in Freiheit das Ganze von Welt und Dasein vor sich und in die 
Frage bringt, mag er auch dabei vor dieser einen und totalen Frage ratlos verstummen. 
(Rahner, 1984, 58)

Gewiss, für Rahner ist der Gott nicht tot, dabei wird er unwandelbar mit Chri-
stus identifiziert. Doch lebt auch Rahner in der realen Welt, wo an der Stelle der christ-
lichen Solidarität, der Verantwortlichkeit, des „Wir“ der Individualismus, Egoismus, 
ein „Ich“ als Mitte der Welt, dessen Sinn der Genuss ist, angeboten wird.

Heidegger versucht, den Leser (und Zuhörer) davon zu überzeugen, die heu-
tige „dürftige Zeit“ sei das natürliche Ergebnis eines anhaltenden und universalen 
Prozesses, der als eine allmähliche Subjektivierung des Menschen, der Welt und letzt-
endlich sogar des Gottes abläuft; Alles wird zum Betrachtungsobjekt einer rational 
rechnenden Vernunft — zum Gestell. Nach der Meinung Heideggers ist es wichtig 
einzusehen, dass dieser Prozess als Seinsgeschick verläuft, das in seinem Laufe in der 
heutigen Welt zur „Seinsvergessenheit“ angelangt ist. 

Gegen derartige Interpretation des Seinsgeschicks haben auch die Forscher des 
philosophischen Erbes von Heidegger vorwiegend keine Einwände (hier von den-
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jenigen zu schweigen, denen die Ansichten Heideggers im Prinzip nicht akzeptabel 
sind), indem sie die eventuelle Verwurzelung der „dürftigen Zeit“ und der Weltnacht 
gerade im abendländischen subjektivierenden Rationalismus und in der „Seinsver-
gessenheit“ erblicken. 

Einer derartigen Interpretation des Seinsgeschicks im Ganzen mehr oder we-
niger zustimmend, möchte der Verfasser dieser Schrift dazu mahnen, etliche bestim-
menden Grundworte in der Philosophie Heideggers und Rahners zu vergleichen, in 
der Hoffnung, dass dieser Vergleich noch irgendeine Seite in ihrer Weltsicht aufdek-
ken lassen könnte –, eine Seite, die auch dem heutigen Menschen nicht unwichtig 
wäre. Die Grundworte sind natürlich: Sein und Gott. 

In der frühen Periode seiner philosophischen Tätigkeit behauptet Heidegger: 
„Ich bin ein christlicher Theologe“ (das Zeugnis von K. Löwith) (Gadamer, 1983, 
142). Den Entwicklungsweg des Lebens und der philosophischen Idee Heideggers 
aufs Ganze gesehen, könnte man diese Behauptung zumindest teilweise auf Treu 
und Glauben nehmen. Zugleich könnte man auch der Äußerung von Silvio Vietta 
zustimmen, und zwar, „Sein und Zeit aber … hatte selbst eine radikal antitheo-
logische Wendung des Denkens angenommen, insofern hier alle transzendenten 
Bestimmungen des menschlichen Daseins in dessen Immanenz zurückgenommen 
sind“ (Vietta, 2015, 31). Derartige antitheologische Wende ist natürlich und ver-
ständlich, wenigstens vom Blickpunkt der Grundeinstellung Heideggers betrach-
tet: im schicksalhaften Subjektivierungsprozess der abendländischen Weltsicht ist 
auch die Theologie in die Gefangenschaft der rechnenden Rationalität geraten, 
selbst der Gott ist zum Objekt des rechnenden Bewusstseins gemacht worden. Sol-
che Situation ist für Heidegger nicht akzeptabel. Daher ist sein ziemlich reservier-
tes Verhalten zur offiziellen katholischen Theologie und zu den „kirchlichen Krei-
sen“ verständlich. 

Gleichzeitig könnte man die von J.-P. Sartre geäußerte Meinung über Heidegger 
als Vertreter des atheistischen Existentialismus keinesfalls teilen. Vieles spricht dagegen. 
Rüdiger Safranski schreibt folgendes: „Max Müller erzählt, wie Heidegger auf Wande-
rungen, wenn man zu Kirchen und Kapellen kam, stets Weihwasser nahm und eine 
Kniebeuge machte. Einmal habe er ihn gefragt, ob das nicht eine Inkonsequenz sei, da 
er doch von den Dogmen der Kirche Abstand genommen habe. Darauf habe Heidegger 
geantwortet: ‚Geschichtlich muss man denken. Und wo soviel gebetet worden ist, da ist 
das Göttliche in einer ganz besonderen Weise nahe‘“ (Safranski, 1997, 477). 

Wollen wir abermals der bereits erwähnten Aussage entsinnen: „Nur noch ein 
Gott kann uns retten“. Selbst wenn wir annehmen, die Aussage sei eine bloße Meta-
pher, so verbleibt die Frage danach, was diese Metapher uns ankündigt. Jedenfalls ist 
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klar, dass sie keine Aufforderung bedeutet, zur offiziellen Theologie und zum tradi-
tionellen Gottesverständnis zurückzukehren. 

Meines Erachtens wäre es nicht adäquat, in dieser Schrift abermals zu fragen, ob 
der Gott in der Philosophie Heideggers nicht in das „Sein“ verwandelt wäre. Die Ant-
wort ist allgemein bekannt — nein! Das hat auch Heidegger immer recht kategorisch 
behauptet. „Das ‚Sein‘ — das ist nicht Gott und nicht ein Weltgrund. […] als jedes 
Seiende, sei dies ein Fels, ein Tier, ein Kunstwerk, eine Maschine, sei es ein Engel oder 
Gott“, so der Philosoph (Heidegger, 2004, 331).

Das „Sein“ ist kein Gott. Aber was ist dieses „Sein“? Im ganzen Verlauf der 
Entfaltung der Geschichte der Philosophie  — auch im Rahmen der sogenannten 
Metaphysik — hat niemand diese Frage beantwortet. Auch Heidegger hat sie nicht 
beantwortet. Auch wir werden keine Antwort bieten. Statt dessen wäre es vielleicht 
produktiv, einigen von Heidegger selbst gebotenen Charakteristiken des „Sein“ unse-
re Aufmerksamkeit zu widmen, die — insbesondere wenn wir das „Sein“ bei Heide-
gger mit dem Begriff „Gott“ bei Rahner vergleichen — eine wesentliche Dimension 
im Verständnis der Seinsgeschichte und der „dürftigen Zeit“ eröffnen und zugleich 
auch helfen würde, dasjenige zu verstehen, was als das Seinsgeschick, nach Heideg-
gers Worten, „um den Erdball rast“. Dann müsste man nicht danach fragen, was das 
„Sein“ ist, sondern nach seiner funktionellen Ausrichtung.

In seinem Werk „Sein und Zeit“ versucht Heidegger, eine Antwort auf die Frage 
zu finden, was das Sein des menschlichen Daseins ist. Die allumfassende und brillant 
durchgeführte Analyse von Dasein als Existenz vermag dennoch keine Antwort auf die 
folgende Frage zu bieten: „was heißt überhaupt Sein“. Nach der Meinung des Philosophen 
muss eine Antwort auf diese Frage gesucht werden, jedoch, und das ist viel wichtiger, ist 
es notwendig, ein neues adäquates Verhältnis zum „Sein“ zu finden. Es ist eine Wende 
unter dem Menschen und dem „Sein“ notwendig. „Und die Wende in dieses Verhältnis 
denkend vorzubereiten (nicht das Verhältnis zu verkünden im Sinne eines Propheten), 
das ist der unausgesprochene Sinn meines ganzen Denkens“, sagt Heidegger (2005, 429).

Diese Wende („Kehre“) geht als eine ausführliche Botschaft über Geschichte 
der abendländischen Zivilisation als Seinsgeschichte und Seinsgeschick in Erfül-
lung. Vom Analytiker des „Daseins“ und des menschlichen „Seins“ ist Heidegger 
zum Seins-Übersetzer und Boten geworden. Bei diesem Unternehmen benötigt er 
ja Medien, zu welchen namhafte Künstler und Dichter wie V. van Gogh, R. M. Rilke, 
S. George, G. Trakl, im Besonderen F. Hölderlin, werden. Der Philosoph fordert dazu 
auf, die Botschaft des Daseins zuzuhören. Auch das bietet keine Klarheit darüber, was 
das „überhaupt Sein“ bedeuten sollte. Wird jemand beim Fragen allzu aufdringlich, so 
erwidert Heidegger: „Das Sein ist es selbst!“ (2005, 429). 
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Jedoch erfahren wir vom Philosophen, dass das Seinsgeschick — zugleich das 
Schicksal eines abendländischen Menschen — durch Bodenlosigkeit, Planetarismus, 
Seinsvergessen, Seinsverlassenheit, Entwurzelung und vielen sonstigen gar nicht po-
sitiv zu schätzenden Zügen charakterisiert wird.

Man könnte Heidegger leichterhand das Mythologisieren von „Sein“ zuschrei-
ben, es scheint aber, dass dies nicht adäquat wäre — zumindest daher, dass die Bot-
schaften des Philosophen die Vorgänge in der heutigen Welt in vielen Fällen ziemlich 
treffend charakterisieren; vieles in dem von Heidegger gesagten ist eine schmerzli-
che, dennoch unleugbare Wirklichkeit: Bodenlosigkeit, Entfremdung usw. Wichtiger 
als eventuelle Elemente des Mythologisierens bzw. Anthropologisierens sind die ge-
spannten Versuche Heideggers, nach dem Seinsgeschick, dem auch wir zur Verfü-
gung stehen, zu fragen. Es ist wichtig, die Frage selbst aufrecht zu halten, anstatt sich 
nichtfragender sinnloser Existenz zu fügen.

„Sein“ ist ein Geheimnis für Heidegger. Es ist ein Geheimnis auch für Rahner. 
Rahner mahnt ebenfalls zu hören. Zwar nicht die Botschaft des „Seins“, sondern die-
jenige des göttlichen Geheimnisses. Nicht umsonst lautet der Titel eines der Haupt-
werke Rahners „Hörer des Wortes“. In diesem Kontext wäre wohl ein winziger Un-
terschied zu bemerken: Rahner mahnt, die Selbstbotschaft, die Offenbarung des un-
sagbaren Geheimnisses, das von den Aposteln und Kirchenvätern Gesagte zu hören, 
Heidegger dagegen macht die Poeten zu eigenartigen Aposteln des „Seins“. 

Jede ausdrückliche Gotteserkenntnis in Religion und Metaphysik ist so in dem, 
was sie meint, darum auch immer nur verständlich und echt vollziehbar, wenn alle 
Worte, die wir dabei machen, Verweise auf die unthematische Erfahrung unserer Ver-
wiesenheit in das unsagbare Geheimnis hinein sind. Und wie das Wesen des tran-
szendierenden Geistes in seiner gegenständlich welthaften Verfasstheit neben dieser 
Gegenständlichkeit immer die Möglichkeit bietet — und zwar theoretisch und prak-
tisch  —, eben dieser eigenen, sich selbst in Freiheit überantworteten Subjektivität 
zu entlaufen, so kann der Mensch auch seine transcendentale Verwiesenheit auf das 
absolute Geheimnis — „Gott“ genannt — sich selbst verbergen und so seine eigent-
lichste Wahrheit niederhalten, wie die Schrift sagt (vgl. Röm. 1, 18), schreibt Rahner 
(1984, 63).

Das „Sein“ bei Heidegger ist nicht in rationalistischen Formeln zu fassen, es ist 
ein Geheimnis, das sich zuweilen als Wahrheit des Daseins ereignet; das Gleiche mag 
auch für das Gottesverständnis bei Rahner gelten. Der Gott ist lebendiges Geheimnis, 
das sich uns zuzeiten offenbart, zuzeiten aber verborgen bleibt, und gerade in ihm 
verbirgt auch Wahrheit des Seins. Ebenso wie im Verständnis Heideggers: „empfängt 
das daseinsmäßige Freisein sein eigenes Wesen aus dem ereignenden Zuwurf der 
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Wahrheit des Seins, so, daß das Freisein selbst ein aus dem Zuwurf ereignetes ist, ein 
ereignetes Entwerfen der Wahrheit des Seins und ereignetes Offenbarwerdenlassen 
des Seienden“ (Herrmann, 2002, 108), auch im Verständnis Rahners: der Mensch fin-
det die Freiheit, indem er sich dem göttlichen Geheimnis freisetzt. 

Und noch ein Zitat von Rahner: 

Der Begriff „Gott“ ist nicht ein Ergreifen Gottes, durch das der Mensch sich des Ge-
heimnisses bemächtigt, sondern ein Sich-ergreifen-lassen von einem anwesenden und 
sich immer entziehenden Geheimnis. Dieses Geheimnis bleibt Geheimnis, auch wenn es 
sich dem Menschen eröffnet und so gerade allererst den Menschen als Subjekt dauernd 
begründet. (Rahner, 1984, 63)

In diesem Zitat ließe sich wohl das Wort „Gott“ durch das Wort „Sein“ austau-
schen und es weiter als eine Botschaft Heideggers anbieten.

Mit dem Gesagten möchte ich keinesfalls den Begriff „Sein“ bei Heidegger mit 
dem Begriff „Gott“ bei Rahner identifizieren. In dieser Schrift gäbe es wohl auch kei-
nen Grund dazu, die inhaltlichen Unterschiede der beiden Termini eigens zu erör-
tern. Daher möchte ich die Aufmerksamkeit darauf lenken, was diese Termini über-
haupt vergleichbar macht. 

Wie bereits erwähnt, der Begriff „Gott“ bei Rahner ist in seinem Wesen von 
jeglicher Gegenständlichkeit befreit, er ist ein Geheimnis, das den Menschen zur Exi-
stenz schickt. Der Gott ist nicht derart zu erkunden, wie wir die Gegenstände erken-
nen, vom Gott kann bestenfalls nur in Analogien die Rede sein. Dabei beschränkt 
uns auch in solchem Gespräch die historische Bedingtheit der Sprache. „Denn den 
Gott gibt es wirklich nicht, der als ein einzelnes Seiendes neben anderem Seiendem 
sich auswirkt und waltet und so gewissermaßen selber noch einmal in dem größe-
ren Haus der Gesamtwirklichkeit anwesend wäre“, schreibt Rahner (1984, 72). Aber 
am wichtigsten — im Verständnis des Gottes, der Verhältnisse zwischen Gott und 
Mensch — ist die Dimension der Geschichtlichkeit zum Vorschein gekommen, dabei 
hat sie auch die Transzendenz wesentlich getroffen. „Wir gehen also davon aus, daß 
die Transzendenz selbst eine Geschichte hat und die Geschichte immer selber das 
Ereignis dieser Transzendenz ist“, betont Rahner (1984, 145). Man könnte vermuten, 
gerade die „Geschichtlichkeit“ in ihren allerartigen Begriffs- und Gebrauchsformen 
sei dasjenige Element, das ungeachtet aller Unterschiede die Interpretation von „Sein“ 
bei Heidegger und von „Gott“ bei Rahner verbindet. In dem einen wie dem anderen 
Fall geschieht das Ereignis der lebendigen Wahrheit.

Aber welchen Zusammenhang hat alles bisher Gesagte mit unserer „dürfti-
gen Zeit“? Wie von mir bereits erwähnt, es sollte nicht auf eine einzelne Sphäre der 



HORIZON 10 (1) 2021 121

menschlichen Existenz oder auf ein Ereignis reduziert werden. Es geschieht das „Sein“, 
es geschieht der Gott. Die Rede ist von einem globalen, allumfassenden Prozess, in 
dessen Verlauf beliebiger existentieller Sinn verlorengegangen ist, den man nicht ein-
fach durch das Haben, das Jagen nach immer neuen Eindrücken und Gefühlen oder 
nach dem Genuss aufwiegen kann. Bei einem bedeutenden Teil der Gesellschaft ist 
die Sinnlosigkeit zu einem bedrückenden, sogar tödlichen Problem geworden. Dasje-
nige, was unsere „dürftige Zeit“ verursacht, ist bedrückende Sinnlosigkeit, die sowohl in 
gewalttätiger Globalisierung, rechnerischer Rationalität, dem Militarismus, sinnent-
fernter Wissenschaft als auch in aggressivem Gebrauch von den Ressourcen der Welt 
präsent ist. 

Gerade wegen dieser Sinnlosigkeit sind viele dazu bereit, abermals nach dem 
Geheimnis, dem Umgreifenden, Gott oder „Sein“ zu fragen. Vielleicht könnte man 
die Rede über „Sein“ und „Gott“ auch als Gegenspiel gegen das, was die Seinsverges-
senheit und Gottlosigkeit hervorruft, interpretieren. „Sein“ bei Heidegger und „Gott“ 
bei Rahner heben funktionell ein existentiell sammelndes Zentrum hervor, worum 
sich die Lebensverläufe verbinden könnten, was aber im modernen Zeitalter ent-
schwindet oder in Vergessenheit gerät. Man könnte vermuten, hier kündigt sich der 
„Zeitgeist“ (eine alte, aber in diesem Fall adäquate Kategorie) an, was sich ähnlich und 
auch unterschiedlich in den Anschauungen Heideggers und Rahners äußert, indem 
es seine Verfolger in der heutigen Welt findet. Und noch — dasjenige, was jetzt zer-
splittert, zerstreut und alles extrementfremdet, beraubt die Welt, die Erkenntnis und 
die menschliche Existenz des Sinnes und eines Zusammenhangs. Im Gegensatz dazu, 
der „Gott“ oder das „Sein“ sammelt, trägt alles zusammen und verleiht den Sinn. Viel-
leicht sucht der moderne Mensch am meisten gerade danach? Mag ein solcher Sinn 
kommen?

Das ist die Frage für uns — die Heutigen, die Wartenden und doch auch die 
Tätigen.
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Датский философ и теолог Кнюд Эйлер Лёгструп (1905–1981) был профессором этики и фи-
лософии в Орхусском университете. За свою жизнь он опубликовал множество книг по фе-
номенологии. В контексте настоящей статьи мы должны упомянуть «Норму и спонтанность», 
«Искусство и этику» и особенно «Этическое требование» и «Опровергая Кьеркегора». Целью 
настоящей статьи является анализ ключевых понятий его онтологической этики: этического 
императива (радикального, негласного, одностороннего и невыполнимого) и форм самовыра-
жения жизни (доверия, милосердия, любви, прощения, открытой речи и др.). И если первый 
связан с требованием от личности действовать вне собственных интересов, последние отно-
сятся к спонтанности и открытости в отношении другого. Для того чтобы раскрыть эти поня-
тия, прочтение Лёгструпа в  статье сопоставляется с  этической позицией Серена Кьеркегора 
(1813–1855), поскольку концепция самостоятельных проявлений жизни была предложена чи-
тателю в книге «Опровергая Кьеркегора». Лёгструп критикует Кьеркегора за то, что тот не уде-
ляет внимания явлениям реальной жизни и сосредотачивается лишь на религиозной самореф-
лексии абстрактного субъекта. Статья содержит введение, две основных части и заключение. 
Во введении задано основание для дальнейшего исследования и восстановлен исторический 
контекст: очерчено влияние ведущих феноменологов ХХ века (особое место отведено Хансу 
Липпсу, Мартину Хайдеггеру, Фридриху Гогартену). Первая часть посвящена экспликации эти-
ческого императива, вторая — формам самовыражения жизни и человеческой взаимозависи-
мости. В заключении подведены итоги исследования и обоснована применимость феноменоло-
гического подхода Лёгструпа в уходе за пациентами и в психиатрии.
Ключевые слова: Кнуд Эйлер Лёгструп, Сёрен Кьеркегор, этическое требование, формы само-
выражения жизни, спонтанность, взаимозависимость.
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Although Løgstrup’s work covers a range of topics and issues, at 
the centre of his thinking lies a series of fundamental questions 
in ethics: what ethical obligations do we have for others? How 
extensive are those obligations? What is the basis for those obli-
gations? How do those obligations relate to other requirements, 
such as those of prudence, law, and social conventions? And 
should we see our relation to others as involving obligations at 
all, or is this just a poor substitute for the relation of love?

ROBERT STERN 
The Radical Demand in Løgstrup’s Ethics

1. INTRODUCTION

Phenomenology already from the beginning has aimed at trying to be as truth-
ful to the field of research (things themselves) as possible and to avoid any ontolog-
ical and methodological presuppositions that would not let the researched object to 
reveal itself as it is. It has led to a continuous critical rethinking and redefinition 
of phenomenology and its goals that has considerably reshaped it that has ensured 
that phenomenology is one of the most enduring and fruitful philosophical move-
ments that exist today. Phenomenology is constantly at its margins pushing itself to 
and testing its limits. This radicalism inherent in phenomenology in its attempts to 
come to its margins shows itself not only in going beyond the already drawn limits 
of phenomenology by redefining them critically engaging with itself and other tra-
ditions in philosophy and sciences, but also in one of the most dominant trends in 
the contemporary phenomenology, namely, in its interest in phenomena that exceed 
intentional experience and the horizon of meaning. Since the focus of the current 
article is ethics of Danish phenomenologist K. E. Løgstrup, a special attention will be 
paid to certain aspects of ontological ethics, that is, to the concepts of “the highest 
good” and “the ethical demand”. One basic trait of the phenomenological approach 
is that it always takes its point of departure in lived experience and what is given in 
it. Phenomenology refrains from metaphysical explanations or awaits the discussion 
of the metaphysical issues until the world of experience has been elucidated. Neither 
does it dwell upon theoretical systems of ideas and their validity. Instead, the interest 
of phenomenology is directed towards the investigation of lived experience and its 
content. The phenomenologist is accordingly not concerned with worldviews but with 
the lived and experienced world, not with religious belief-systems but with religious 
experiences, not with ethical systems but with ethical experiences, etc. Consequently, 
the objective of the method used is not to prove but to show. The person who gave 
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the ethical demand a lasting place in the study of ethics was the Danish theologian 
and philosopher Knud Ejler Løgstrup, who placed the ethical demand at the center of 
ethics in his seminal monograph The Ethical Demand (Løgstrup, 1997). His point of 
departure is the reciprocal dependency of human beings in the world. Correspond-
ing to these circumstances are certain sovereign and spontaneous life-expressions 
like confidence, sincerity and mercy, together with their negative modifications dis-
trust, hypocrisy and mercilessness. For Løgstrup, it is an ontological determination 
of human beings that they originally and normally have confidence in other human 
beings. In relying upon another person, human beings are at the mercy of the other. 
It is, therefore, necessary to develop openness for the other person and to always be 
prepared to reconsider one’s own understanding of life. In practice, however, human 
selfishness puts obstacles in the way. 

Løgstrup (1905–1981) has exhibited a significant influence upon the thought in 
his native Denmark1, and in Scandinavia, more generally, though his international 
recognition among English speaking readers has come about only within last couple 
decades due to the translations of his works (selected chapters mostly) and emerging 
secondary literature.2 Though, in contrary to that, German translations of his major 
works appeared during Løgstrup’s life time done by his wife Rosemarie Løgstrup 
(1914–2005) whom he met while attending Heidegger’s lectures in Freiburg. This 
situation can be summarized in the quite ironic description “Løgstrup as world-fa-
mous in Denmark” that stresses the gap between perception of him within and out-
side (or the lack of perception thereof) Denmark. It is to say, that though Løgstrup 
was virtually unknown elsewhere he was the one that brought phenomenology to 
Denmark. Formally educated as a theologian in Copenhagen, he also read widely 
in philosophy, and used the opportunity to travel before the Second World War to 

1 The most significant K. E. Løgstrup’s publications in Danish regarding the current research are: 
“Kunst og etik” (Løgstrup, 1961); “Norm og spontanitet” (Løgstrup, 1972); “Vidde og prægnans. 
Sprogfilosofiske. Metafysik I” (Løgstrup, 1976); “Skabelse og tilintetgørelse. Religionsfilosofiske 
betragtninger. Metafysik IV” (Løgstrup, 1978); “Kunst og erkendelse: kunstfilosofiske betragtninger. 
Metafysik II” (Løgstrup, 1983); “Ophav og omgivelse : betragtninger over historie og natur. 
Metafysik III” (Løgstrup, 1998); “Den etiske fordring” (Løgstrup, 2010); “Opgør med Kierkegaard” 
(Løgstrup, 2013).

2 Enslish translations of Løgstrup’s works: Ethical Demand (Løgstrup, 1997); Beyond Ethical 
Demand (Løgstrup, 2007); Metaphysics (vol.1, vol.2)  (Løgstrup, 1995); Ethical Concepts and 
Problems (Løgstrup, 2020a); Kierkegaard’s and Heidegger’s Analysis of Existence and its Relation to 
Proclamation (Løgstrup, 2020b). Besides that, there are books in English devoted to the author: 
The Radical Demand in Løgstrup’s Ethics (Stern, 2019); What is Ethically Demanded? K. E. Løgstrup’s 
Philosophy of Moral Life (Fink & Stern, 2017); Concern for the Other (Andersen & Van Kooten 
Niekerk, 2007). 
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study with Martin Heidegger, Henri Bergson, Hans Lipps, Friedrisch Gogarten and 
other philosophers. Of these, Heidegger, Lipps, and Gogarten had the most influ-
ence, and drew him further into the post-Husserlian tradition of phenomenology, 
more specifically, into the phenomenological studies of everyday phenomena (Stern, 
2019). In 1942 he defended his doctoral thesis entitled The Epistemological Conflict 
Between Transcendental Idealism and Theology. After a few years serving as a pastor 
in the Danish state church, he became professor of ethics and philosophy of religion 
in the theology faculty at the University of Aarhus in 1943, where he spent the rest 
of his academic career. He published his first major work The Ethical Demand in 
1956, followed by books and articles in ethics, theology, metaphysics and philoso-
phy of art. Still, even today most of the works apart from The Ethical Demand are 
translated only fragmentary, but apparently the interest of the world philosophers’ 
community is rising. Partly it is due to that fact that the Løgstrup’s approach is used 
in the practical medicine, in treating psychiatric patients, for example. “Ethical rea-
soning involves professional decision-making and attentive listening to the patient’s 
need to express themselves. However, patients are often unable to express what is 
needed, it is the responsibility of the physiotherapist to sense, hear, clarify and in-
terpret what is called for. There is a foundational vulnerability for the patient and 
therapist in the therapeutic situation, where physical touch is embedded in sensu-
ous intertwining. Such situations offer significant opportunities for a practice tuned 
into what is at stake for the patient” (Sviland et al., 2020, 7). The above mentioned 
authors stress that Løgstrup’s significance lies in four main areas: (1) attentiveness to 
tuned sensation of the patent’s situation and the therapeutic context; (2) suspension 
of judgement or readiness to perceive meaning during patients’ utterances; (3) these 
new embodied experiences during physiotherapy leads to self-cognition and new 
existential meaning; (4)  ethical claims during complex therapy. All these factors 
account for the actuality of Løgstrup’s phenomenological ethics, each of them is 
worth of further pursuit, but this lies outside the scope of the present investigation. 
Rather, our intention is to concentrate upon the relation between the concepts of 
ethical demand and sovereign expressions of life by juxta positioning Løgstrup’s 
and Kierkegaard’s views. It is of no surprise since Kierkegaard plays a special role 
in articulating Løgstrup’s position; the concept of sovereign expressions of life for 
the first time was presented in his book Controverting Kierkegaard, parts of which 
have been translated in English and included in Løgstrup’s text collection Beyond 
the Ethical Demand (Løgstrup, 2007). Thus, the current article proceeds in the fol-
lowing way: the ethical imperative—spontaneity of the sovereign expressions of life 
and intersubjectivity.
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2. ETHICAL IMPERATIVE

When thinking of Løgstrup’s ethical demand, especially its radical or imperative 
character, it seems logical to ask a question about Kant’s ethics influence on the au-
thor. However, we have to say that this connection is rather indirect, namely, Løgstrup 
represents the post-Kantian approach to ethics, centered around the so-called “ordi-
nances” or, in other words, everyday phenomena and human interactions. Løgstrup 
criticizes Kant’s epistemological logics as early as in 1942 in his doctoral dissertation, 
but the summarized view can be found in his article The Anthropology of Kant’s Eth-
ics (Løgstrup, 2017), a predecessor of this opus magnum The Ethical Demand. In his 
view, the determining factor in ethics is the one of the human relations, while Kant 
reflects on the insulated (isolated) individual regardless his social interactions and 
real life situations. He writes: “Kant has nothing else and nothing more to say about 
human nature. He neglects the ethically decisive fact that human life is a life in cer-
tain ordinances” (Løgstrup, 2017). Løgstrup’s imperative, in contrary, emphasizes the 
categorical ethical demand made upon us by the spontaneous meeting with the other 
person. Løgstrup’s analysis of the ethical demand provides four characteristics that 
needs more detailed exploration, namely, the ethical demand is silent, one-sided, rad-
ical, and unfulfillable. Let us dwell on each of these points in brief.

The silence of demand. Although at a first glance it seems that the silent de-
mand might mean the tacit obedience of the majority, Løgstrup’s interpretation is 
much more complicated and far from the obvious. That the demand is unspoken, 
first of all, signifies that it cannot be captured in any fixed form in language or cul-
ture. Any cultural understanding of the ethical demand and any verbal attempt to 
formulate it in a concrete action-guiding norm are bound to fail. Any formulation of 
a cultural moral norm or set of cultural moral norms will always have to answer to 
and are conditioned by a pre-cultural ethical standard, namely the unspoken ethical 
demand. It is an eparchy of each particular individual to interpret this command-
ment. And the essence of this demand lies precisely in that it tells what a person’s 
reaction should be, not what a person should do. “It is of the essence of the demand 
that with such insight, imagination, and understanding as he or she possesses a per-
son must figure out for him or herself that the demand requires.” (Løgstrup, 1997) 
Moreover, the demand is always other-focused—“…everything which an individual 
has opportunity to do and say in his relation to the other person is to be done and 
said not for his or her own sake but for the sake of him or her whose life is in his 
hand” (Løgstrup, 1997, 44). This entails that ethical responsibility is determined by 
the very fact of the presence of the other, but, at the same time our freedom consists 
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of the fact that we can choose to act or not act according to the demand. Thus, the 
source of this demand is the very fact of the existence of other, rather than the com-
mands of God, or abstract principles governing practical reason, or social norms, or 
considerations of rights and justice. But what about demand’s practical implications? 
Here we can speak about care ethics. Care ethics’ is a very important approach in 
medical ethics and nursing, focusing on the needs of individual patients in their 
particular situation. 

The one-sidedness of the ethical demand implies a certain understanding of life 
as given to us as a gift, whether this implies a giver or not, whether this valuation and 
high praise of life is accurate or not. He writes: 

The demand receives its one-sidedness from the understanding that a person’s life is an 
ongoing gift, so that we will never be in a position to demand something in return for 
what we do. That life has been given to us is something that cannot be demonstrated 
empirically; it can only be accepted in faith—or else denied. (Løgstrup, 1997, 123)

In other words, the one-sidedness means that that there could not be any bar-
gaining, discussions, negotiations; the ethical responsibility is grounded in the indi-
vidual’s ability to be responsible. Besides that, the one-sidedness of demand implies 
that human beings are not in a position to control their existence. Hans Fink summa-
rizes this in the following way: “The ethical demand has its source in the fact of our 
mutual dependency, but ethically speaking the demand isolates you; the responsibility 
is yours. Our lives cannot help being, to some extent, symbiotic; the ethical demand 
forces our individuality upon us” (Fink, 2007, 18). 

The ethical demand is radical in that it is unconditional, or absolute, not con-
ditioned by our prior relations to others, it is principally neutral starting position 
or, more precisely, phenomenological epoché. The radical character of the demand is 
visible also in its one-sidedness, mentioned above in the article. “The radicality of the 
demand consists, further, in the fact that it asks me to take care of the other person’s 
life not only when to do so strengthens me but also when it is very unpleasant, because 
it intrudes disturbingly into my own existence” (Løgstrup, 1997, 44). The radicality 
also is proved by the fact that other persons have no right to impose it upon us or any 
other living being, it is rather to place their destiny in our hands knowingly or not 
knowingly. At the same time Løgstrup concludes, that the demand gives no instruc-
tions how it has to be followed, the choice of the course of actions towards the other 
in being placed in the hands of the doer alone. 

What is demanded of us cannot be fulfilled—exactly because it is demanded of 
us. Writing about this aspect of the ethical demand, Løgstrup was fully aware of pos-
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sible difficulties that can arise in its interpretation: is there any sense of the demand if 
it is unfulfillable by definition? Do not these conditions annul the demand? He writes:

On the one hand, it is impossible to escape the demand, inasmuch as we cannot dismiss 
the fact out of which the demand arises, namely, that one person has been delivered over 
into the hands of another person. On the other hand, we distort the demand through 
that unnaturalness in which alone we are able—only apparently—to fulfill it. The de-
mand is impossible of fulfillment. (Løgstrup, 1997, 165)

How, then, we as human beings can act within limits of these constraints? In 
this sense Løgstrup’s ontological ethics can be viewed as an analysis concerned not 
with what we should do in the world, but rather with what can happen to us in our 
interdependent life. In other words, a person cannot will himself to do good for other, 
applying one or another normative stance, he should act not knowing if his actions are 
ethically right or wrong. The concern is foremost for the other, not for oneself. 

A one-sided and unfulfillable demand, if it is to be accepted, must be true—and in fact 
insists that it is true. It not only says what a person ought to do; is also says who a human 
being is. (Løgstrup, 1997, 170)

Kierkegaard understands human existence as basically defined by the infinite 
demand, though different form the one described by Løgstrup. According to Løg-
strup, Kierkegaard construes the infinite demand on the basis of the absolute dif-
ference between God and humanity. Therefore, Kierkegaard’s demand seems to be 
the one the solely religious nature. Kierkegaard’s ethical consciousness presupposes, 
first, the reflective overcoming of the initial aesthetic immediacy, and, second, the 
act of individual’s choice of himself via the act of resignation. In contrast to these 
premises, Logstrup defines it as ethical demand and objects to Kierkegaard’s opposi-
tion of religious to immediacy. Kierkegaard never formulated his ethical imperative 
(it would be hardly possible in a view of his elusive authorship, striving to be “with-
out authority”), thus this construct “ethical imperative” comes by proxy, namely, on 
the basis of his ethical position as a whole. The starting point could be two negative 
propositions regarding Kierkegaard’s ethics: (1) there is no ethics in Kierkegaard in 
the sense of the western rationalistic tradition; (2) the teleological suspension of the 
ethical in the “Fear and trembling” could be interpreted as the direct refutation of the 
Kantian ethics. Whereas, the positive proposition centers around what I call the “Ki-
erkegaard’s categorical imperative,” and that is “to become oneself, to become sub-
jective.” Tracing the ethical themes in Kierkegaard could be as easy, as it is difficult 
since he writes about it a great deal, discerning rather different aspects of the ethical. 
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Thus, in the second part of the Either/Or (Kierkegaard, 1987b) two significant ethical 
themes are the following: first, relation between immediacy and reflection (immedi-
acy of the aesthetic stage characterized by inability to reflect upon the personal situa-
tion—to flow with the current where does it takes), whereas the ethical stage signifies 
advance of the reflective activity, marked by the personal responsibility; second, the 
theme of choice; it seems that he develops it on rather rationalistic basis in contrary 
to the interpretation of choice as an act of passion, related to the notion of leap. Now 
the quote form Either/Or: “The first form of the choice takes is a complete isolation. 
For in choosing myself I severe myself from my relationship from the whole world 
until, in this separation, I end in an abstract identity. When the individual has cho-
sen himself in respect of his freedom, he is by that very fact active. Yet his action has 
no relation to the surrounding world, for the individual has completely done away 
with the latter and is only for himself. The life-view here presented is, however, an 
ethical view” (Kierkegaard, 1987b, 534). As some of Kierkegaard’s commentators, 
for example, Ronald Green (1992) admit, position taken by the Judge William is in 
a sense embodiment of some aspects of Kant’s practical philosophy. But, still, in no 
way this can be called an attempt to write something like metaphysics of morals. In 
the Philosophical Fragments (Kierkegaard, 1985) the matter of the ethical is viewed 
through the lens of the absolute paradox. The paradox here signifies several things 
vital for a man in his process of individuation—first of all, the paradox signifies 
the paradoxical existence, namely, that choosing the ethical (the universal), a man, 
nevertheless, has to live it in the particular that, in itself, could be the endless source 
of despair. Moreover, the other use of the paradox is the one that makes it possible 
to doubt the validity of the ethical for Kierkegaard. It is to speak about the religious 
paradox, the overcoming the ethical and surrendering to the unknown, unspeakable 
(hence, the theme of silence), the Absolutely other. This seems to lead to conclusion 
that that there is only one, the religious ethics, or even some kind of inexplicit reli-
gious thinking (though it may be doubted on the good ground). In the Concluding 
Unscientific Postscript (Kierkegaard, 1992) the theme of the ethical receives a fair 
treatment in the discussion the ethical stage of existence, as the first stage of reflec-
tion or moving away from the immediacy of senses. This involves the concept of the 
ethical as interesse as being in between, between the universal and particular, eternal 
and temporal, aesthetic and religious, as a movement away from the empirical sen-
sual data. If this sounds in a sense Kantian, then in sharp contrast to that stands the 
metaphor of leap, as the act of the personal passionate existential choice. In Fear and 
Trembling the whole story of the Abraham, Isak and their trip to the Mount Moriah 
seems to be the teleological suspension of the ethical in the view of the religious de-
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mand. It is in the sharp contrast to the claim of the universality of morals as it is a de-
mand of absolute surrender. But still, according, to Kierkegaard, even this is a realm 
of the individual choice to leap or not to leap into the unknown. In the view of this, 
we can conclude that Kierkegaard’s ethical demand (imperative) revolves around the 
individual’s choice to choose oneself, to become subjective. Kierkegaard understands 
that “one has to do his duty” but not for the duty sake, but in order to interpret him-
self into an existence in concreto. In order to live in the ethical sphere of existence, 
the individual must to appropriate the ethical “universal” in his own existence and 
thereby bring about the transformation of the self in actuality. This is the so-called 
intensification of the subjectivity. One’s ethical possibility is not subject to doubt: it 
must be chosen or not chosen. This, in turn, entails the person’s responsibility for 
his choice. The demand to become subjective is a counterpart of the saying that the 
truth is subjectivity, it does not mean that all truth is subjective or that the true thing 
is only the one man knows to be subjective. Rather it is a more radical notion, that 
in the intensification of the subjectivity in an authentic ethical existence, he believes 
that truth is being revealed in temporality, and it acts as a corrective to the empirical 
situation of the man in the world. Still, in Løgstrup’s view, Kierkegaard through his 
ethical demand performs extraction of the individual out of societal relations, this 
can be defined as self-obsessive, self-centered existence. “Kierkegaard is mistaken in 
thinking that only through religious reflection can the human person accomplish 
the task of becoming a self, as though we were not equipped with the sovereign ex-
pressions of life that accomplish it for us” (Løgstrup, 2007, 54).

3. SOVEREIGNTY, SPONTANEITY AND INTERSUBJECTIVITY

Although Kierkegaardian themes and ideas permeate Løgstrup’s works, his re-
lation to Kierkegaard was fraught and often polemical. Rather, Løgstrup develops his 
theory of the sovereign expressions of life expressly in contrast with certain dimen-
sions of Kierkegaard’s thought. He begins to elucidate his theory of the sovereign ex-
pressions of life in terms of a contrast with Kierkegaard’s understanding of the indi-
vidual’s self-cognition through the sovereign expression of life. As it was noted earlier, 
presence of the other person has an effect on us, because our attention is drawn away 
from our own imagery and fabrications towards the other person (this is implied in 
the one-sidedness and radicality of the ethical demand). “The sovereign expression 
of life draws its content from the specific situation and the relation to the other, of 
their actual circumstances and history” (Løgstrup, 2007, 52). Løgstrup states that in 
the sovereign expression of life man is immediate and free, since he open speech his 
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self-obsessive status and reflects for the good of the other person, rather than for 
the good of one’s own ego. At the same time, the sovereign character of these mani-
festations precisely lies in recognition, that they cannot be applied from outside. He 
concludes: 

The expression of life cannot be applied, but can only be realized, as I realize myself in 
it. This is due to its sovereign character. It does not rigidify the situation but frees it up, 
transforms it, which is why the individual must involve himself in it throughout. (Løg-
strup, 2007, 53)

The fact that they are ontological means that they are rooted in interdepend-
ence, i.e. that they are rooted in the other person. The other person is the immediate 
origin of the sovereign expressions of life. This is exactly what sovereignty means. The 
sovereignty of the sovereign expressions of life lies in their power to penetrate man’s 
self-confinement. Speaking of Kierkegaard, Løgstrup claims that the Dane has nev-
er payed attention to the phenomenon of sovereignty, since his interest lies with the 
atomic individual. He writes: “Kierkegaard never speared the sovereign expressions 
of life so much as a thought. And this is no accident. He is forced to leave them out 
of account in order to preserve the role of self-reflection” (Løgstrup, 2007). In our 
opinion, it is not exactly so, since Kierkegaard in his existence-communication per-
forms a double movement—the first stage is the self-reflection, whereas the second 
one—turning towards the other. Still, we have to keep in mind that some exaggeration 
of Kierkegaard’s position is necessary for Løgstrup to articulate his own position. To 
do that he goes from the opposite—phenomena characterized as “obsessive” or “en-
circling” (this is how he understands to be the Kierkegaardian individual), contrasting 
them with the sovereign expressions: distrust (instead of trust), hate (instead of love), 
reserve (instead of openness), despair (instead of hope). The most important sover-
eign expression of life for Løgstrup is trust. He first introduces the notion of trust in 
his work on ethical demand, saying that to “is to lay oneself open” (Løgstrup, 1997, 9). 
It is, in other words, to surrender oneself to the other, to let oneself be exposed and 
vulnerable to that other. This means that trust is not caused or constituted by the in-
dividual, but rather it is an influence or impression caused by the fellow men in which 
he is temporarily relieved of his reservations, self-centeredness and self-reflection, 
thus enabling him to be immediately captured by the fellow men instead of being 
captured by the own ego. Here the crucial role is played by passivity. This is to say, 
that the cause of trust is to be found in other being. Thus, the concern for the other 
is the individual’s status of being concerned by others. He writes: “We would simply 
not be able to live; our life would be impaired and wither away if we were in advance 
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to distrust one another, if we were to suspect the other of thievery and falsehood 
from the very outset” (Løgstrup, 1997, 8–9). The further elaboration of the theme 
of the sovereign expressions of life can be found in Løgstrup’s later works, mainly in 
the Controverting Kierkegaard, Norm and Spontaneity, System and Symbol. If the eth-
ical demand belongs within the sphere of morality, then sovereign expressions of life 
are pre-reflexive and spontaneous in the sense that they are our intuitive reactions, 
unless we choose some other model of behavior, as well as they are pre-moral in the 
sense that they are pre-judgmental, motivated by a spontaneous preoccupation with 
the needs of the other without reflecting on oneself as a moral person. Kierkegaard 
writes: “The sovereign expressions of life, being spontaneous, are pre-moral. Our at-
titude of mind is inseparable from what we seek to bring about through our agency 
since the motivational state consists in purposing the result of our agency” (Løgstrup, 
2007, 77). Apart from trust there are other manifestations of sovereignty, such as love, 
openness of speech, mercy, sincerity, hope, frankness, sympathy, compassion, fideli-
ty and forgiveness (still trust being the most important one). It has to be noted that 
these expressions are related to emotions or attitudes aroused in us by the presence 
of others, and on others—by presence of us. In other words, this is encounter with 
other persons as living beings with a fundamental openness and dependency on them 
that accounts for meaningfulness of our world, as well as our existence accounts for 
meaning of the world of others. “The sovereign expression of life preempts us; we are 
seized by it. Therein lies its spontaneity” (Løgstrup, 2007, 84). Let us take a deeper 
look into two examples—mercy as sovereign expression and conversation as exposi-
tion of sovereignty. 

To explain phenomenon of mercy Løgstrup contrasts it with the one of duty. 
According to him, duty is a motive that demands to be realized, internalized and acted 
upon it. Mercy, on the other hand, is grounded in real life phenomena (neglected by 
Kierkegaard, in Løgstrup’s view), where the intended outcome of the act constitutes its 
motivation. “Duty is not a phenomenon that can subsist on its own, it is merely a mo-
tive which demands to be realized in some action which the agent remains reluctant 
to perform until the motive is strong enough. Mercy exists only as realization, an act 
that is motivated by what it seeks to bring about” (Løgstrup, 2007, 77). Mercy, in con-
trast to duty, is spontaneous by its very nature since least calculation would destroy it 
entirely, and this applies to all sovereign manifestations. 

Spontaneity is not something of which there can be more or less, it must be all in all if the 
sovereign expressions of life is to prevail at all. Its radicalness consists not in any masterly 
feat but simply in the fact that the least ulterior motive is excluded. (Løgstrup, 2007, 85)
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But then how can we notice these phenomena in the real life situations? For 
Løgstrup, the clear cut exposition of sovereign phenomena is conversation, since in 
the very moment we address someone we place a demand upon him. It is not to de-
mand for immediate response or reaction, rather—we immerse ourselves in conver-
sation and do not belong solely to ourselves anymore. 

What happens is that simply in addressing the other, irrespective of the content of what 
we say, a certain note is struck through which we, as it were, step out of ourselves in or-
der to exist in the speech relationship. For this reason, the point of the demand—though 
unarticulated—is that the speaker is accepted. (Løgstrup, 1997, 15)

This requirement spring from the speech itself not in the sense of persuasion, 
but rather in the sense of openness of the field and giving ourselves up in the conver-
sation. The sovereign expressions of life as spontaneous phenomena belong to the 
sphere of immediacy. As such they constitute, for Løgstrup, a positive way of living—
fulfillment of the sovereign expressions of life already involve a true relationship with 
God and does not require giving up self-reflectivity. In this context, Løgstrup’s sov-
ereign expression of life is a counterpart to Kierkegaard’s notion of the authentic self. 
According to him, instead of being corned about becoming his true-self, a man has 
only to realize himself in the sovereign expression of life, and it is that expression of 
life—rather than reflection—that secures for a person his being himself. Thus, the sov-
ereign expressions of life assume the function of conveying authentic existence which 
Kierkegaard attributed to the religious reflection. Still, in our opinion, Løgstrup’s in-
terpretation of Kierkegaard is somewhat centered around Kierkegaard’s religious re-
flections only (though not without reason, of course). We would like to propose the 
concept of crop rotation as philosophical counterpart to Løgstrup’s expressions of life.

The concept of crop rotation designates the loosening process not of soil, but 
of soul, in order new and fresh sprouts of spirituality can break out to be cultivated. 
This process, for Kierkegaard, is vitally important for becoming the authentic indi-
viduality. It is always the process of creative nature, since it requires abrogation of the 
standard-type thinking and self-perception, as well as courage to be in the world. The 
crop rotation can, in Kierkegaard, means two things: (1) the constant change of the 
land and (2) the change of crop and the mode of cultivation. Thus, the cultivation for 
him means not looking for ever new modes of self-expressions and ways of living, but 
rather—for the inward deepening. For Kierkegaard, it is of the utmost importance to 
acknowledge man’s situatedness in the world, and this is the beginning of cultivation 
of one’s spirit. The world is being experienced as having certain claims on us—by oth-
er people, by the society, by our own body, and only rarely we ask ourselves—are these 
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claims meaningful to us as individuals. The bored individual detaches himself from 
his life situation. Therefore, the source of such detachment is reflection that creates 
contradiction between the man and the world and puts out the claim that the world 
should reveal its meaning or reason. Increasingly, the individual confronts the world 
as totality of equally significant mute facts. In the essay “Crop rotation” from Either/
Or (Kierkegaard, 1987a) the aesthete A suggests the answer to this boredom—that is, 
cultivation of the interesting. This, in A’s opinion, is a process of crop rotation—the 
external enjoyment that bring with this the deepening of despair and self-defeating 
race for novelty. But what about cultivation of the spirit? The answer Kierkegaard 
gives is the following: 

The method I propose does not consist in changing the soil but, like proper crop rota-
tion, consists in changing the method of cultivation and the kinds of crop. Here at once 
is the principle of limitation, the sole saving principle in the world. The more a person 
limits himself, the more resourceful he becomes. (Kierkegaard, 1987a, 264)

The intensive rotation requires ever new inventions. Something quite ordinary 
provides the point of departure, which then is endowed by the individual with an 
extraordinary significance. This then is something the man himself brings to the sit-
uation. Only during an idle year can the field recover, regain its strength. Only during 
an idle year can thinking restore itself to its original occupation: to think the in-be-
tween, think existence. This is the time when mental weeds take over. This is the 
time when “the accidental outside a person corresponds to the arbitrariness within” 
(Kierkegaard, 1987a, 300). Discovering this is the self-disclosure, and this, in its turn 
is the act of the creative spontaneity. Despite the common interest of both authors 
in the theme of spontaneity and obvious similarities, there persists a great divide—if 
Løgstrup is interested in the ordinances or real life occurrences and men’s partaking 
in them, then Kierkegaard—in the authenticity of the individual per se. Then what 
about possibility of intersubjectivity in Løgstrup and Kierkegaard?

Løgstrup’s conception of intersubjectivity rests upon the ontological fact that 
the human existence is originally dependent on the existence of others and deep-
ly intertwined with the lives of others. This involvement is by no means accidental, 
it is not something that is happening to us, since it may or may not happen at all. 
Thus, this network of relations is ontologically primary, whereas human individuality 
is secondary. In the ontological sense, according to Løgstrup, we are not sovereign 
beings. If thus, then—under condition of the ethical demand—are not we losing our 
freedom of will and sovereignty? Trying to solve this dilemma Løgstrup introduces 
the concept of interrelatedness or mutual dependence. All human relations involve 
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the aspect of power—we as objects of ethical demand are in the mercy of others, at 
the same time others are in our power. The ethical demand accentuates the negative, 
restrictive aspect of our interdependence, whereas the spontaneous manifestations of 
life are the positive sides of interdependence. But what about social norms we have to 
live by every day? What comes first—the norm or the spontaneous expression of life? 
In Løgstrup’s opinion, the expressions are primary. He admits: 

An ethical norm does not become fundamental because it is general or abstract, but 
because it is founded in a spontaneous expression of life—which applies no less to a 
concrete and specific norm than it does to an abstract and general norm. (Løgstrup, 
2007, 129)

To sum up, the human interrelation is the basic precondition of being ethical.
In Kierkegaard’s philosophy the concept of interrelation plays an important role 

as well, still in a different key. It is to say that togetherness for Kierkegaard takes a 
form of inter-existentiality, since each and every self must turn towards oneself, must 
establish oneself prior to reaching out to others, there is always something left behind 
that cannot be communicated fully. Still, by apprehending his or her actuality on the 
ethical level, the individual becomes involved in a social life albeit sometimes in a 
little limited manner. 

4. CONCLUSION

In the times of the contemporary social turmoil, the question of ethical re-
sponsibility, authentic individual existence, spontaneity of expressions and confirma-
tion to certain norms of cohabitation become of the special importance. This is why 
the works by the two great Danish thinkers (philosophers, theologians) Knud Eljer 
Løgstrup (1905–1981) and Søren Kierkegaard (1813–1855) do not lose their actual-
ity. Løgstrup’s writings on ethics for long time have been in the disposal only of the 
Scandinavian reading public; this accounts for the metaphor “the world famous in 
Denmark,” meaning the author’s theoretical impact and rootedness in the European 
phenomenological tradition (his personal relation to the great phenomenologists of 
the 20th century), as well as the significance of his findings for nursing and psychiatry 
practitioners. We believe that it is a ripe time to return to his works when reflecting 
on the impact of ethics in different realms of human activities or, in other words, eth-
ics reaching outside its traditional scope of questions. Løgstrup’s ontological ethics is 
grounded in the human interrelatedness, in the social network that we are being born 
into, and, the most important, the radical ethical demand imposed upon us. Still, it 
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does not mean that human beings are regarded as helpless marionettes in the hands of 
some higher power, be it called fate or God; it is because, according Løgstrup, human 
beings are capable of the spontaneous sovereign expressions of life, such as trust, mer-
cy, forgiveness, open speech, etc., that demonstrate their essential openness to others, 
dependency on these relations. The ethical reflections of Kierkegaard, for Løgstrup, 
are of the high importance as the texts by criticizing which he formulates his own 
ethical maxims. This is the case when criticism is more telling than the praise, or, 
rather we can characterize this discussion as praiseful criticism. Løgstrup admits that 
the main misgivings of Kierkegaard’s approach are the following: first, Kierkegaard 
stresses the insurmountable abyss between the immediate and the eternal, not pay-
ing attention to the real life occurrences or ordinances; second, the Kierkegaardian 
individual gains his actuality by the religious self-reflection, thus losing, according to 
Løgstrup, spontaneity of feeling and reaction (in our opinion, though, Kierkegaard’s 
concept of crop rotation could be regarded as manifestation of spontaneity); third, 
Kierkegaard views individuals as nuclear entities, rather than mutually dependent and 
intertwined beings, thus his position can be described not as intersubjectivity, but as 
inter-existentiality. 
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Phenomenology contains potential that can be expanded to include the development of cognitive phe-
nomenology concepts. One of the most notable works in this area is related to the name of Stanislavs 
Ladusāns (Staņislavs Ladusāns, 1912–1993), the famous Latvian and Brasilian philosopher. The article 
will outline the key elements of S. Ladusāns’ phenomenology of cognition, showing how his many-sid-
ed gnoseology was developed as the basis for multidimensional humanism to transform culture into 
a more humane one. At first phenomenology of cognition is discussed as the ground of many-sided 
humanism. The notion of many-sided or multidimensional humanism clearly affirms that human un-
derstanding about the human itself is based on a plurality of principles. At the end of the seventies 
Stanislavs Ladusāns decided to realise the philosophy-as-rigorous-science approach—a clear citation 
of Husserlian idea—and to concentrate attention on the human person within the manifold relations—
providing his/her existential experience. All the system of rigorous science of many-sided humanism 
should be grounded on the theory of cognition. On the basis of epistemology, Ladusāns wants to build 
a unified picture of human existence, including the discoveries of many sciences and integrating them 
into multidimensional humanism through philosophy. Meanwhile the phenomenology of cognition in 
its final form as it is appears in the monograph Gnosiologia Pluridimensional (1992) was build up by 
Stanislavs Ladusāns during many decades. One of the first most important episodes in this process was 
the reinterpretation of the Thomistic concept of induction. Stanislavs Ladusāns deals with the concep-
tion of the general critical reflection by demonstrating the judgment-formation of the mind. Ladusāns 
holds that the sensual experience providing material contents of our knowledge displays certain nex-
uses between forms of experience, these may be transferred onto general inductive judgements. The 
second significant episode in the construction of system of the phenomenology of cognition is linked 
with the concept of “doubling-of-cognition-structure” by which the religious, spiritual experience be-
comes philosophically legitimate. Even in the case of religion the objective evidence comes first; it 
gives an opportunity to reason to ascertain about the existence of God. Stanislavs Ladusāns places phe-
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nomenology of cognition or many-sided gnoseology at the corner-stone of his programme of cultural 
regeneration. The capacity of reason is incapable for revigoration of culture—these are overestimated 
or underestimated—this has to be established in a truly gnoseological investigation. In the context 
of critics of culture and ideologies is presented Ladusāns’ correspondence with Welte and Heidegger, 
which reveals the intensive quest for thinking about being that where characteristic of the seventies of 
the last century aspiring towards the grasping of the Highest Being. 
Keywords: Stanislavs Ladusāns, many-sided gnoseology, Heidegger, Welte, phenomenology of cogni-
tion, neo-Thomism, knowledge structure.
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Феноменология содержит в  себе потенциал, который может быть расширен посредством 
разработки понятий когнитивной феноменологии. Одна из  самых значительных разработок 
в этой области связана с именем Станиславса Ладусанса (Staņislavs Ladusāns, 1912–1993), зна- 
менитого латвийского и  бразильского философа. В  статье очерчиваются ключевые моменты 
феноменологии познания у С. Ладусанса и демонстрируется, как его многосторонняя гносео-
логия разрабатывалась как основание для многомерного гуманизма, нацеленного на такую 
трансформацию культуры, которая сделала бы ее более человечной. Вначале феноменология 
познания рассматривается как основание многостороннего гуманизма. Понятие многосторон-
него или многомерного гуманизма явно указывает на то, что понимание человеком самого себя 
основано на плюрализме принципов. В конце 70-х годов С. Ладусанс принял решение реализо-
вать проект философии как строгой науки — явная отсылка к гуссерлевской идее — и сконцен-
трировать внимание на человеческой личности в рамках многообразных отношений, составля-
ющих его/ее экзистенциальный опыт. Вся система строгой науки многостороннего гуманизма 
должна быть основана на теории познания. На основе эпистемологии Ладусанс стремится вы-
строить единую картину человеческого существования, включающую открытия многих наук 
и  интегрирующих их в  многомерный гуманизм посредством философии. В  то же время фе-
номенология познания в той законченной форме, в которой она представлена в монографии 
Gnosiologia Pluridimensional (1992), разрабатывалась Ладусансом на протяжении многих десяти-
летий. Одним из первых важнейших эпизодов этого процесса стало перетолкование томистко-
го понятия индукции. С. Ладусанс разрабатывает общую концепцию критической рефлексии, 
описывая процесс формирования суждений в сознании. Ладусанс полагает, что чувственный 
опыт, обеспечивающий наше знание материальным содержанием, обнаруживает определен-
ные связи между формами опыта, которые могут быть перенесены на общие индуктивные су-
ждения. Второй значительный эпизод в  построении системы феноменологии познания свя-
зан с понятием «удвоения-структуры-познания», благодаря которому религиозный, духовный 
опыт становится философски легитимным. Даже в случае религии объективная очевидность 
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является приоритетной; она делает возможным рассуждение, удостоверяющее существование 
Бога. Ладусанс делает феноменологию познания, или многостороннюю гносеологию, краеу-
гольным камнем программы культурного возрождения. Недостаточность потенциала разума 
для придания нового импульса культуре — недооценивается ли она или переоценивается — 
должна быть обоснована в  подлинно гносеологическом исследовании. В  контексте критики 
культуры и идеологии представлена переписка Ладусанса с Вельте и Хайдеггером, обнаружи-
вающая интенсивный поиск мышления о бытии, который был характерен для 70-х годов про-
шедшего века, отмеченных стремлением к постижению Высшего Бытия.
Ключевые слова: Станиславс Ладусанс, многосторонняя гносеология, Хайдеггер, Вельте, фено-
менология познания, неотомизм, структурa познания.

In the contemporary philosophy after the sharp criticism of the gnoseologism 
which subjected philosophy to a great extent to the methodological dictate of the nat-
ural sciences, unfortunately, gnoseological or cognitive research as such was pushed 
aside. Meanwhile phenomenology contains potential to include the development of 
cognitive phenomenology concepts. One of the most notable works in this area is 
related to the name of Stanislavs Ladusāns (Staņislavs Ladusāns, 1912–1993), the fa-
mous Latvian and Brazilian philosopher who was born in Latvia, in Zvirgzdene vil-
lage, Ludza district. 

Studies to become a Jesuit led him to Krakow (Poland) and to Rome in Italy. Af-
ter World War II Stanislavs Ladusāns could not return to Latvia any more,—as it had 
been envisaged—to take up a post in the Catholic Faculty of Theology at University of 
Latvia. Thus he started his mission in Brasil (1946), where he become the world-wide 
known neo-Thomistic philosopher, especially because of the work Many-sided gno-
seology, in which was made the synthesis of phenomenology and thomism, or even 
more precious to say—Ladusāns worked out original phenomenology of cognition. 
Indeed, as writes Latvian philosopher Maija Kūle, the history of philosophy testifies 
that Husserl was influenced by Brentano lectures delivered in Vienna. And his phe-
nomenology ‘stresses aspects that are linked with the epistemological stanpoints of St. 
Thomas Aquinas and Aristotle, while criticizing the philosophues of Descartes and 
Kant’ (Kūle, 2002, 160). In his turn S. Ladusāns inaugurates his many-sided gnose-
ology or phenomenology of cognition approach as to a presence of the wholeness of 
reality in cognition, in distinction from one-sided philosophical thinking:

In its ontological configuration, the being is revealed as “light,” “transparent,” acces-
sible, familiar. This means a realistic dialogue between the subject and the object, in 
which each party participates in its own way, critically justifying the classical definition 
of truth as an adequacy between intellect and thing (adaequatio intellectus et rei). It is 
from this follows the profound demand of the phenomenologically critical movement 
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of E. Husserl to return our research to the very things (Zurück zu den Sachen selbst), 
dealing with the necessity of cognition of reality in philosophy and of real problems. 
(Ladusāns, 1994, 97)

This article will outline the key elements of S. Ladusan’s phenomenology of cog-
nition, showing how his many-sided gnoseology was developed as the basis for multi-
dimensional humanism to transform culture into a more human one.

1. PHENOMENOLOGY OF COGNITION AS  
THE GROUND OF MANY-SIDED HUMANISM

During the seventies of the 20th century Stanislavs Ladusāns is tackling the phil-
osophical problematics of many-sided humanism. In the article “Open Humanism” 
S. Ladusāns emphasizes that nowadays a human has become the biggest philosoph-
ical problem for himself.’ (Ladusāns, 1970, 15). Professor Ladusāns critically evalu-
ates Marxism, positivism, Freud’s anthropology, rationalistic idealism and structural 
anthropology, concluding that each of these modern humanisms or anthropological 
doctrines speaks about the limited components or functions of the human person 
underestimating complexity and multidimensionality of a person. S. Ladusāns says, 
that structural anthropology, for instance is focusing on deep intangible structures in 
human and only these mysterious structures are real and determinative for human ex-
istence. At the same time the human being remains only an abstract concept and ap-
pears to be deprived of the freedom of choice due to these structures. But a part is not 
the whole person, so these anthropological teachings are not true. Instead S. Ladusāns 
proposes an open humanism as opposed to above-mentioned “closed humanisms,” 
which are based on narrow one-sided gnoseological theory. By this article S. Ladusāns 
announces his plan of building up the new kind of humanism or holistic system of 
anthropological knowledge.

He started to develop a methodological approach to the development of 
many-sided or multidimensional humanism, which differs significantly from the tra-
ditional neo-Thomistic solution as it was presented in Jacques Maritain’s work Dis-
tinguer pour unir: ou, les degrès du savoir (1932). Maritain reiterated concept of cogni-
tion in St. Bonaventure’s The Mind’s Road to God and insisted on the priority of met-
aphysics in which a gnoseology or theory of cognition is included as the part. Only 
when the influence of Maritain on Brazilian Christian philosophy diminishes with 
the departure from the active intellectual life of the strictly conductor A. Lima (Alceu 
Amoroso Lima), the stage of this philosophy will become mobile, and now, “under the 
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leadership of Jesuit father Ladusāns, different opinions and mutual exchange will be 
allowed” (Sturm, 1989, 32).

S. Ladusāns accepts Maritain’s statement about the need for integral humanism, 
but in a fundamentally different way emphasizes that open, many-sided humanism 
should be based on an adequate theory of knowledge. Thus, he makes many-sided 
gnoseology (in Portuguese: gnosiologia pluridimensional) the theoretical basis for 
many-sided or multidimensional humanism. He stresses: “The anthropological doc-
trine depends on gnoseological or cognitive theory” (Ladusāns, 1970, 19). Character-
izing the core of his philosophical research, Stanislavs Ladusāns writes: 

What is the basis of this multidimensional humanism? The basis ir critical realism. 
Phenomenologically it analyses and clearly admits as irrefutable human being’s natural 
cognition in all its authentic structure. […] Philosophically it creates an organic criti-
cal thinking on human being’s recognition abilities and limits—gnoseology. (Ladusāns, 
1991, 28)

The notion of many-sided or multidimensional humanism clearly affirms that 
understanding about the human should be based on a plurality of principles: “Human 
is also studied in sciences such as biology, psychology, linguistics, art and communi-
cation, which indicates that humanism or a person-centered view has more than one 
dimension” (Ladusāns, 1971a, 27). Thus, in order to describe a human being, one has 
to illuminate several dimensions, or to perform various types of measurements in unity. 

At the end of the seventies Ladusāns decided to realise the philosophy-as-rigor-
ous-science approach—a clear citation of Husserlian idea—and to concentrate atten-
tion on the human person within the manifold relations—providing his/her existen-
tial experience. 

Ladusāns distinguishes four essential dimensions of human being (Ladusāns, 
1988, 1) relation with oneself (in Portuguese: dimensão intra-humana), accentuating 
the honorable position of the person insomuch as it is connected with the spiritual 
life; 2) relations with the values of the surrounding material world, or the over-worldly 
dimension (in Portuguese: dimensão trans-mundana); 3) relations with other human 
beings—always an aim and never as a means (in Portuguese: dimensão entre-humana); 
4) and the relation of a human being with God (in Portuguese: dimensão supra-hu-
mana). The bases of this kind of many-sided humanism is the original philosophical 
conception of many-sided realism.

The vertical dimension of humanism allows one to hear that countless voices 
inside and outside of human proclaim the existence of God, of His beauty and great-
ness, and these are voices of the fragility of the world (Ladusāns, 1970, 20). 
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A person inevitably discovers that he/she is not self-sufficient in his/her exist-
ence, that there is no absolute autonomy of a person, but there is an uncertainty and 
contingency of the world, which exists but not because of any necessity. Hence, human 
existence points to a necessary Almighty Being, Infinite Perfection, who gives and 
supports the existence. Human beings have wishes that go beyond the possibilities of-
fered by the material world; they may be realized only through intensive spiritual life. 
Such life praxes are accessible only in Christianity which corresponds to the existence 
of the soul as an immortal spiritual substance encompassed by space and time. Thus, 
open many-sided humanism becomes a Christian humanism, as points out Stanislavs 
Ladusāns (Ladusāns, 1970, 21).

Due to the limitation of the human mind God in His love helps by giving Rev-
elation and that means that faith and reason are operating in unity, and there must 
be cooperation of philosophy and theology while each of them retains its autonomy. 
Ladusāns is convinced that the practice of open humanism will transform the world 
for the better. 

The voices of the fragility of the world demand a comprehensive and reasoned 
humanism, which would strengthen the dignity of the human person in a modern 
mechanized world where the genuine humanism is necessary, S. Ladusāns repeats 
many times. 

At the same time many-sided humanism should be made as synthesis of all the 
sciences dealing with the anthropological question. Ladusāns cites experience at a 
joint university conference in Washington DC where business representatives, admin-
istrative staff, social scientists, humanities and computer science researchers explored 
how cybernetics can promote individual and social development: “However, they did 
not succeed because they lacked the epistemological and metaphysical studies as basis 
to link all studies in a single picture” (Ladusāns, 1971b, 24). Therefore it becomes clear 
that all the system of rigorous science of many-sided humanism should be grounded 
on the theory of cognition.

In forming a unified anthropological system, S. Ladusāns accentuates the im-
portance of the results of natural sciences—the flourishing of physics and the achieve-
ments of technologies are to be put at the service of people. Meanwhile, Ladusāns 
comes to the conclusion that physics is not in a position to adequately deal with any 
aspects of gnoseological, metaphysical kind, which is the prerogative of philosophy. 
This is because the problematics and the aims of physics are extremely narrow ones; 
they do not reach out towards the deepest foundations of reality, they are incapable 
to see the world as a whole. It is the specific role of philosophy—to grasp the whole of 
reality and to contemplate it in the light of evidence (Ladusāns, 1984).
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On the basis of epistemology, Ladusāns wants to build a unified picture of hu-
man existence, including the discoveries of many sciences and integrating them into 
multidimensional humanism through philosophy. S. Ladusāns writes: “The epistemo-
logical study of human understanding shows that it is not so much analytical as it has 
a much more integral synthetic tendency. As being is one and naturally our under-
standing inevitably strives for unity” (Ladusāns, 1972, 27).

Therefore Stanislavs Ladusāns proclaims many-sided gnoseology or phenome-
nology of cognition as the ground of many-sided humanism: “The final result of crit-
ical reflection must be the formation of an integral science of the human being with a 
deeper dimension of humanism” (Kūle, 2002, 157). 

Meanwhile the phenomenology of cognition in its final form as it is appears 
in the monograph Gnosiologia Pluridimensional (Ladusāns, 1992)  was build up by 
Stanislavs Ladusāns during many decades. One of the first most important episodes 
in this process was the reinterpretation of the Thomistic concept of induction.

2. POSSIBILITY OF UNIVERSAL EXPERIENCE:  
RETHINKING THOMISTIC CONCEPT OF INDUCTION

As a Jesuit Stanislavs Ladusāns intellectually was formed in the deep tradition 
of St. Thomas Aquinas philosophy. The young Ladusāns two years studied philos-
ophy of Thomas Aquinas at Catholic Theological College in Riga under guidance 
of neo-Thomist philosopher bishop Pēteris Strods—the first Catholic Doctor of Phi-
losophy in Latvia who had received his promotion in Insbruck University. After two 
years of studies in Jesuit faculty at Krakow (Cracoviense collegium maximum et facul-
tas philosophica SS. Cordis Jesu) S. Ladusāns got to know the golden generation of Ro-
man Thomists, whose views, methodology and didactics was cultivated at Pontifical 
University Gregorionum (PUG) where S. Ladusāns was studying at the end of 30ies—
beginning of 40ies of the 20th century. 

The role of PUG was significant for the development of neo-Thomistic philosophy, 
because the professors aimed at providing for the continuation of their work, and all the 
students and the teaching staff were living in a spatially and spiritually united communi-
ty, thus ensuring daily communication. The professorial corpus had developed specific 
kind of philosophical didactics, a method of teaching—their text-books are well-struc-
tured, they are characterized by clarity and the analyzed texts are argumented in the 
manner of classical philosophical texts by way of exposition of definite theses. 

The school includes such figures as Carlo Boyer—critic of the theory of evolution 
and specialist on ecumenical problematics, Pawel Siwek—methaphysical psyschology, 
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Paolo Dezza, who is investigating the roots of the teaching of Thomas Aquinas and 
specific questions of ontology and Christian philosophy. Professor Peter Hoenen—
specialist on natural sciences, doctor of physics, who was first to see the incapacity of 
the “old”, 19th century scholastics to philosophically deal with the theory of relativity 
and the quantum physics. Hoenen undertook a fundamental and extensive revision 
of the philosophical approach to natural sciences by way of conjoining of the latest 
empirical data with the principles of Thomistic metaphysics. 

At the end of the thirtues of the 20th century Ladusāns was advised to study—
alongside his University courses—at the Pontifical Academy of St. Thomas in Rome. 
Several professors of Gregoriana were members of the Pontifical Academy. In 
1938 Ladusāns hands in his promotional work De principii causalitatis origine et veri-
tate—“About the Origin of the Principle of Causality and Truth.” The work is selected 
for competitive grading and obtains the First Prize. The chief part of the investigation 
is drawn from Thomistic metaphysics and epistemology within the context of mod-
ern philosophy—much in the same way as he had been taught by his professors. 

Stanislavs Ladusāns conceives of the objectivity of the principle within the outer 
and inner experience, making special reference to the ability of humans to distinguish 
in his/her reflection the connections of causality, because these connections exist in 
the real world. The spontaneous ability of humans to apprehend the truth makes it 
possible for the reason to discriminate between relations existing in things and the 
images of the mind as reflections of the epistemological faculty of imagination. Thus 
the principle of objectivity requires a certain cooperation between the outer and inner 
experience, for the principle of causality is not a pure construction of reason; it is the 
result of the natural human cognitive capacity to inquire into the truth concerning 
the causal ties existing between things, based as it is on the understanding of causality 
existing in the mind (Ladusāns, 1937).

At the same time PUG Thomistic philosophy school postered also the devel-
opment of Thomistic transcendentalism, activated by Joseph Marèchal—a Belgian 
jesuit. Marèchal maintains that a synthesis is possible between the Kantian transcen-
dentalism and Thomism in a way leading towards realism concerning the objectivity 
of cognition, by way of investigtion of the activity of the cognitive process. The Jes-
uit philosophers are attentive towards Marèchallian impulses, at least in order to test 
the extent of the compatability of Kantian and Thomistic epistemologics. One of the 
leading specialists of the history of philosophy studies, particularly with regard to the 
comparativistics of Kantian and Thomistic views is professor Aloise Naber S. J. who 
was the research advisor of Ladusāns’ doctoral dissertation. The presentation of his 
dissertation on November 25, 1946 earns him Magna cum laude mark. Ladusāns held 
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that the teaching of Kant serves as a key for all modern philosophy, while still consid-
ering that the metaphysics and epistemology of St. Thomas should become actualized 
within modern philosophical cogitation. Therefore the theme of his doctoral disserta-
tion was a comparativistic one—“The inteligibility of senses in the early works of Kant 
and in the thoughts of Thomas Aquinas” (Ladusāns, 1946). By generally assessing the 
place of this dissertation in the development of Ladusāns’ views, one may say that it 
served as the bases for the formation of his original noetic conception of Thomistic 
induction worked out in the fifties and sixties, that ranked Ladusāns among the lead-
ing Brazilian Thomistic philosophers (Campos, 1968, 173; Severino, 2000, 7).

Stanislavs Ladusāns deals with the conception of the general critical reflection by 
demonstrating the judgment-formation of the mind (Ladusāns, 1955; Ladusāns, 1962). 
Recognizing Aquinas’ gnoseology as more complete than Bacon’s gnoseology, Ladusāns 
adds that it binds philosophers’ attention to the “phenomenological part that substanti-
ates noethical theses” (Ladusāns, 1963, 44). In other words, Aquinas’ philosophical solu-
tions made a description of what is happening in thinking: “Phenomenological analysis 
reveals two operations of the intellect or mind: abstraction and reflection, and they grad-
ually leads to the judgment, which is formal housing of the Truth” (Ladusāns, 1963, 46). 

The judgements do not arise out of conceptional abstractions, but through ap-
prehension of the act of being. To follow the course of professor Ladusāns’s thought, 
it must be remembered that according to the classical cognitive theory of Aquinas 
Thomas, the gradual phenomenalization of things or the departure from the senses 
through the various structures or faculties of cognition to the soul as a recipient of im-
pression, the intellect or mind performs in a simple apprehension (simplex apprehen-
sio), in which the mind knows some essence (quidditas), but nothing can be judged 
on the perceived content. To be able to do that, “our mind critically reflects. This is a 
natural and automatic activity of our mind” (Ladusāns, 1963, 47). 

Critical reflection ensures the transition of the mind to judgment, because in it, 
the mind determines whether 

one or another essence that we perceive as the concept is, or at least may be, and thus 
the result of a judgment is the allegation, or reveals that one or another essence does not 
exist, nor can it exist, thus leading to denial of the judgment. (Ladusāns, 1963, 46) 

Thus, it becomes clear that reason, intellect tending towards the truth is meas-
uring the experienced essence contained in the concept with one’s own apprehension 
or intuition. 

The original Thomistic solution of the problem of induction is to be found in 
the possibility of the judgements of the intellect to move over from certainty about a 
particular thing on to a certain judgement about a thing unknown.
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Ladusāns holds that the sensual experience providing material contents of our 
knowledge displays certain nexuses between forms of experience, these may be trans-
ferred onto general inductive judgements. “The form informs the matter” (Hoenen, 
1954, 57) which is to mean that things contain formal relational ties which are acces-
sible to reason. The manifold elements of the contents acquired by the mind through 
sensual experience are very concrete, indeed; they are univocal and contingent or 
transient; and therefore one has to admit, that the mind provides us with the knowl-
edge of particular cases. At the same time, reason offers an universal dimension, or 
the ability of understanding of the permanent qualities by discovering the formal ties 
or nexuses between forms. Thus “the apprehended connections of the forms is charac-
terized by that kind of necessity, that provides us with understandability, comprehesi-
bility, evidence and the revelation of the true forms” (Ladusāns, 1963, 48). 

Thus Ladusāns emphasizes that induction is original and unique source of 
knowledge of the truth, because induction is also able to provide the first and the 
unprovable principles of the mind: if the senses are quite well developed, one case is 
sufficient for a person having experience to understand the regularity. 

Meanwhile in the study of the laws of nature many cases are needed, many ex-
periments, while providing well-chosen and organized cases, which guide the mind 
to make discovery “at a happy moment.” The mind judges because it sees the need for 
formal ties or nexuses. But in order to check out that established formal link is real, it 
works with the senses that provide a connection to reality. 

Surely induction does not preclude deduction, which, based on judgments ob-
tained by induction, extends horizons of knowledge. In short conclusion: due to in-
duction as it is understood in Thomistic way the human mind is able to judge about 
the adequacy of the apprehended thing and the judgment, i.e. about the Truth. 

The main factor in this cognitive process is the full reflextion (reflexio completa) as 

our mind is not naive, it cognizes a thing, but it also cognizes the cognitive process itself 
and is able to accurately determine, evaluate whether the explored one corresponds to 
the existing one or not—this is a phenomenological data. (Ladusāns, 1994, 68–69) 

Thus, the notion of total reflection, which phenomenologically describes the 
mind’s ability to know formal connections in a perceived case, further ensures that 
using a phenomenological description it is possible to interpret a phenomenon while 
maintaining the Thomistic basic assertion that it ‘carries with it’ the thing. Thus a 
phenomenological declaration is formed from the analysis of consciousness, revealing 
the undeniable and undoubtedly data. Only then, moving logically further, the philos-
opher can solve problems of an ontological nature (Ladusāns, 1994, 26).
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Besides the solution of problem of induction is embodied in the cultural con-
text of the epoch—Ladusāns was particularly attentive to the plans of theological re-
newal proposed by Bernhard Lonergan, S. J. Ladusāns was “the first one to write on 
Lonergan’s ideas in Portugese language” (Alencar, 2010, 116). In 1957 Lonergan had 
published an impressive philosophical work Insight: A Study of Human Understanding 
executed in the manner of transcendental Thomism. The object of this work was the 
discovery of the normative methods of human cognition, so as to fully grasp the re-
ality by our reason. This problematics is of great interest to both Lonergan and to La-
dusāns, because theology nowadays is no longer a deductive but an empirical branch 
of knowledge; it is scientific, not in the same sense, however, as the natural sciences 
are. The daily experience of modern people requires ecplanation within the context of 
the traditional theological concepts. The empirically experienced facts may be legiti-
mately integrated within the science of theology.

Actually the orginal reinterpretation of the Thomistic noethics of induction by 
Stanislavs Ladusāns opens the perspective of transcendentalism in its fullness because 
the possibility of experience is rediscovered as the possibility of unity of inner and 
outer experience, i.e. universal experience. This allows the phenomenology to be a 
transformative factor of the society.

3. PHENOMENOLOGY AS A TRANSFORMATIVE FACTOR OF CULTURE

Stanislavs Ladusāns was engaged in the work of managing of the processes of 
the integration of philosophical culture, which so far had proved beyond the powers 
of one philosopher or even a group of philosophers and theologians. The synthesis of 
the new-type of many-sided humanism required the possession of a wide spectrum of 
mathematically-experimental and technical knowledge. It required the data of other 
sciences, so as to engage in the research on the human being in modern world. 

This type of work was accessible within the precincts of a single organisation—
SBFC (Sociedade Brasileira de Filòsofos Cathòlicos—Society of Catholic Philosophers of 
Brazil) It was founded by Ladusāns and was uniting many scientists of various fields in 
the spheres of philosophy and theology. This provided the base for dialogue between 
the philosophy and the over-technicized world—on the one hand, and the philosophy 
and the Divine Revelation—on the other. The end result would be the birth of a new, 
comprehensive systematized body of knowledge, corresponding to the demands of the 
modern epoch for fostering of the general development of individuals and nations. 

Intention of SBFC thinkers is expressed by one of them in the phenomenolo-
gy of the Christian spirituality, using texts by St. Paul, Augustine, John of the Cross, 
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and Ignatius of Loyola. The author points out that phenomenology is the assignment 
of the value of philosophy (in Portuguese: valorização filosófica) to religious experi-
ence in human cognition. Man has always had a need to think in absolute concepts 
and in infinite dimensions, because the revelation of the divine presence in a person’s 
self-knowledge is a phenomenon which is given to understanding. The mind creates 
universe as a system of values arranged in relation to The Highest Value or Summum 
Bonum. So on the exploration of the evaluative activity of the mind it is possible to 
develop a philosophy of values (Rodrigues, 1972, 12–18).

It was a unique event—The First International Week of Philosophy in São Paulo 
in 1972. This congress fostered the apprehesion of the need of philosophy on a na-
tional level and served for universal development of the Brazilian society. It brought 
together representatives of various philosophical schools of Brazil, who came to better 
appreaciate their scholarly fields. The conceptual basis of the Congress was concerned 
with value problematics, the role of values for the change of being. The values are 
based in being, yet their specific distinction is connected with the capacity to produce 
a new ontological order, new ethical social and juridical order. The production of 
values means the creation of a new order of being; this is to be taken to mean, that the 
creation of values is designed to produce a better, more humane reality. Portuguese 
philosopher Enes resuming the impressions from this event reports, that Brazilian 
philosophers want to create an ontologically existential understanding of the human 
in society, “they try to realize the mission of Protection of Being in the political system 
at a time of technical, economic and the rapid growth of social benefits” (Enes, 1972, 
410). In the opening speech of the event its main organizer and the president of SBFC 
professor Ladusāns emphasizes: 

Philosophy is what invites people to think seriously and deeply about the big issues in 
our lives and activities, in all the modern culture. Philosophy is one that is able to explain 
and offer solutions to various torturous questions: about the meaning of life and death, 
about the meaning of good and evil, about the basis of values, about the dignity and 
rights of the human person, about the relationship between cultural and spiritual herit-
age, about suffering, about injustice, about oppression, about violence, about love, about 
natural order and disorder, about education, about authority, about freedom, about the 
meaning of history and progress, about the mystery that covers our lives and is behind 
the solution of these issues—about God, His existence, His personal character and His 
providence. (Ladusāns, 1974a, 35)

In the working group, which deals with the problems of cognition philosophers 
present phenomenological researches on cognition, showing how Husserl’s method 
of philosophy as a rigorous science can be turned to justify the understanding of a 
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particular historical reality and the creation of a unified human metaphysics that in-
tegrates the achievements of different sciences. Ladusāns in the report “Phenomenol-
ogy of the Dynamics of the Intentionality of Cognition” (Ladusāns, 1974b, 311–321) 
outlines the concept of the doubling of the cognitive structure in internal experience: 

The cognitive subject has a composite unit consisting of sensory experience, abstraction, 
reflection, and judgment. The structure of human cognition is in relation to the reality 
of the senses. It results in a diversity of inner data, objects of intellectual conscious-
ness, which in us turn into different kinds of inner experiences that are able to create a 
new series of abstractions, reflections and judgments. Noetic judgments are born in the 
reflection on the cognitive nature of intellect or understanding. […] Thus the unified 
dynamic structure of our cognition is repeated on another plate: as an inner experience, 
a corresponding abstraction, a subsequent reflection and judgment. (Ladusāns, 1974b, 
320–321)

However, we now have before our eyes the second significant episode in the 
construction of system of the phenomenology of cognition. As mentioned above, the 
reinterpretation of the concept of the Thomistic induction justified the possibility 
of a universal experience as linking internal and external experiences. Now with the 
concept of “doubling-of-cognition-structure” religious, spiritual experience becomes 
philosophically legitimate. 

Later professor Ladusāns in Gnosiologia Pluridimensional (Ladusãns, 1992) 
chooses for the starting point of such a gnoseological approach the natural sponta-
neity, and the naturally critical stance of human cognition. The deepest impulses of 
the cognitive processes and gnoseological initiative are born out of the general hu-
man yearning towards happiness. The general gnoseological inspection reveals the 
tendency of the human spirit to ascertain the real worth of the cognitive results ob-
tained by reason and the senses. Here professor Ladusāns makes use of the previously 
mentioned understanding of the total or full reflection by way of postulating of the 
double-kind knowledge of the “I,” i.e. “I know that I know—this is the kind of appre-
hension concerning the knowledge of the truth!”

Gnoseological method is reflexive, because each person introspectively “look-
ing inside oneself ” reads in his/her intellectual experience. What is given there—in 
other words—becomes conscious of the inermost acts and of the subject holding them 
together—the “I.” Phenomenological declaration gives an opportunity to describe 
the natural structure of the acquiring of knowledge received through introspection. 
S. Ladusāns offers a substantial improvement of the inner-evidential phenomenology 
by way of introducing of the concept of the doubling of the cognitive structure. The 
dynamic structure of the cognitive process tends to repeat itself, yet the doubling of 
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the same takes place not on the bases of outer experience, but on that of the inner 
one. Critical assessement of both forms of experience undertaken by reason results in 
judgement. Thus, by considering the process of cognition as a genesis of ontological 
judgements, Ladusāns offers the leading role to the objective evidence with which 
the intellect or reason becomes compatible in an obvious manner. Thus the objective 
evidence is the chief criterion of truth. 

Even in the case of religion the objective evidence comes first; it gives an op-
portunity to reason to ascertain about the existence of God. As the next step—the 
evidence of faith becomes involved. The objective evidence lies at the bases of the new 
humanism or science about the human being, for “the philosophy of the human being 
will be truly wholesome only when it will become consonant with the measure of the 
truth of reason—with the things themselves, the objective evidence” (Ladusāns, 1994, 
34). The result of the question of happiness is a practical one—the human being in 
following the voice of conscience performs choices and acts to deepen the unity with 
the Highest Good. In doing good things a human being acquires peace.

Further, in nineties of the XX century Ladusāns will begin work on “Philosophy 
of Religion,” the second volume of the gnoseological trilogy in which he will develop 
a phenomenological declaration on the data of inner experience that underlies man’s 
natural religion, on which the supernatural Christian religion is lied down. But he 
does not complete the volume. After returning from six months of lecturing work in 
Latvia, he died in July, 1992 in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. Meanwhile the written but unfin-
ished manuscript (Ladusāns, 1996) was published in Riga Major Seminary Publishing 
House after the death of the famous author.

Ladusāns accentuates the fact that the human spiritual yearnings provide the 
passage from human nature onto the Highest Being. Ladusāns discusses six yearnings 
characteristic of the human nature, leading onto the Highest Being, thus providing a 
solution to the lack of self-assertedness of the human being. These are the following: 
human natural yearning towards happiness and towards God as the Highest Good; 
human yearning towards the wholeness of all-embrancing reality and towards God 
as the Infinite Reality; human yearning towards unity of all—and towards God as the 
Highest Unity; human yearning towards the fullness of truth, and towards God as the 
Foundation of all Truth; human yearning towards the beautiful, and towards God as 
the Supreme Beauty. These five transcending natural yearning are to be supplemented 
by a sixth one—the sense of moral obligation in conscience, exerting to do good and 
to beware of the evil. The natural principles engraved in human nature offer an oppor-
tunity to achieve union with God. Ladusāns metaphysically defines these principles 
of the human nature, these five powerful yearnings—towards reality, unity, truth, the 
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good and the beautiful—as being re-ligious, i.e.—being of such a kind that they form 
an act of religizing or re-connecting of a human person with God (Ladusāns, 1996).

Research and organizational endeavours of professor Ladusāns are noteworthy 
as evidence of promoting of the philosophical culture, which is based on phenome-
nology of cognition as a transformative factor of the human society and culture.

In 1972 the Christian philosophers from several Latin American countries, tak-
ing a cue from Father Stanislavs Ladusāns’ exemplary work of SBFC, established in 
Brazil during the Eight Congress of Philosophy an American Catholic Association 
(ALAFAC). In 1978 Stanislavs Ladusāns in the capacity of the President reorganizes 
it into Inter-American Philosophical Catholic Association (Associação Católica Inter-
americana de Filosofia, ACIF). This organization becomes a platform for the intellec-
tual renewal and development of Latinamerican Christian intellectual community, 
fostering the development of a new type of Christian philosophy attentively listening 
to the experience of present-day human persons. 

Remarkable are Ladusāns’ administrative efforts, including several journeys to 
Europe, USA and Canada in preparation for the First World Congress of Christian 
Philosophy in Argentina in 1979. This was connected with the centenary of the pub-
lication of the encyclic by Pope Leo XIII Aeternis patris dealing with philosophy of 
saint Thomas Aquinas. The Congress revealed the Christian philosophy, including 
phenomenology of mystic life, “as a mean for the solving of the most essential of hu-
man problems, which was unattainable for materialism, pragmatism, secularism and 
pseudopluralism” (Caturelli, 1980, 15). 

S. Ladusāns’ conceptual and managerial efforts were essential also for the hold-
ing of subsequent world congresses of Christian Philosophy in Monterrey, México 
(1986), Quito, Ecuador (1986), Lima, Peru (1990). The last congress with the manage-
rial participation of S. Ladusāns began to be organized in Lublin, Poland with the view 
of uniting the activities of the post-soviet Eastern European thinkers. But this didn’t 
happen because of the decease of professor Ladusāns.

Another aspect of Ladusāns’ work in the mid-seventies is concerned with the 
organization of an independent institute of philosophical research in São Paulo. The 
name of the institute Conjunto de Pesquisa Filosofica (CONPEFIL) may best be trans-
lated as Union of philosophical Research. S. Ladusāns was the Director of the Institu-
tion and it became one of the centres for the development of philosophy in Brazil. In 
the opinion of historians of philosophy, the “Brazilian philosophical culture witnesses 
speedy development in the 20th century because philosophical research was mainly 
carried outside the Universities—it took place at indipendent institutions like that of 
CONPEFIL” (Rodríguez, 1993, 11).
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S. Ladusāns places phenomenology of cognition or many-sided gnoseology at 
the corner-stone of his programme of cultural regeneration. The capacity of reason is 
incapable for revigoration of culture—these are overestimated or underestimated—
this has to be established in a truly gnoseological investigation: 

Cultural drama has arisen due to the oblivion of the content of gnoseology. Disruptive in 
modern culture is a phenomenon of pure subjectivism, relativism and skepticism, which 
excludes from reality either the conscious subject or the object of cognition. Culture has 
forgotten its own foundation—objective evidence. (Ladusāns, 1993a, 42) 

Ladusāns points out that the notion of culture is analogical—that “culture” is 
equivocally formed and subjectivelly experienced act of the inner spiritual culture of 
the person. Human life and culture derive from the condition, habits and aspirations 
of human soul. Equivocal designation means that the inner culture, the spiritual life is 
attributively used with reference to various manifestations of spirit, to forms of artis-
tic expression, etc.—which bear the name of “culture.” By cultivating one’s inner life, 
the imortal life of the soul, “a person reaches such a level of critical competency that 
allows to evaluate and to produce new forms of culture” (Ladusāns, 1993a, 35). The 
many-sided spiritual culture provides for personal and national elevation to a much 
higher level of fullness—reaching the status of love. However, a person is incapable of 
reaching such a task on his own; one needs the cooperation with God. The individual 
person and a nation has to open up within the spiritual self-identity in the culture of 
love, so as to reach an increasing pulsation of culture, in order to take a stand against 
the unhuman ideology-saturated philosophy of modernity and post-modernity. 

4. PHILOSOPHICAL SELF-PORTRAIT AS AN EXPRESSION OF  
THE ORIGINAL INTENTIONALITY OF LIFE.  

CORRESPONDENCE WITH MARTIN HEIDEGGER AND BERNHARD WELTE

The philosophical and administrative efforts of Ladusāns—as stressed even 
by the representatives of the youngest generation of Brazilian philosophers (Netto, 
2013)—was an essential contribution to the philosophical self-identification of the 
Brazilian nation. The Brazilian philosophy “has independealy arrived at the under-
standing of the problematics of inter-subjectivity; it holds that ‘another ‘I’ is not ‘my 
world’ and that ‘my world’ is to be complemented by drawing upon ‘the Other’” (Sel-
vaggi, 1988, 19).

In the context of the Brazilian striving for their genuine identity also in phi-
losophy, S. Ladusāns’ investigation (Ladusāns, 1976a) still remains one of the main 
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sources in history of philosophy in Brazil. Ladusāns has produced a system of research 
methods, consisting of short questions aimed at the philosophical professional so as 
to sketch his own self-portrait. It includes the exposition of the significance of philos-
ophy for Brasilian society and the methods of philosophical cogitation. The questions 
of the interview do not require definitely formalized answers; “the main thing is—to 
stimulate the spontaneity, to produce ones own self-portrait in all sincerity, and to es-
tablish lively and truthful communication with the reader” (Ladusāns, 1971c, 24). In 
the monograph S. Ladusāns has included self-portraits of 27 Brazilian philosophers. 
The most important achievement of S. Ladusāns is the establishment of the identity of 
Brazilian philosophical professionals, of urging them to change the situation whereby 
they used to position themselves exclusively as against European thinkers and propos-
ing to reflectivelly analyse the real situation in Brazil. The intentional union of phi-
losopher with reality as against a description performed by others is the sole source of 
true and fruitful thinking (Ladusāns, 1971c, 17).

This offers an opportunity to describe the level of orginality of Brazilian phi-
losophy. Ladusāns accentuates the fact that originality is connected with way of life 
and the intellectual activity of the thinker; these take place within a particular cultural 
context on the bases of a particular kind of experience stimulating specific philosoph-
ical problematization. The originality of a philosophy does not necessarily have to 
be related to some new intellectual content, but it is enough if an idea or work is the 
author’s personal, creative, self-conscious, full of life and responsible creature: “The 
novelty of the act [of the intenionality of life] is a necessary precondition to describe 
it as original. It is in this sense that the present-day Brazilian philosophical thinking is 
original” (Ladusāns, 1977a, 62). 

S. Ladusāns also intends to create a collection of philosophical self-portraits of 
contemporary German thinkers. 

Ladusāns’ correspondence with Heidegger reveals the intensive quest for think-
ing about being that where characteristic of the seventies of the last century aspiring 
towards the grasping of the Highest Being. Ladusāns started the correspondence with 
Martin Heidegger with the letter to Bernhard Welte—philosopher and theologian, 
a specialist on Heideggerian teaching of the Freiburg University—Welte became an 
intermediary for Ladusāns’ contacts with Heidegger. Bernhard Welte writes in a letter 
to Martin Heidegger dated by July 23, 1973:

Today I would like to write You about the request of Brazilian friends. I have been asked 
several times to address you by Father Ladusāns, S. J. from Sao Paulo in Brazil. At first 
I was dismissive, but now I would like to do it. Mr. Ladusāns asks You for a short phil-
osophical autobiography. Mr. Ladusāns wants to publish it in an anthology of modern 
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philosophy. Of course, I do not want You to be bothered by this request. I can assure 
You that Brazil, like other Latin American countries, still has a genuine interest in Your 
thinking. You can’t talk there about the post-Heidegger era. In this regard, what You 
would write would probably benefit and hopefully fall into fertile soil. (Welte, 1973, 33) 

Bernhard Welte continues the letter revealing that in the spring semester, which 
was the last at his official university post, he once again chaired a seminar on Hei-
degger’s thinking, on the question of the metaphysical God. He writes that during the 
seminar he has revised some of its previous views obviously having in the mind his 
article on the issue (Welte, 1971). 

In his reply about the philosophical self-portrait Heidegger admits that, because 
of his age, he wants to save energy and will not be able to comply with Father Ladusāns 
request. But the solution could be if Ladusāns would be offered the recently published 
monograph of Walter Biemel on Heidegger (Heidegger, 1973). Joaquín Silva com-
ments that Jesuit father Ladusāns with perseverance which is worthy of spiritual son 
of Ignatius of Loyola—via Welte—repeated this request to Heidegger over and over 
again. However, Heidegger was even more persistent than Ladusāns and repeatedly 
refused this request (Silva, 2008, 341).

A year after this correspondence Welte in a letter to Heidegger again mentions 
Ladusāns’ request: 

There is a hitch. Father Staņislavs Ladusāns, S. J. of São Paulo in Brazil is very persistent. 
I think, that he has a valid reason. He is not satisfied with Biemel’s small and interesting 
compilation, he wants that You yourself would say some words about Your way of think-
ing. He insists that I would visit you with a tape recorder, and then You could give your 
answers. The questions are written. I don’t know if You will not get tired of it and I do not 
want to force you on anything. I just want clear and unambiguous indications in respect 
to Ladusāns’ request. I would add that, of course, I would be very happy if I could prepare 
such an interview with You. (Welte, 1974, 36)

Martin Heidegger answers that 

unfortunately I am even more persistent than Father Ladusāns. I definitely appreciate his 
interest very much. But for years I have been refusing any interviews about my thinking. But 
this fall I have found a perfectly valid substitute: this is your text and your art of co-thinking 
with me. […] P. S. Please, greet Father Ladusāns from me. (Heidegger, 1974, 34)

So Martin Heidegger fully relying on Bernhard Welte’s interpretations, suggest-
ed Welte’s article summarizing the last seminar at the University about the question 
of God in Heidegger’s thought as a worthy equivalent of his own self-portrait. Later 
Welte confirms that he has sent this text to Father Ladusāns: “This was done, and 
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so I appear, so to speak, as Heidegger’s representative in that book in Brazil” (Welte, 
1982, 86). Unfortunately the book has never been published. 

It should be noted, however, that Ladusāns and Welte were close each to other 
as thinkers, as they were brought together by the conviction that philosophy must be 
able to help modern man to discover God in his inner experience. Andrzej Wiercinski 
in his analysis writes: 

Heidegger’s philosophy was for Welte paradigmatic for a new attempt to convincingly 
and credibly (glaubhaft) proclaim the Christian faith to a contemporary human being. 
One of the main concerns for Welte was to express the permanent legitimacy of the 
Christian message in the language of the contemporary believer. He situates the human 
being in the horizon of transcendence. Therefore, the human search for God means also 
a quest for self-understanding. The horizon of faith is the locus theologicus, in which, 
while experiencing God in the act of faith, a human being reaches to the depth of one’s 
very existence. (Wiercinski, 2010, 3)

Bernhard Welte publishes the article about Martin Heidegger’s thought on ide-
ologies in the collective monograph in Brazil (Welte, 1977b, 99–114). It was S. La-
dusāns’ conceptional leadership realised in the Research Courses which he later elab-
orated in the collective monograph Partly and All-Embracing Thinking (Ladusāns, 
1977b). In the Introduction of the collective monograph S. Ladusāns clarifies the title 
of the volume. The notion of partial thinking (in Portuguese: pensamento parcial) is 
to be referred to ideology which narrows down the horizon of the reality and turns it 
into a totalitarian norm of world outlook. In contrast—all embracing or total thinking 
(in Portuguese: pensameto total) referrs to philosophy, that is, according to its nature, 
opened for the total reality; it offers judgement within the perspective of objective 
evidence. It transcends, extols and illuminates the partial meanings and senses within 
the context of being. Thus philosophical thinking is a mean of standing in opposition 
to the destructive influence of modern culture and ideologies (Ladusāns, 1977b, 11)

In 1980 Welte sent to Ladusāns his book Der Weg meines Denken as his philo-
sophical self-portrait, and Ladusāns signs the replay letter with the words “Friend in 
Christ” (Ladusāns, 1980). In a letter Ladusāns asks Welte himself to interpret what is 
his conception of philosophy, what is his conception of theology and what is the logical 
connection between the two, as well as he asks about the specifics of atheism and secu-
larism in Europe, about Welte’s view of Latin American Catholicism, and asks Welte to 
write a testimony about Martin Heidegger. Welte writes in the reply letter, that 

there is no explanation for my philosophical concept, nor is there any explanation for the 
theological concept, therefore there is no logical integration of the two disciplines. I don’t 
think it would even be appropriate today. Because the both—philosophy and theology 
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and their interrelationships are facing big changes that will drag on for a long time. […] 
However, I have often thought about the relationship between philosophy and theology 
and have also often spoken out in this regard. However, it seems superfluous to repeat it 
again, because I said what I had to say in the article Die Wesensstruktur der Theologie als 
Wissenschaft in Auf der Spur des Ewigen, Freiburg-Basel-Wien, S. 351–365. In addition, 
three articles can be read in the same volume: Die Philosophie in der Theologie, S. 366–
379, Zum Strukturwandel der katolischen Theologie des 19. Jahrhunderts, S. 380–409 and 
Ein Vorschlag zur methode der Theologie heute, S. 410 –428. I have also written reflections 
on the philosophy of history: Krisis der dogmatischen Christus-aussagen in the volume 
Zeit und Geheimnis, FreiburgBasel-Wien, 1975, S. 292–318. I cannot say more about this 
important topic. (Welte, 1980)

In response to Ladusāns’ question about European atheism, what it is and how 
to overcome it, Welte writes that he has recently published a short book about it: Vom 
Licht des Nichts, Patmos-Verlag, 1980. Welte highly appreciates the contribution of 
Latin American Christians to Catholicism, which is ‘especially true of popular piety.’ 
Regarding to the question for more details about Martin Heidegger, Welte responses, 
that “I have already done that too” in the article “God in Martin Heidegger’s Think-
ing” in the volume Zeit und Geheimnis, S. 258–282. This article was authorized by 
Heidegger himself, and in addition, it is possible to read ‘what I said at Heidegger’s 
tomb’ in 1976 (Welte, 1977a). “I think you already know all that,” Welte writes in a let-
ter to Ladusāns, “they are published in Erinnerungen an Martin Heidegger, Pfullingen, 
1977.” And he continues: 

Dear Mister Ladusāns, if you want anything from all of the above so to translate and 
publish it, then I’m completely agree with and I will make it all available to you. […] But 
I cannot make any new reflections on these points in the near future. (Welte, 1980)

In discussing the question about the nature of Christian philosophy Ladusāns 
refers to “an actor”—the person who engages in the process of thinking —the Chris-
tian intellectual whose natural philosophical activity is intertwined with supernatural 
faith. Thus the unification of Christian Revelation and philosophical reflection with-
in a single personal experience is logically possible and even necessary for complete 
apprehension of reality. Faith is not an obstacle for philosophical reflection as it had 
been held by rationalist philosophers; faith stimulates cognitive activity. Why? 

Ladusāns’ answer is that, first of all faith does not impinge on the natural capac-
ities of reason—these are free to be developed in all sorts of ways. Secondly—philos-
ophy substantiates its propositions on the bases of evidence, not in Revelation, as it 
is done by theology. The role of faith in philosophical contemplation is supra-natural 
help in solving philosophical problems. Ladusāns points out that supra-natural vir-
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tues—such as faith, love, hope are in a state of regular interaction. The virtues facil-
itate the capability of rational cogitation in ordine exercitii—by way of stimulation. 
Ladusāns characterizes Christian philosophy as a kind of cogitation born out of a 
living interaction with faith (Ladusāns, 1993b).

Ladusāns’ philosophy is ontological, for he views cognitive process as an appre-
hension of the inner structure of reality. 

Philosophy opens up to the rationality of Christian Revelation so as to answer 
questions that are unaccessible to pure reason within its own limitations. Thus, for 
example, reason is not capable of providing an answer to the burning question about 
the last things (ta eschata)—neither on individual (personalized) nor universal—con-
cerning the whole of humanity—level. This makes it imperative to engage Christian 
Revelation within philosophical reflection. Thus offering the vision and the consuma-
tion of the development of human life and of the whole historical process, providing 
answers for the absolute ends.
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I propose to examine the general conception of time as a field of presence. This examination can be 
seen as a kind of “thought experiment,” where we see what happens when we reverse this relation—i.e., 
when we elucidate the “past-present-future dimension” in terms of the “here-there dimension.” Such 
a reversal, I will argue, brings to the fore the pragmatic, spatial character of lived time. Not only does 
it bring about a revision of horizonal structure of the field of presence, it also has consequences for 
psycho-analytical research. 
Keywords: spatiality, field of presence, temporality, perception, Merleau-Ponty, Husserl, Heidegger.

* Funding for the research for this paper has been received from Progress Q21, Charles University.

© JAMES MENSCH, 2021

https://doi.org/10.21638/11701/spbu02.2018.101
mailto:james.mensch@gmail.com


164 JAMES MENSCH

ТЕМПОРАЛЬНОСТЬ  
КАК ПРОСТРАНСТВЕННОЕ ПОЛЕ ПРИСУТСТВИЯ*

ДЖЕЙМС МЕНШ
Доктор философских наук, почётный профессор.
Факультет гуманитарных наук, Карлов Университет.
158 00 Прага, Чешская Республика.
E-mail: james.mensch@gmail.com

Согласно утверждению Мерло-Понти в Феноменологии восприятия, мы переживаем время как 
«поле присутствия». По его словам, «именно в моем “поле присутствия” в широчайшем смысле 
[…] я вступаю в контакт со временем и познаю его протекание». Это поле фундаментально. Им 
объясняется мое понимание пространства. Мерло-Понти формулирует это так: «Восприятие 
доставляет мне “поле присутствия” в широком смысле, простирающееся в двух измерениях: 
измерении здесь-там и  измерении прошлое-настоящее-будущее. Второе проясняет первое». 
Другими словами, я понимаю пространственное измерение «здесь-там» в  терминах темпо-
рального измерения. «Там»  — это то, что я непосредственно схватываю, удерживая «только 
что прошедшее». В этой статье я предлагаю исследовать общую концепцию времени как поля 
присутствия. Это исследование можно считать чем-то вроде «мысленного эксперимента», в ко-
тором мы рассматриваем, что происходит при инверсии этого отношения, т. е. при объясне-
нии «измерения прошлого-настоящего-будущего» в  терминах «измерения здесь-там». Такая 
инверсия, как я намерен показать, раскрывает прагматический, пространственный характер 
проживаемого времени. Это не только способствует пересмотру горизонтной структуры поля 
присутствия, но и имеет последствия для психоаналитического исследования.
Ключевые слова: пространственность, поле присутствия, временность, восприятие, Мер-
ло-Понти, Гуссерль, Хайдеггер.

According to Merleau-Ponty in his Phenomenology of Perception, we experience 
time as a “field of presence.” In his words, “It is in my ‘field of presence’ in the widest 
sense […] that I make contact with time, and learn to know its course” (Merleau-Pon-
ty, 2002, 483). The field is structured horizonally. Its sense is that of “the field of pres-
ence with its double horizon of primary past and future, and the infinite openness of 
those fields of presence that have slid by, or are still possible”—namely, the recalled 
and anticipated fields with their own horizons of past and future (Merleau-Ponty, 
2002, 492). What exactly is this field? What is the nature of its horizonal structure? 
Merleau-Ponty remarks that it has both a spatial and a temporal aspect. He writes: 
“Perception provides me with a ‘field of presence’ in the broad sense, extending in two 
dimensions: the here-there dimension and the past-present-future dimension. The 
second elucidates the first” (Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 309). In other words, I understand 

* Исследование проведено при финансовой поддержке Progress Q21, Карлов Университет.
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the spatial “here-there” dimension in terms of the temporal dimension. The “there” is 
what I immediately grasp in still having in hand “the immediate past.” (Merleau-Pon-
ty, 2002, 309). In this article, I propose to examine the general conception of time as 
a field of presence. This examination can be seen as a kind of “thought experiment,” 
where we see what happens when we reverse this relation—i.e., when we elucidate 
the “past-present-future dimension” in terms of “the here-there dimension.” Such a 
reversal, I will argue, brings to the fore the pragmatic, spatial character of lived time. 
It also has consequences for psycho-analytical research. Although this article will cite 
Kant, Merleau-Ponty and Heidegger, it is in no way to be taken as a commentary on 
their positions. Elements of their analyses will enter into its discussions, yet the overall 
effect will be to reverse their views on the relation of time to space1.

1. THE CONCEPT OF HORIZON AND ITS TEMPORAL INTERPRETATION

Before discussing the horizonal structure of our experience of time, mention 
should be made of Husserl’s general conception of a horizon. Formally regarded, a 
horizon is simply a series of experiences which have been connected and, in their con-
nections, determine the further experiences which can join this series. Thus, in the 
appearing of a spatial-temporal object, the experiences are perspectivally arranged, 
showing first one side and then another of the object. What, by virtue of past experi-
ence, is implicit in the view of the side we see becomes explicit in the sides that come 
into view. As they do, the experiences that we have had form the actually experienced 
portion of a larger horizon. This horizon is composed of the experiences that can fit 
in with the perspectival views we have already had. Such fitting in signifies, negatively, 
that they do not undermine our understanding of the sense of the object we are ex-
periencing. Thus, as we walk around the object, we do not expect that the object will 
suddenly vanish when we attempt to view its further side. Positively, fitting in signifies 
that the views we are having will join with our previous experiences so as to more 
closely determine the object’s sense—e.g., its color, shape, etc. For Husserl, every real 
object, taken as a “unity of sense,” has its horizon of possible experiences, which can 
continue to enrich and define its perceptual sense. This horizon is not just “internal” 
to the object; it is also what Husserl calls “external.” In the latter case, it links the object 
to the other objects we experience. As Husserl describes this: 

1 I am grateful to Prof. Barbara Weber, UBC Vancouver, who first pointed out to me the importance 
of Merleau-Ponty’s conception of time as a field of presence. The claim that this field can be eluci-
dated spatially is, however, my own.
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The individual—relative to consciousness—is nothing for itself; perception of a thing is 
its perception in a perceptual field. And just as the individual thing has a sense in percep-
tion only through an open horizon of “possible perceptions,” […] so once again the thing 
has a horizon: an “external horizon” in relation to the “internal”; it has this precisely as a 
thing of a field of things; and this finally points to the totality, “the world as a perceptual 
world.” (Husserl, 1962, 165)2 

Thus, the perception of a chair in the bedroom is linked to that of the bed, and 
the bedroom itself, with its various furnishings, is perceptually linked to the other 
rooms in the house. My perceptual experience, as I walk through the house, leads me 
from the perceptions of the objects of one room to those of the others. The ultimate 
referent of this perceptual flow is, as Husserl writes, the world as perceived by us. This 
is the world as the horizon of all the experiential horizons that define and link indi-
vidual objects (Husserl, 1962, 145). 

How are we to think of the experiences forming these horizons? Are their con-
necting links to be taken as primarily temporal or spatial? Should we understand 
spatial relations in terms of temporal relations or vice versa?3 In the tradition that 
stretches from Kant to Husserl, the links are pre-eminently temporal. According to 
Kant, “Time is the formal condition of all appearances whatsoever.” He explains this 
by writing: “all presentations […] belong […] as determinations of the mind, to our 
inner state.” This inner state, however, “belongs to time” (Kant, 1963, 77). This means 
that if we do not have access to this inner state, i.e., to the flow of our experiences, we 
have no sense of time. In his words: “if we abstract from our mode of inwardly intuit-
ing ourselves […] then time is nothing” (Kant, 1963, 110). For Kant, it is only by turn-
ing inward, i.e., regarding not only our present experience but also our remembered 
and anticipated experiences, that we can speak of time as a dimension embracing the 
past, present, and future. If we limit ourselves to what is sensuously available in outer 
perception, we can see neither the past nor the future. Thus, regarding the financial 
pages of the paper, I cannot see tomorrow’s stock prices. Neither can I directly see the 
past. The world that I grasp in outer perception is always now. 

Husserl also embraces this primacy of time. His focus, however, is on our grasp 
of existents. Time, for him, is the form of all appearances because, as he writes, “[t]
emporalization is the constitution of existents in their temporal modalities.” His basic 
point is that the temporal arrangement of the experiences in a given order is required 
for me to grasp them as experiences of some existent—say a chair. Were these experi-

2 Unless otherwise noted, all translations from German in this article are my own. 
3 For the purposes of this thought experiment, we exclude the position that such relations are 

equi-primordial. 
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ences disordered, no such apprehension would be possible. Behind this view is a tem-
poral conception of existence. For Husserl, an existent is “a present existent with the 
past of the same existent, with the future coming to be of the same.” Temporalization, 
in its generation of retentions and protentions, allows us to grasp this past and future. 
By virtue of these short term or “primary” memories and anticipations, we grasp our 
experiences in the order of their appearing4. The object that appears through them 
is, in Husserl’s words, the existent understood as “an original, concrete presence, a 
persisting presence that ‘includes’ the past and the future as dependent components 
in the streaming of the present”5.

2. EMBODIMENT AND THE FIELD OF PRESENCE

What is striking in these accounts is the fact that the body plays no part in them. 
Yet, as is obvious, embodiment informs visibility. The foreground-background structure 
that characterizes the visual field is ordered according to the “near to” and the “far from” 
my body. The horizonal structure of my field of presence is based on this ordering, 
which my bodily movement sets in motion. When the “far” becomes the “near,” when, 
for example, I approach a distant object, a new “far”—a new background for the near—
opens up6. This transition from the near to the far is accompanied by an ordered flow of 
experiences. Things, as I move among them, show first one side (the side facing me) and 
then another. In all this, my body is both my openness to my surrounding world and that 
which gives it a concealing character. I see because my face has eyes, but this very fact 
4 Such short term or primary memories are to be distinguished from long term memories. The for-

mer are originally perceptive. In Husserl’s words, “But if we call perception the act in which all ‘ori-
gin’ lies, the act that constitutes originally, then primary memory is perception. For only in primary 
memory do we see what is past, only in it does the past become constituted—and constituted pre-
sentatively, not re-presentatively. The just past, the before in opposition to the now, can be directly 
seen only in primary memory; it is its essence to bring this new and original past to primary, direct 
intuition, just as it is the essence of the perception of the now to bring the now directly to intuition” 
(Husserl, 1991, 43). As for long term memories, they recall this original grasp. They are not percep-
tive, but rather reproductive (Husserl, 1991, 39).

5 „Zeitigung  — das ist die Konstitution von Seiendem in Zeitmodalitäten. Seiendes, gegenwärtig 
Seiendes mit Vergangenheit desselben Seienden, künftig Seinwerden desselben. So ist im ursprüng-
lichen Sinne Seiendes eine ursprünglich konkrete Präsenz, es ist dauernde Präsenz, die als unselb-
ständige Komponenten im Strömen der Präsenz Vergangenheit und Zukunft ‚einschließt’“ (Hus-
serl, 2002, 274).

6 At play, here, is the etymological sense of the word “horizon,” which comes from the Greek, ὁρίζων 
(horízōn). Its root ὅρος (hóros), signifies boundary. Thus, we can speak of the horizon as the border 
between the earth and the sky. This border is the limit of what we can see. As we advance, it recedes 
before us. It always remains “far from” us.
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means that seeing what is in front of me is not seeing what is behind me. What is behind 
me forms, like what is far from me, a part of the horizon of possible experiences that I 
could have were I to undertake the appropriate bodily motion. Thus, the view I have of 
some object is understood as included in a horizon (or connected series) of views that I 
could have were I to shift my body’s position and see the object from elsewhere. Every 
time I do take a new position, a new view of the object achieves prominence. It becomes 
the foreground, while the other perspectives form the background. As Merleau-Ponty 
notes, it is impossible to dispense with this structure. Were we to attempt an “absolute” 
grasp of the object, one that viewed it from all sides simultaneously, we would leave con-
sciousness behind. In his words, “the absolute positing of a single object is the death of 
consciousness” (Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 82). This is because the foreground-background 
structure is inherent in consciousness. It is a principle implicit in the ordering of its vi-
sual experiences—a principle that is founded on its embodiment.

This understanding of the horizon in terms of the “near” and the “far” is a spatial 
understanding. The same understanding is present when we speak of the intention-
alities that traverse our field of presence. To understand them spatially is to see them 
as based on spatial motion, the very motion that unfolds the horizons that situate us. 
Merleau-Ponty comes close to this understanding when he speaks of “motility as ba-
sic intentionality.” Intentionality is the property that consciousness has of being con-
sciousness of something. It is its directedness towards an object or situation. To un-
derstand intentionality in terms of motility is, accordingly, to make the directedness 
of consciousness a function of its embodied mobility. This implies, as Merleau-Ponty 
writes, “Consciousness is in the first place not a matter of ‘I think that’ but of ‘I can’” 
(Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 159). The I-can-move founds the directedness or intention-
ality of consciousness. In Merleau-Ponty’s words, “Consciousness is being-towards-
the-thing through the intermediary of the body […] to move one’s body is to aim at 
things through it” (Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 160–161). Such movement sets the horizon 
of the “near” and “far” in motion. Doing so, it brings objects close, letting them appear 
through the horizons of experiences that define their presence. In this view, it is not as 
if we first have a representation of an object and then move towards it. The represen-
tation forms as we move towards it. Our motion unfolds the experiences, whose unity 
is the object’s sense. Thus, initially, the object is given as a direction of our motion. It 
is that which draws us to project ourselves forward. In Merleau-Ponty’s words, 

In the action of the hand which is raised towards an object is contained a reference to the 
object, not as an object represented, but as that highly specific thing towards which we 
project ourselves, near which we are in anticipation, and which we haunt. (Merleau-Pon-
ty, 2002, 159) 
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Thus, reaching toward the glass we are to drink from, we are, in anticipation, 
already there at the goal. The goal, which is our grasping the glass, is not a representa-
tion but a destination. It is, as an anticipation, a guide for the motility that will disclose 
the glass. It is a destination that guides the unfolding of our experiences as we move, 
the very experiences we synthesized into a bodily sense-filled presence. The spatiality 
implicit in this conception of intentionality is obvious. To intend implies traversing 
space. Spatiality is inherent in the directed motions through which we bring things 
close7.

3. THE PRAGMATIC UNDERSTANDING OF THE FIELD OF PRESENCE

Concretely regarded, bringing close—such as reaching for a glass or setting out 
for a destination—is a pragmatic activity. I perform such activities as means to an 
end—such as drinking from the glass or arriving at the destination. This implies the 
intentionalities in question are themselves pragmatic8. This is the position Heidegger 
adopts in Being and Time. In his account, our directedness to objects—our inten-
tionalities—are a function of bringing close. This bringing close does not just reveal 
the perceptual sense of the object—e.g., the sense of the glass in the unfolding of the 
perspectives as I bring it close. It also reveals its pragmatic sense—its sense as some-
thing to drink from. The same holds for the pragmatic senses of the things I use to 
accomplish my purpose. Suppose, for example, I intend to cross the lake in a sailboat. 
Doing so, I understand the wind as wind to fill my sails. Its sense is grasped in terms 
of my goal9. 

According to Heidegger, my intentional relation to the goal is projective. In de-
ciding to cross the lake, I understand this as a possibility I am capable of and project 
it forward as the future I will actualize. Engaging in this activity, I don’t just exhibit 
7 Merleau-Ponty would object to this interpretation. Referring to our temporal retentions and proten-

tions, he writes, “Time is not a line, but a network of intentionalities” (Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 484). 
The implications of Merleau-Ponty’s remarks on “motility as basic intentionality,” however, point 
not to time, but rather to space as fundamental to this network. Space, in the form of the “near” and 
the “far,” make possible the horizonal structure of the field of perceptual presence, a structure that 
becomes that of an actual horizon through our mobility. The intentionalities that determine the 
horizonal unfolding of our perceptual experiences are directed to objects or situations. Since their 
intent is to bring these close, they are, we contend, primarily spatial.

8 The pragmatic context excludes such activities, such as dancing, that can be seen as being per-
formed for their own sake.

9 The same holds generally. Viewed pragmatically, i.e., as means, “[t]he wood is a forest of timber, 
the mountain a quarry of rock; the river is water-power, the wind is wind ‘in the sails’ and so on” 
(Heidegger, 1967, 70).
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myself as actualizing this possibility—this through disclosing my being as the per-
son who has crossed the lake—I also exhibit both the boat and the wind as means 
for my purposes. This example illustrates how I make my way in the world. I do so 
by intending the world as an “equipmental totality”—i.e., a totality of equipment or 
tools needed to actualize my pragmatic possibilities. Interpretation is interpretation of 
such uses. It is the apprehension of sense in terms of use value. In Heidegger’s words, 
interpretation “appresents the what-it-is-for of a thing and so brings out the reference 
of the ‘in-order-to,’” i.e., its use in a particular project (Heidegger, 1985, 261). The 
result is the articulation of the world according to the uses of its objects. For Heide-
gger, the essential point in this account is the role of my projective, intentional being 
in such articulation. Understanding something as something, e.g., wind as wind to fill 
my sails, and projecting myself forward as the person who will accomplish one of my 
possibilities, e.g., that of crossing the lake, are, for Heidegger, the same process. In 
his words, “As understanding, Dasein projects its Being upon possibilities.” This “Be-
ing-towards-possibilities, which understands, is itself a potentiality-for-Being; and it 
is so because of the way these possibilities, as disclosed, exert their counter-thrust 
[Ruckschlag] upon Dasein” (Heidegger, 1967, 148)10. Their counter-thrust is their role 
in the defining of Dasein’s being as having realized one of his or her possibilities. 

Inherent in this pragmatic view is the conception of the horizon as a series of 
means-ends relations. For Heidegger, the objects of the world are linked in terms of 
the uses we can put them to. The nail, for example, is linked to the hammer used to 
drive it; and both are understood in relation to the boards we are nailing. These ob-
jects are understood in terms of the thing that we are making—say, a bookcase. The 
latter, in turn, is intelligible in terms of the books that we are making it for; and these 
books are, themselves, grasped in terms of further references. Things, here, are always 
interpreted in terms of their relations with other things, the ensemble corresponding 
to the possibilities we have of engaging with them. Such possibilities, which are es-
sentially those of the “I-can,” set the horizons of our world. The sense of this world is 
the totality of uses we can put its objects to. It is the horizon of the horizons set by our 
individual, practical projects. In such a world, as Heidegger notes, “An interpretation 
is never a presuppositionless apprehending of something presented to us” (Heideg-
ger, 1967, 150). It articulates a tacit understanding—a way of being in and using the 
world—that is set by our goals.

Is this projecting forward of ourselves in terms of one of our possibilities tem-
poral or spatial? For Heidegger, it is clearly temporal. The point of his descriptions 

10 Here, I follow the translation Heidegger (1962, 186).
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in Being and Time is to exhibit “temporality as the meaning of the being that we call 
Dasein.” This involves “the repeated interpretation … of the structures of Dasein […] 
as modes of temporality” (Heidegger, 1967, 17). Thus, for Heidegger, our project-
ing ourselves forward in terms of some goal—i.e., our envisaging ourselves as having 
accomplished it—is what futurity signifies. At its basis is the fact that, in intending 
something, “Dasein has already compared itself in its [present] being with a[n unreal-
ized] possibility of itself ” (Heidegger, 1967, 191). This means that “Dasein is already 
ahead of itself in its being. Dasein is always [in considering this possibility] ‘beyond 
itself ’ [‘über sich hinaus’]” (Heidegger, 1967, 192). The future is accomplished in re-
alizing this possibility. I accomplish it by closing the gap between my present self 
and the self that realizes some given possibility—e.g., the possibility of my crossing 
the lake. In Heidegger’s words, “This […] letting itself come towards itself [auf sich 
Zukommen-lassen] […] is the original phenomenon of the future” (Heidegger, 1967, 
325). For Heidegger, then, closing the gap is a temporal phenomenon. My contention, 
based on the same pragmatic interpretation of the field of presence, is that it is, first of 
all, spatial. How can the issue be decided?

4. TIME AS IMPLYING SPACE

Should we interpret this “closing the gap” temporally or spatially? If we under-
stand it temporally, then the field of perceptual presence is primarily temporal. This 
means that the temporal dimension elucidates the “here-there” and “near-far” spatial 
relations that characterize this field. In Merleau-Ponty’s words, “I ‘hold,’ I ‘have’ the 
distant object without any explicit positing of the spatial perspective.” I have it “as I still 
‘have in hand’ the immediate past” Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 309). The alternative is to 
consider this closing the gap as primarily spatial with a corresponding spatial inter-
pretation of the field. In this view, bringing close is closing the spatial divide between 
ourselves and our goal. Thus, in our example, closing the gap between the present self 
who stands on one shore of the lake and the self that has crossed to the other shore 
involves traversing the spatial divide between the shores. The “I can,” in this view, is an 
embodied “I can”; the focus is on the “I can move” by which the gap is closed. If this 
interpretation is correct, then the apprehension of spatial motion is fundamental to 
our understanding of time. It elucidates “the past-present-future dimension.” 

Heidegger notes that when we take time as a series of nows, we face “the prob-
lem of the continuity of time.” How can something made up of now-points be con-
tinuous? (Heidegger, 1967, 423). For Heidegger, this problem points to the forgetting 
of the “ekstatical [ekstatischen] stretching along of the temporality” that pertains to 
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Dasein (Heidegger, 1967, 423). This stretching is Dasein’s being ahead of itself. It is 
its projecting itself forward. Aristotle, in spite of Heidegger’s criticism of him, also 
describes the difficulties implicit in this sense of time. Having noted that neither the 
past nor the future exists, since the past “has been and is not” and the future “is going 
to be and is not yet,” Aristotle raises the question of the now: if to be is to be now, the 
now certainly exists; but can we say that the now is a part of time? A part measures 
the whole, which is made up of its parts. But the present has no extension. In this, it 
is like a point on a line. Neither nows nor points can be summed up to give a definite 
quantity (Aristotle, 1993, 61). The paradox, then, is that the past and the present do 
not exist and the now that does exist is not part of time. What this paradox points to is 
the non-self-subsistent quality of time. Time, understood as a series of nows, must de-
pend on something outside of itself in order to be. For Heidegger, this is our projective 
being. Such projective being, however, is, for him, not outside of time. For Heidegger, 
it is time itself. 

The tradition that extends from Augustine to Husserl also attempted to resolve 
this paradox. Its solution is to assert that the past and the future subsist in our minds. 
Thus, Augustine accepts that to be is to be now, which implies that the past and the 
future, like the present, must be now if we are to grant them existence. They are, how-
ever, now, not directly, but in a modified manner in our memories and anticipations. 
This means, he writes, they “exist in the mind, and I find them nowhere else: the pres-
ent of things past is memory, the present of things present is sight, and the present of 
things future is expectation”11. Husserl follows Augustine’s lead12. He asserts that ex-
tended time exists for us first through the retentions and protentions that are present 
in our consciousness. As for the now, it exists as the changing moment of our present 
perception.

11 In Augustine’s words, “there are three times, a present of things past, a present of things present, a 
present of things future. For these three exist in the mind, and I find them nowhere else: the present 
of things past is memory, the present of things present is sight, the present of things future is expec-
tation” (Augustine, 1993, 19).

12 As Rudolf Bernet writes, “The personal copy of the Confessions kept at the Archives shows that 
Husserl carefully read Book XI. This is not surprising since, in his phenomenological description of 
internal time-consciousness, he is so inspired by the observations and implicit presuppositions of 
Augustine’s analysis of time that one may candidly speak of Husserlian ‘marginalia’ to Augustine” 
(Bernet, 1985, xi). Husserl himself remarks: “Even today, anyone occupied with the problem of time 
must still study Chapters 14-28 of Book XI of the Confessiones thoroughly. For, in these matters, our 
modern age, so proud of its knowledge, has failed to surpass or even to match the splendid achieve-
ment of this great thinker who grappled so earnestly with the problem of time” (Husserl, 1966, 3). 
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Heidegger would remark that this explanation falls within the common error 
of equating presence and existence. It understands nows as a series of things present 
to hand (Heidegger, 1967, 422). This contention, however, does not touch the central 
element of the paradox that Aristotle presents: If the moments of time do not have 
any extension, what prevents them from collapsing into each other? The question is: 
What “spaces” them, as it were? What gives them the “outside of each other” that we 
associate with space? To answer this question, it is instructive to turn to the oft-noted 
fact that our experience of time is dependent on our experience of change. As John 
Locke observed, we have no sense of time in dreamless sleep. To experience its flow, 
we have to experience the change or succession of our “ideas” or perceptions13. Thus, 
without change, our sense of time freezes. The now ceases to “flow” when the contents 
occupying it remain the same. It is only when we experience the present moment with 
an ever new content, that we apprehend it as temporal—i.e., as a streaming, chang-
ing present. Now, if we ask what lies behind this change of content, we have to turn 
to space. The alterity that we experience, e.g., the different positions of the clock’s 
hands—presupposes space. What we register is other because it occurs in space. In 
space, it changes its color, its position, its shape, its relation to what surrounds it, and 
so on. Space, in its extension, that is, in its having “parts outside of parts,” provides the 
framework for such change. It supplies a necessary condition for the alterity that we 
register as time. This does not mean that the alterity of contents is itself responsible for 
separating the different moments of time. Space, rather, is the ultimate reason why the 
moments with their different contents do not coincide. Thus, what distinguishes the 
appearances of a moving body are not the moments that they inhabit; it is the spatially 
distinct positions of its path. It is the outside-of-one-another of such positions, the ex-
tension of the path, that translates itself into the extension of time. Without this spatial 
extension, the path would collapse as would the moments presenting the appearances 
of the motion along it.

The same point holds for our own mobility. The sequence of experiences that 
form our horizons depend on our embodied I-can-move. But our movement is only 

13 In Locke’s words, “That we have our notion of succession and duration from this original, viz., from 
reflection on the train of ideas, which we find to appear one after another in our own minds, seems 
plain to me, in that we have no perception of duration but by considering the train of ideas that take 
their turns in our understandings. When that succession of ideas ceases, our perception of duration 
ceases with it; which everyone clearly experiments in himself, whilst he sleeps soundly, whether an 
hour or a day, a month or a year; of which duration of things, while he sleeps or thinks not, he has 
no perception at all, but it is quite lost to him; and the moment wherein he leaves off to think, till 
the moment he begins to think again, seems to him to have no distance” (Locke, 1995, 122–123). 
Hume makes the same observation (Hume, 1973, 35).
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possible in space. Its apartness is what separates the experiences. Such separation can 
be thought of as the presence of space in time: its presence as spacing time’s moments. 
Time, in this view, does not subsist in our minds. It subsists in our I-can-move—i.e., 
in the space traversed by our movement, in the apartness space brings to our experi-
ences. Space here elucidates time. The parts outside of parts that characterize space 
explains the distinction of contents that makes time flow. 

What is the relation of the conception of space as “parts outside of parts” to our 
previous conceptions, namely space as involving the “near and the far” and as defined 
as a pragmatically structured horizon? The latter two involve motion—the motion 
that brings the “far” to the “near” and that involved in our pragmatic activities. The 
conception of parts outside of parts, however, seems static. When we gaze at a repre-
sentation, it does not seem to move. Its extended features seem to have a fixed relation 
to each other. Here, of course, we should be cautious of speaking of space as a rep-
resentation. From a phenomenological perspective, representations are constituted 
phenomena. As we noted, they gain their sense through our synthesis of the unfolding 
of experiences, such unfolding being a function of motion. Thus, my representation 
of a chair involves the synthesis of experiences of approaching it, viewing it from 
different sides, sitting in it, feeling its softness or hardness, etc. All of these enter into 
my representation of the chair. They are what allow me to take it as a real object—i.e., 
as a “unity of sense” (Husserl, 1976, 120). Learning how to see involves learning how 
to assign such experiences to a single referent. Only then can we take it as some-
thing of which we are having experiences14. Given the dependence of representation 
on motion and motion on space, we cannot say that space is itself a representation. It 
is, rather, a formal condition for representation. Understood as the relation of “parts 
outside of parts,” it is a necessary condition for our taking space as the relation of the 
“near” and the “far” of as the “bringing close” that characterizes space as a pragmati-
cally structured horizon15.

14 As Husserl notes, “in infancy we had to learn to see things.” For the infant, “the field of perception” 
does not yet contain such objects (Husserl, 1963, 112). An indication of such learning is presented by 
the neurologist, Oliver Sacks, in his article, “To See and Not See.” He reports that those who are born 
blind and have their sight restored through surgury, face “great difficulties after surgery in the appre-
hension of space and distance—for months even years” (Sachs, 1993, 63). Reporting on one particular 
individual, Virgil, he writes: “He would pick up details incessantly—an angle, an edge, a color, a move-
ment—but would not be able to synthesize them, to form a complex perception at a glance” (Sachs, 
1993, 64). He was, in other words, unable to form a complex visual field, let alone represent objects as 
he approached them. A rewriten version of this account appears in Sachs (1996, 244–296).

15 Here, it should be noted that the notion of space as sensory contents spreading out in perceptual 
field and forming relations with other contents is a derivative one. It depends on the constitution of 
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5. SPACE AS ELUCIDATING THE TEMPORAL FIELD OF PRESENCE

What would it mean to take the perceptual field of presence as primarily spatial? 
How would we interpret the temporal dimensions? Understood spatially, these di-
mensions are measures of the time that it takes to bring things physically close. Thus, 
depending on your body—on whether it is a child’s, an adult’s, an old person’s, healthy, 
ill, or crippled, etc.—the future stretches before you differently. Your body can allow 
you to race up the hill. Alternately, it can cause you to proceed with difficulty, employ-
ing a cane. It can, if you are small, present you with a shelf too high to reach, where the 
distance (and the time) to reach the object depend upon getting a stool to stand on. 
Alternately, it can make the shelf easily (and immediately) within reach. Time, here, is 
elucidated in terms of the distances to be crossed and the bodily “I can” that traverses 
them. Such distances can be short ranged, as in moving one’s fingers while knitting; 
they can also involve complicated, non-repetitive activities like preparing a meal. Al-
ternately, they can involve our traversing longer stretches. In each case, the spatiality 
of the activity determines our experience of time that stretches before us.

Once we take our projective being as an embodied I-can, this view of the fu-
ture can, with modifications, be assimilated to Heidegger’s pragmatic account. The 
case is quite different with the past. The past, for Heidegger, is viewed in terms of the 
resources it offers for my projects. Thus, for Heidegger, “Dasein can authentically be 
past only insofar as it is futural” (Heidegger, 1967, 326). It depends on what I plan to 
realize—i.e., the possibilities within me that I project forward. Thus, my possibility 
of winning a marathon depends on my given physical makeup, i.e., on a past that 
includes the facts of my birth and subsequent physical development. It also depends 
on how much I have already trained for the event and on my living in a culture that 
has developed the tradition of running marathon races16. In providing me with my 
possibilities, this accumulated past allows me to be ahead of myself. This dependence 
does not mean that the past determines the future. Rather, the line of dependence is 
such that the future is determinative. In Heidegger’s words, “Dasein ‘is’ its past in the 
manner of its being, which roughly speaking, occurs from its future […] Its own past 
[…] does not follow after Dasein, but rather is always in advance of it” (Heidegger, 
1967, 20). His point is that, while the past gives me the possibilities for my future ac-
tion, it is only in terms of such action that they can be considered possibilities at all.

the perceptual field in passive genesis, a genesis that first fixes the relations of sensory contents. See 
note 16.

16 As the word “marathon” indicates, this tradition stretches back to ancient Greece.
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For Heidegger, the past and the future are complementary, but not symmetrical. 
Yet if we understand them in terms of the bringing close objects and situations, a cer-
tain symmetry appears. The past, like the future, is understood in terms of the time 
that it takes to bring something close. Say, for example, that I have left the bedroom of 
my apartment and am now in the living room. To ask on a pragmatic level how long 
ago I was in the bedroom is to ask how long will it take me to return to the bedroom 
and occupy the position I had in the past. This determines the “recall”—the bringing 
close—of the past. If I drop a glass, which shatters, then this past is irretrievably dis-
tant. I can never, no matter how much time I take, retrieve the past where the glass 
was whole. One can, of course, object that I could have left the bedroom hours ago or 
that less than a minute may have passed since I let slip the glass. The time it takes to 
return to the bedroom, which may be only a matter of a minute, hardly measures how 
long ago I was there. The same holds for the indefinite time it would take to repair the 
glass that I just dropped. 

This objection holds if we assume that time is clock time. If we do, the time of 
return is not set by my motion, but rather by the motion of the hands on the clock 
face. The time it takes to return to the moment of the shattering of the glass would, 
then, be measured by imagining the clock’s hands moving back to their original po-
sitions. In this view, the time of bringing close is understood in terms of two simulta-
neities: (1) the simultaneity of the start of the action and initial positions of the hands 
on the clock and (2) the simultaneity of the end of the action and the new positions 
of the clock’s hands. Here, the distance traveled, as designated by the numbers on the 
dial, gives the numerical measure of the time. This view, like the one I propose, is 
essentially pragmatic. It elucidates time in terms of a spatial closing of the gap. The 
motion it relies on, however, is mechanical and regular. Understood as standardized 
clock time, this conception is now universal. It determines our pragmatic grasp of our 
collective activities. Yet, as Jimena Canales, the cultural historian, writes, the concep-
tion of a standardized clock time is surprisingly recent. “In 1922,” she notes, “the clock 
at the Paris Observatory and those regulating the city disagreed by 9 minutes and 
21 seconds.” Both disagreed with railroad time, which was set by the city of Rouen, 
the seat of the railway system’s directorship. This meant that, “in Paris, the time inside 
a railway station differed from that outside by 5 minutes” (Canales, 2015, 256–257). 
In fact, the whole notion of clock time dates from the period of sundials and water 
clocks, whose localization prevented standardization. Previously, it was measured, if 
at all, by the motion of the sun and the stars. In any case, such measurements of time 
by motion do not contradict, but rather reinforce the claim that bringing close, i.e., 
traversing a spatial divide, is what determines time as a field of presence. This holds, 
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whether the bringing close is understood in terms of the motion of a clock or wheth-
er we take its basis to be our I-can-move. For the vast part of human existence, the 
standard was set by the human possibilities of motion. The future was understood not 
in terms of hours and days, but in terms of the time to achieve some objective. The 
same, I am suggesting, holds with the past. Its primitive, pragmatic sense was not that 
of clock time, but rather was expressed what would be required to restore a given situ-
ation. This is the time still experienced by small children who have not yet grasped the 
concept of a clock. Time for them is the time of events and, as such, seems inherently 
reversible in terms of the possibilities of bringing close (Forman, 2015). 

Such an understanding, of course, flies in the face of our current acceptance of 
the irreversibility of time. The law of entropy is understood as setting time’s arrow. 
From a scientific perspective, which is determined by clock time, this is certainly the 
case. Such time, however, is not that of our pragmatically structured field of presence. 
We have to first overlay this with non-reversible measuring processes—for example, 
those of clocks that can only advance—to see the time that is determined by our mo-
tion as incapable of return. For much of the ancient world, time was not unidirec-
tional, but rather circular, being measured by the repeating motion of the heavens. 
It was the time of repeating seasons of human activity, of the periodic rise and fall 
of civilizations. Such repetitions inherently involved a return. It is important to note 
that, from a pragmatic perspective, the possibility of a return does not mean that all 
distinctions between the future and the past disappear. To close the distance to an 
anticipated future—say, to cross a lake—is to establish a situation—e.g. that of being 
on the other side of the lake. Closing the distance with regard to a remembered past 
is to reestablish the past situation. The former involves newness, the later, repetition. 

What about the fact that, given the law of entropy, we cannot actually restore 
some situations? While I can enter a room that I left an hour ago, I cannot return to 
being a child. I can, perhaps, return to the house where I was a child, but not to the 
time when I was a child. For the latter to be possible, I would have to reverse all the 
actions that brought me to my present state. In terms of entropy, this would be like 
expecting the ink drop dissolving in a glass of water to reform itself into the original 
drop. Like the glass that I shatter, such a restoration would take an impossible length 
of time. This point holds even though we interpret entropy spatially—i.e., see its in-
crease as a function of the fact that spatial possibilities of disorder indefinitely exceed 
those of order17. Yet, this practical impossibility does not prevent us from returning 

17 Such spatial interpretation is possible since entropy expresses the number of different conditions 
that a system defined by microscopic variables—e.g., the particles of ink in the glass—could assume 
(Ligrone, 2019, 478).
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through memory and imagination to our childhood. In fact, time travel, featured in 
H. G. Well’s novel, The Time Machine, has become a staple of science fiction, which 
features journeys both to the past and the future. What is behind this imaginative 
acceptance of time travel? Why don’t we inherently reject the reversibility of time?

6. REVERSIBILITY

The answer is that such reversibility is inherent in our grasp of time. As such, 
it appears in the self ’s temporal dimensions. When the self projects itself forward in 
terms of some goal, it appears as a future self. For example, while I am cooking dinner, 
I am guided by what I want to achieve—the completed dinner. Implicitly, I see myself 
as having cooked it: I project myself forward as the self that regards the finished meal. 
From the perspective of the projecting self, this projected self is future, while the pro-
jecting self is present. From the perspective of the projected self, however, the self that 
regards the finished meal is present and the projecting self is past. Both perspectives 
are necessary to think of time as a field of presence. Because of their reversibility, the 
self is regarded as past, present and future. As such, to cite Merleau-Ponty, it makes 
“contact with time” and learns “to know its course.” 

To elucidate this reversibility, we have to turn to our embodied habitation of 
space. Space, taken as a pragmatically structured horizon, involves the reversibility of 
the “here” and the “there.” Every “here,” as we depart from it, becomes a “there.” The 
“there” that we arrive at becomes our new “here.” Thus, the original “there” can always 
become a “here” and vice versa. To ask what is behind this possibility is to focus on our 
bodily mobility. Because of it, my being “here” always implies the possibility of my be-
ing “there.” My “here” is that of a body capable of movement: as such, it is a “here” that 
always implies a “there.” For Heidegger, “Dasein is already ahead of itself in its being.” 
But this, we contend, is because such being is embodied. As an embodied I-can-move, 
Dasein inhabits space by moving in it—i.e., by moving among the objects that form its 
environment. In short, what gives it the possibility to be “ahead of itself ” is its bodily 
mobility. It is such mobility that elucidates Dasein’s projective being, since it is what 
allows bringing close, i.e., the closing of the gap that, in Heidegger’s words, is Dasein’s 
“letting itself come towards itself.”

While the reversibility of perspective allows the self to regard itself as past, pres-
ent or future, it cannot grasp itself as all three at once. In my nowness, I imply the 
other temporal dimensions, but, objectively, I escape being placed in more than one 
at a time. Thus, when I take up the stance of the self that regards the already cooked 
meal, the self that is cooking the meal is no longer my present self. It is a past self—the 
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self that was cooking the meal. It stands as object to me, the projected, present self 
that regards it. This subject-object split between the regarding and the regarded self 
affects my identification with the temporal field. Its three dimensions are implicit in 
my projective being, but I can only identify with one of them at a time. As present, I 
can be either the projecting or the projected self, but not both at once. 

To elucidate this in terms of space we need only refer to the fact that I cannot 
be in two places at the same time. My being here excludes my being there. This 
fact is inherent in the very notion of space, which is that of having parts outside 
of parts. It is this circumstance that spatializes time. Giving it an extent, it allows 
the distinction between the temporal dimensions, for example, that between the 
present and the future. Without this, we could not temporally distinguish between 
the projecting and the projected self. We could not see the future in terms of the 
closing of the gap between them. What closes the gap is the spatial I-can-move. But 
this spatial motion presupposes our locality, i.e. the fact that we can only take one 
spatial position at a time. The same holds for the temporal positions of the time that 
registers our motion.

7. THE PARADOX OF OUR RELATION TO THE TEMPORAL FIELD

As Merleau-Ponty notes, we cannot really speak of time as an objective flow. 
The common simile, time is like a river, forgets that the river, unlike time, neither 
comes to be nor expires. As Merleau-Ponty writes:

the water which will flow by tomorrow is at this moment at its source, the water which 
has just passed is now a little further downstream in the valley. What is past or future for 
me is present in the world. (Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 478) 

Here, both the water that is to come and the water that has passed me are equal-
ly present—i.e., simultaneous. When I regard the river as a whole, there is no sense of 
expiration. The same point holds when, instead of being at the bank of the river, the 
observer is situated on a boat flowing with the river. In this case, as Merleau-Ponty 
writes: 

we may say that he is moving downstream towards his future, but the future lies in the 
new landscapes which await him at the estuary; and the course of time is no longer the 
stream itself: it is the landscape as it rolls by for the moving observer. (Merleau-Ponty, 
2002, 478)

The difficulty is that the landscape is, like the river, simultaneous.
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The point of such examples is that time is not simply that which passes by, but 
the relation of this to the observer. In Merleau-Ponty’s words, “if I consider the world 
itself, there is simply one indivisible and changeless being in it. Change presupposes a 
certain position which I take up and from which I see things in procession before me” 
(Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 477). The observer placed at this post has to be apart from the 
flow. He has to be that in relation to which things flow by. “Time,” in Merleau-Ponty’s 
words, “presupposes a view upon time” and this view does not flow with time (Mer-
leau-Ponty, 2002, 477). Thus, “the subject must not be himself situated in [time], in 
order to be able to be present in intention to the past as to the future” (Merleau-Ponty, 
2002, 481). But, as Merleau-Ponty notes, this leads to the question: “has not a con-
sciousness, liberated in this way, lost all notion of what the future, the past, and even 
the present might be?” (Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 481). To have such a sense, conscious-
ness must itself unfold in time. Time must be for it, not just a constituted object, but 
also something determinative of its being: It must experience itself as a flowing stream 
of experiences. The paradox, then, is that our consciousness of time demands that we 
both be and not be in time. How is this possible?

The answer, once again, involves the spatial elucidation of our relation to time. 
I am both a non-temporal observer of time and present in the time I observe because, 
as embodied, I am and am not part of the perceptual field. Merleau-Ponty writes, in 
this regard: “The perception of the world is only an expansion of my field of presence; 
it does not transcend its essential structures, and the body always remains an agent 
in and never becomes an object of this field”18. Thus, the structures of the field are 
set by my embodiment. Its spatial location determines what counts as near and far; 
its motion, its agency, brings about the perspectival unfolding of objects—i.e., their 
horizonal exhibition. Yet as an agent, as the embodied action of bringing things close, 
I remain here. I do not unfold like the things I bring close. Since I cannot stand over 
against myself, I cannot regard myself as “there,”—i.e., as an object among the other 
objects, between which I move, towards which I advance, and from which I depart. 
Accordingly, I can say that I am not in space. I am, rather, a moving view of space. 
Nonetheless, in my very ability to traverse space, it also follows that I am in it. I am 
spatial, not by departing from my “here,” but through this “here’s” transformation. As 
I move, the “here” changes; as the “here” becomes a “there,” it experientially departs 
from itself. This self-departure elucidates the experience consciousness has of itself as 
always other—i.e., as a flow of experiences, which, moment by moment, transforms 

18 My translation. See (Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 354). The French is: « la perception du monde n’est 
qu’une dilatation de mon champ de présence, elle n’en transcende pas les structures essentielles, le 
corps y reste toujours agent et n’y devient jamais objet » (Merleau-Ponty, 1945, 351).
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its content. Thus, the spatiality of the self, its I-can-move-in-space, affects its relations 
to the objects that surround it. It yields the observer of the objects that show their 
different sides as she moves among them. The fact that this observer is and is not in 
space is at the basis of her being and not being in time. She is constantly now. Yet in 
this being now she is constantly other because in being constantly “here,” this “here” 
is constantly other as she moves in space.

8. PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

The psychological implications of this position can be seen by turning to the 
child’s sense of time. Small children, we noted, do not have a sense of clock time. They 
understand time by events rather than events by time. Thus, the child grasps the time 
of his father’s arrival as coming after he has had his afternoon nap and before he eats 
dinner. Time here is determined by the order of events. To determine events by time, 
would, by contrast, be to say that the child’s nap is set from 3:00 PM to 4:30 PM, the fa-
ther’s arrival for 5:00 PM and dinner for 6:00 PM. As numerous observers have point-
ed out, this chronological sense of time comes late to children. Before this, it makes 
no sense to say to them that their father “will come at 5:00 PM” (Cosentino, 2018). As 
the psychologist, Helen Forman, points out, the sense of time as ordered by events was 
common throughout most of human history. The concept of a universal flowing time 
was foreign to their sensibility. Even sundials and water clocks did not measure a time 
that flowed equitably. Their hours were adjusted to the season (Forman, 2015). In fact, 
until we reach a certain age, the temporal field that extends beyond the day has only a 
vague presence. As Chris Chatham reports: 

Around 75 % of 3-year-olds cannot correctly report an event that occurred yesterday, nor 
can they correctly report an event that will occur tomorrow. In fact, similar numbers of 
children can’t even name something that didn’t occur yesterday, or won’t occur tomorrow. 
(Chatham, 2007)

For a concrete sense of a young child’s grasp of time, we can turn to Freud’s de-
scription of a game played by a year-and-a-half old boy with a wooden reel tied to a 
long piece of string. In Freud’s words: 

What he did was to hold the reel by the string and very skillfully throw it over the edge 
of his curtained cot, so that it disappeared into it, at the same time uttering his expressive 
‘o-o-o-o’. He then pulled the reel out of the cot again by the string and hailed its reap-
pearance with a joyful “da” [“there”]. This, then, was the complete game—disappearance 
and return. (Freud, 1961, 9)
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The “o-o-o-o” was his attempt to say “fort”—gone. Freud interprets this in terms 
of his “allowing his mother to go away without protesting. He compensated himself 
for this, as it were, by himself staging the disappearance and return of the objects 
within his reach” (Freud, 1961, 9). The child, here, has a spatial representation of the 
absence and then presence of his mother. In his game, the two events are reversible. 
One recalls the past—the mother’s presence—by symbolically bringing it close again. 
The child restores it by pulling the reel out of the concealment of the cot. This spatial 
reversibility is behind his developing sense of time. In the game, as the psychiatrist, 
Heinz Weiss writes:

there is already an emerging concept of time which links the idea of a present absence 
with the imagination of a future presence. The phantasy enacted in the play then func-
tions like a link inasmuch as ‘past, present and future, are strung together […] on the 
thread of the wish that runs through them’, as Freud says on another occasion. (Weiss, 
2018, 232) 

The link, we would say, is founded on the spatial aspect of the child’s field of 
presence. It is this which allows the wish for the mother its spatial expression in the 
game, an expression that is at the basis of the child’s emerging sense of time.

Phenomenologically speaking, we do not lose this initial sense of time. Each 
development in our growing sense of time depends on what we accomplished previ-
ously. As a result, the genesis of this sense expresses itself in a series of ongoing de-
pendences. Thus, beneath our sense of clock time is a sense of judging time by events. 
Beneath this is their interpretation in spatial terms—i.e., in terms of bringing close 
events such as the presence of the mother. A striking example of this earlier sense of 
time in an adult is provided by Freud in the case of the woman and the stain. Each day, 
he reports, this woman 

would run out of her room into the adjoining one, there take up a certain position at the 
table in the center of the room, ring for her maid, give her a trivial order or send her away 
without [one], and then run back again (Freud, 1965, 272). On the cover of the table was 
a large stain. The woman “stood by the table in such a way that the maid could not miss 
seeing this mark.” (Freud, 1965, 273)

The woman was initially at a loss to explain her actions. But one day, having 
overcome her reservations, she related that 

ten years previously she had married a man very much older than herself, who had 
proved impotent on the wedding night. Innumerable times on that night he had run 
out of his room into hers in order to make the attempt, but had failed every time. In the 
morning he had said angrily: “It’s enough to disgrace one in the eyes of the maid who 
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does the beds,” and seizing a bottle of red ink which happened to be at hand he poured it 
on the sheet, but not exactly in the place where such a mark might have been [justified]. 
(Freud, 1965, 273)

For Freud, this act is like the fort — da game. It is a symbolic way of returning 
to the past by reinstating its situation. For the child, the past that is made close is the 
mother’s presence—the “da” (here) of the reel. His wish, which threads the events, is 
for her return. For the woman, the past consists of the events of the wedding night. 
The wish, however, is not for a return, but rather for a repair of the original situation. 
In Freud’s words, “in the calling of the maid, to whom she displays the mark,” she re-
futes her husband’s remark, “It is enough to disgrace oneself before the maid. In this 
way he, whose part she is playing, is not ashamed before the servant, the stain is where 
it ought to be.” Unlike the child in the fort-da game, “she has not merely repeated the 
scene, rather she has continued it, and corrected it, transforming it into what it ought 
to have been.” In the repetition, there is no longer “impotence.” Her action says: “No, 
it is not true, he was not disgraced before the maid, he was not impotent” (Freud, 
1965, 274).

This attempt to return to the past is doomed to fail. Its failure is not so much a 
matter of the practical impossibility imposed by the law of entropy as of the fact that 
the past it attempts to reach never existed. Spatially regarded, the compulsive attempt 
to redo the past shatters on the contradiction of wishing to return to a “here”—a given 
situation—and yet not have it be this “here.” No matter how often the patient attempts 
to recall the past by bringing it close through a symbolic re-enactment, the result re-
mains the same. The wish that drives this cycle can never be satisfied. As Weiss points 
out, the result of such neuroses is a kind of timelessness, where the patient remains 
marooned in a repeating cycle. To break out of it, one has to face “the experience of 
loss […]. It is only then that mourning and guilt can proceed and that reparation can 
emerge.” The key, for Weiss, is to acknowledge “irreversibility,” i.e., admit that one 
cannot reverse the relation of the past and the future. One cannot have the past be 
what one would have wanted, i.e., be a future that one can change. A return to the past, 
if successful, only repeats it. Only the actual future, we noted, is capable of newness. 
Given this, as Weiss writes, “irreversibility has to be acknowledged in order to create 
new meaning and new life” (Weiss, 2019, 136).

It is important to note that the problem is not with our primitive sense of time 
as event time, a sense that sees no problem with reversing the order of events. Psycho-
logical disturbances that manifest themselves as temporal disturbances refer rather 
to failed attempts to bring things close. They attempt to recall the past and transform 
it. The timelessness that results is that of a past that never existed—a non-existent 
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“there” that one can never bring close. The cure consists not in eliminating our prim-
itive sense of time. It involves breaking the cycle of an impossible return. The cycle 
is based on our primitive sense of time—but it exists not as a development of it but 
rather as its disturbance. 
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Темпоральность — один из ключевых компонентов нашего опыта, однако опыт времени едва 
ли остается неизменным на протяжении всей нашей жизни. Опыт времени во всей его пол-
ноте не является цельным и  неделимым. Это подвижный и  сложный феномен, состоящий 
из множества измерений. Медицинская феноменология и феноменологические исследования 
психопатологий богаты различными примерами темпоральных переживаний, анализ кото-
рых происходит в рамках опыта болезни. Однако было предпринято лишь несколько попыток 
предложить концептуальный каркас, способный обеспечить прочную всестороннюю теорети-
ческую основу, а не способ систематизировать отдельные исследования. Цель настоящей ста-
тьи — очертить рамки множества темпоральных измерений для анализа темпорального опы-
та, опираясь на ряд различений, обнаруженных в феноменологии Гуссерля. Подобный каркас 
может предоставить концептуальные инструменты для анализа темпоральных переживаний 
в любой исследовательской области, имеющей дело с человеческим опытом, в том числе в поле 
феноменологического исследования психопатологий и медицинской феноменологии. Получен-
ный в результате анализ будет не только более прозрачным, комплексным и точным, но также 
систематическим и концептуально-последовательным. Каркас содержит четырнадцать измере-
ний временного опыта в семи бинарных различиях: (1) изменение и структура, (2) имманент-
ность и трансцендентность, (3) самость и интерсубъективность, (4) пассивность и активность, 
(5) рецептивность и спонтанность, (6) представление и репрезентация, (7) нетематизирован-
ная темпоральность и тематизированная темпоральность.
Ключевые слова: феноменология, Эдмунд Гуссерль, переживание времени, темпоральность, кон-
цептуальный каркас, измененные состояния сознания, психопатологии, качественный анализ.

1. INTRODUCTION

Although temporality is one of the key components of our experience, it does 
not mean that it remains the same for all of us all of the time. Rather than being solid 
and simple, the time experience in its entirety is a fluid and complex phenomenon con-
sisting of a multitude of dimensions. There is a range of experiences in which changes 
in our temporal experience are most noticeable, the experience of illness being one of 
them. According to the body of work in medical phenomenology and phenomenologi-
cal psychopathology, not only does illness change dramatically our embodied existence, 
but it also modifies our temporal experience. In phenomenological psychopathology 
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a considerable attention has been given to temporal aspects of the illness experience 
by drawing on insights and conceptual distinctions from phenomenology, most nota-
bly, from the works of Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger (Aho, 2020, 260; Fuchs, 
2005, 195, 2013, 547; Moskalewicz, 2016, 235; Moskalewicz & Schwartz, 2020, 208)1. 
Although in medical phenomenology and phenomenological psychopathology there is 
ample literature analysing changes in temporal experience based on phenomenological 
concepts, only a few attempts, implicitly or explicitly, have been made to propose a con-
ceptual framework that could not only be used to conduct a concrete analysis in a more 
systematic manner but also provide a solid and comprehensive theoretical basis. Among 
the relatively recent attempts are those of S. Kay Toombs (1990), Thomas Fuchs (2005, 
2013), Saulius Geniusas (2015, 2020), Moskalewicz (2016), and David H. V. Vogel et al. 
(2020)2. Although these frameworks provide great conceptual tools for analysing tem-
poral experience, my contention is that conceptual distinctions drawn from Husserlian 
philosophy could provide a conceptual framework that is theoretically more consistent 
and comprehensive. It might also open up a possibility for a richer and more precise 
analysis of temporal experience3.

Husserl’s philosophy has yielded a multitude of distinctions of temporal expe-
rience (Brough, 2002, 142), and his insights and concepts to a varying degree have al-
ready been used analysing temporal experience and incorporated into the frameworks 
already mentioned in the literature of medical phenomenology and phenomenological 
psychopathology. However, these analyses and frameworks have not employed the full 
potential of Husserl’s phenomenology, a united conceptual framework for the analysis 
of temporal experiences based on Husserl’s philosophy has not been developed yet and 
its potential has not been fully exhausted. Therefore, my aim here is to draw on this rich 
potential that lies within Husserl’s phenomenology to outline a framework for the analy-
sis of temporal experiences (FATE). One of the major goals of the frameworks elaborat-
ed by Toombs, Fuchs, Geniusas, Moskalewicz and Vogel et al. is to make the analysis of 
different and changed temporal experiences more systematic and conceptually consis-
tent, as well as clearer and more precise4. And FATE—with the help of Husserl—serves 

1 Henri Bergson is another important source (Fuchs, 2013, 547).
2 Another notable attempt to provide conceptual tools for analysing temporal experiences is made by 

Benny Shanon (2001b), however, he situates his work in cognitive psychology.
3 I will refrain from giving a survey of these frameworks—not to speak of a critical comparison be-

tween them and FATE—as it would go beyond the scope of this article.
4 For example, by introducing his conceptual distinctions Fuchs explicitly aims to extend the ana-

lytical arsenal employed by phenomenological psychopathology, claiming that there are significant 
distinctions not taken into account or ignored analysing pathological temporal experiences and 
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exactly the same general purpose. FATE consists of fourteen dimensions of temporal 
experience that are arranged in seven binary distinctions. 

My hope is that FATE will increase awareness and appreciation of the richness 
and diversity of dimensions of temporal experience and, eventually provide conceptual 
tools to make the analysis of temporal experiences more precise and systematic. Thus, 
although FATE is primarily proposed against the backdrop of the body of work and 
frameworks developed within medical phenomenology and phenomenological psycho-
pathology, the scope of its possible application, in principle, extends beyond these fields 
and includes qualitative research carried out in any field of study that deals with human 
experience. FATE could be used in analysing a wide array of experiences, for example, 
being ill, ageing and dying, sleeping and dreaming, grieving and being shocked, experi-
encing art and music, meditating or being in trance, being sleep deprived, being intoxi-
cated or having substance addiction, going through mystical experiences, having sex or 
orgasm, being bored and anxious, or having a near-death experience.

There are several things I want the reader to bear in mind while reading this 
article:

a) I do not claim that FATE exhausts all the distinctions of temporal experi-
ence to be found in Husserl’s philosophy of time5. FATE represents what I 
believe to be the most important major distinctions within Husserlian phe-
nomenology that could facilitate the analysis of temporal experiences.

b) The dimensions of FATE, as theorised within Husserlian phenomenology, 
have complex relationship with one another, the full exploration of which 
lays outside the scope of this article.

c) With the previous point in mind, the dimensions of FATE should not be 
taken as necessarily separate and exclusive features, but rather as different 
temporal aspects of any temporal experience as a whole.

d) FATE should not to be considered as an exhaustive conceptual tool that is 
automatically applicable to the analysis of different temporal experiences. 
Rather, it is the first outline of a conceptual framework that could provide 
general guidelines for such an analysis.

e) In the scope of this article a full and comprehensive presentation of the dimen-
sions of FATE is not possible; what is provided in this article is only an outline.

that there are conceptual distinctions which are taken from phenomenological works but which are 
often misunderstood (Fuchs, 2013, 547, 555).

5 E. g., Brough makes a list of different times that Husserl speaks about in the Bernau manuscripts 
(Brough, 2002, 144), some of which are not included in the framework presented here.
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The article consists of seven sections, each dedicated to one distinction (D1 to 
D7). Due to the complex nature of the relationships among the dimensions of the 
distinctions within Husserl’s phenomenology there is no one way the sections of the 
distinctions could be ordered. But the order is not completely random either, some 
distinctions precede the others, because they are prior in understanding to the other 
distinctions.

At the end of each section dedicated to a specific distinction an example will be 
provided to illustrate the distinction. Although I have selected examples that, to my 
mind, best illuminate the distinction, there are three considerations that I want the 
reader to bear in mind:

a) In my examples I largely rely on written accounts of the experiences of other 
people. Due to the limited extent of information and linguistic uncertain-
ties of the reports it is not always easy to fully assess the exact nature of 
temporal experience described in the example. Therefore, I cannot entirely 
rule out the possibility of other possible interpretations of the example.

b) It should be noted that the examples of distinctions are not exclusive, name-
ly, they are not limited to only one temporal dimension. Actually, one and 
the same example can be considered from the perspective of all of the dis-
tinctions.

c) Lastly, I want to stress that the given examples do not necessary represent 
the respective distinctions or dimensions in their entirety. There might be 
aspects within the distinction or dimension that fall beyond the scope of the 
example. The purpose of the examples is to accentuate the distinction be-
tween certain dimensions of temporal experience rather than to exemplify 
a certain dimension in its entirety.

2. D1: CHANGE AND STRUCTURE

I will start with the distinction between the dimension of change (D1a) and 
the dimension of structure (D1b), a distinction that Husserl makes in the context 
of discussing temporal constitution of an individual perceptual object. According to 
Husserl, perceived objects and temporal moments within which they are given have 
their positions in relation to both the now and other objects and temporal moments 
(Brough, 2002, 147; Husserl, 1966, 427)6. In terms of its relation to the now a partic-

6 Husserl does not use the terms “dimension of change” or “dimension of structure” to refer to this 
distinction. Instead, Husserl employs terms “subjective time” and “objective time” (Husserl, 1966, 



HORIZON 10 (1) 2021 191

ular moment in the perception of an object is either now or not now (not anymore 
or not yet). The now is not inhabited by one and the same moment. Moments that 
occupy the now are changing, they are coming and going replacing one another in 
the now. Temporal moments relative to the now are changing their position (future-
now-past). In terms of its relation to other moments, however, a particular moment is 
either before, after, fully or partially simultaneous with them, it has an identical, fixed 
position among other moments (first-this-then-that) whether it is given now or is not. 
Since temporal moments in relation to each other do not change their position, their 
position remains the same. The dimension of change (D1a) describes the changing 
relation of a moment to the now, while the dimension of structure (D1b) describes 
the motionless, fixed relation of a moment to other moments7. “[O]rchestras playing 
in concert halls, trains rushing into stations, houses standing in the midst of gardens. 
Such objects are given in the temporal modes of now, past, and future, and in relations 
of simultaneity and before and after” (Brough, 2010, 25).

For example, as a melody is being played, the sounds that constitute it not only 
appear and disappear, but also by doing so form a specific order. Although the mo-
ment of a tone in the melody has passed, while fading deeper and deeper into the 
past, it still retains its positional identity among other moments. Thus, the moments 
that constitute the melody not only change, but also reveal a certain temporal pattern 
which not only makes it unique in the sense of being identifiable as different from 
other melodies, but also individualizes it in the sense of being identifiable as a specific 
occurrence among other melodies and other occurrences of the same melody. The 
dimension of change is the way the dimension of structure originally reveals itself. 
Husserl describes the constant changing of moments as subjective time and motion-
less temporal order as objective time (Kortooms, 2002, 76).

427). However, as Husserl also uses terms “subjective” and “objective” to refer to other temporal 
distinctions presented in this article, to avoid any terminological confusions for this distinction 
I have chosen terms that best convey the meaning of the distinction.

7 The distinction between the dimension of change and of structure in a limited sense can be also 
understood in reference to McTaggart’s distinction between A-series and B-series as two ways of 
ordering events or positions in time. It is noteworthy that Vogel et al. (2020, 239) in their frame-
work draw a distinction between Flow and Structure that also resembles McTaggart’s B-series and 
A-series. However, if Flow in the framework of Vogel et al. is associated with the past and the fu-
ture in the form of recollections and expectations (Moskalewicz & Schwartz, 2020, 209; Vogel et 
al., 2020, 240), the distinction presented here is not. Rather, following Husserl (Husserl, 1966, 35), 
recollections and expectations are considered as separate types of experiences in the dimension of 
representation (D6b) alongside perception in the dimension of presentation (D6a). The dimen-
sions of change and of structure (D1) usually characterise both the dimension of presentation and 
of representation.
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2.1. Example: ayahuasca, books & eternity

I will illustrate the distinction between the dimension of change and of structure 
using descriptions of experiences induced by Ayahuasca, the Amazonian psychotrop-
ic brew, which have been extensively investigated by Benny Shanon (2001a, 2001b). 
Although the temporal experience induced by the brew is rather complex and may 
vary from one user to another, one of the aspects that characterizes it is the experience 
of eternity. In this experience “all events have an equal temporal status. In a certain 
sense, they are all there and one only has to look at them. From the perspective of the 
eternal, the temporal may, in a fashion, be reduced to the spatial” (Shanon, 2001a, 50). 
Shanon compares the experience with more ordinary experiences of instantaneous 
knowing all at once a book one has read or grasping all at once a whole symphony as, 
for example, Mozart was said to be able to do (Shanon, 2001a, 50). If I have recently 
read a book, when I look at it or remember it, all the temporal order of the events in 
the book is, so to say, instantly laid out in front of me, i.e., sequentially occurring tem-
poral events are condensed in an instant. By rereading a well-known book, it does not 
matter on which page I am and which events depicted there I acquaint myself with, at 
every moment I already have the entire story at my disposal. “When one knows some-
thing well, the grasping of this knowledge (as distinct from specific demonstrations of 
it) seems to require little or almost no time” (Shanon, 2001a, 50).

Translating this example of instantaneous grasp of temporal events in terms of 
the distinction between the dimensions of change and structure, what is specific to 
this experience is that in this case temporal events are grasped in terms of their tem-
poral order in the dimension of structure (D1b) outside of the dimension of change 
(D1a). As there is no change in the experience, the dimension of change is lacking. At 
the instant when I grasp the whole book or symphony, nothing changes. The book or 
the symphony, from the beginning to the end, is all equally and unchangingly present 
to me. And, yet, despite the lack of change, what I instantaneously grasp is temporally 
structured. Thus, the distinction explains how it is possible to experience something 
that does not change as temporal without falling into contradictions or postulating 
paradoxical nature of temporal experience.

3. D2: IMMANENCE AND TRANSCENDENCE

Another distinction that characterizes temporal experience is the distinction 
between the dimension of immanence (D2a) and the dimension of transcendence 
(D2b). Although the distinction between immanence and transcendence is extensive-
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ly used in Husserl’s phenomenology, the exact meaning of the distinction depends on 
the context in which it is used. In this context immanence will be understood as the 
level of consciousness consisting of lived experiences (immanent temporal unities), 
and transcendence will be understood as the level of intentional objects that goes 
beyond immanent temporal unities through which they are given. In other words, an 
intentional object can be understood as the “what” (object) of lived experiences. The 
distinction could be also expressed as a distinction between the dimension of lived 
experiences and the dimension of intentional objects, or between subjective and ob-
jective temporality (Husserl, 1982, 41)8.

To understand the distinction, it is necessary to briefly touch upon what Husserl 
calls “two-sidedness of conscious life.” On the one hand, we undergo a wide variety of 
types of lived experiences, such as sensing, thinking, feeling, doubting, wishing, remem-
bering. All these different types of lived experiences pertain to immanence, because 
they are fully and completely given. There is nothing more to a lived experience than 
its concrete temporal occurrence; there are no hidden undisclosed sides of it. On the 
other hand, lived experiences are “about” or “of” something. My visual sensation of a 
tetragonal white extension might be about a sheet of paper that lies on the table, my 
tactile sensation of hardness and slipperiness might be about a stair railing, and so on. 
It means that my lived experiences are intentionally directed toward something, i.e., an 
intentional object that transcends them. A sheet of paper cannot be found in a visual 
sensation but rather through it. The intentional object is not a part of lived experience 
in the sense that it could be found in it; rather, it is what is apprehended, i.e., grasped 
through intentional directedness of lived experience as this or that, with lived experi-
ences serving as modes or ways in which intentional objects appear. Intentional objects 
are transcendent not only because they transcend lived experiences, but also because 
they are never given completely, always transcending their situational appearance. For 
example, if I experience a person approaching me, the person as she is approaching 
me from afar, constantly changes her way or mode of givenness to me, that is, the lived 
experiences or perceptual profiles through which the person is given are changing. Her 
bodily configuration, the interplay of colours and light, the steadily increasing size of the 
body, more and more visual details become salient. All the while the lived experiences 
of the person’s perceptual givenness to me change, certain visual sensations come and 
go, but the person is still experienced as one and the same person. The existence of the 
person is not limited to her givenness in lived experiences. That is, although I notice the 

8 This is the second distinction of temporal experience, which Husserl describes in terms of the 
distinction between “subjective” and “objective.” To avoid any confusion, “immanence” and “tran-
scendence” were chosen to best capture the essence of the distinction.
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person now, I do not think that the person did not exist before it came to my visual field 
and I noticed her. In the same way I assume that the person will still exist, even after she 
will have disappeared from my sight. Moreover, while I am attentively following how 
the person is approaching me, there is more to the person than she is actually given to 
me, for example, even if I do not see the back of the person, I assume that the person has 
one, I assume that the person has perspectives and profiles that I might experience but 
for now they are not or even will never be experienced.

The levels of immanence and transcendence have different temporal characte-
rizations. Although immanence is the condition for appearance of transcendence, or, 
in other words, what makes it possible for transcendence to appear, immanence and 
transcendence do not share the same temporal characterizations9.

First, the dimension of immanence takes place within what Husserl calls “inter-
nal time-consciousness” (Husserl, 1982, 41), i.e., a universal form of immanent uni-
ties (lived experiences) (Husserl, 1973, 73). Internal time-consciousness is constituted 
through three temporal modes of consciousness—retention, protention and primal 
impression (presentation). Retention is the consciousness of what has just happened, 
primal impression is the consciousness of what is right now, and protention is the 
consciousness of what has not happened yet. The dimension of transcendence, on the 
other hand, lies beyond internal time-consciousness in the form of an all-encompass-
ing continuum that orders and unites individual intentional objects (Husserl, 1973, 
257). Therefore, while the dimension of immanence (D2a) entails the dimensions 
of change (D1a) and structure (D1b), the dimension of transcendence (D2b) is ex-
pressed solely through the dimension of structure (D1b).

Second, the temporal passage of immanent unities is non-objectified, it occurs 
implicitly, without being an object of our attention, interest, or concern (Brough, 
2010, 27). For example, if I am immersed in the story of a book that I read, the con-
stant change in visual field reading letter after letter or word after word is given in an 
implicit, non-objectified manner, because I am focusing on the meaning of the letters 
and the words in the book, not on the letters and worlds themselves. They only serve 
as a medium through which I am directed to the object toward which I am intention-
ally oriented. Accordingly, the change in the dimension of immanence is not attended 
to, it works implicitly as the background that lets us perceive meaningful objects and 
their relations in the dimension of transcendence.

Third, the temporal extension of immanent unities cannot transcend their 
concrete, particular, individual appearance. In contrast, the temporal passage of 

9 See also Sokolowski (1999, 130–131) for a brief, well written account of the distinction.
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transcendent unities is objectified, and their temporal extension exceeds their con-
crete, particular, individual appearance (Husserl, 1973, 257; 2001, 317, note 1). As 
Brough puts it: “Unlike external transcendent objects, which can exist whether one 
is conscious of them or not, the being of experiences is to be perceived (Hua XXXIII, 
191), or, more precisely, to be experienced” (Brough, 2010, 26). To illustrate the third 
point, we can go back to the example of the approaching person. Instead of the person 
being given without visual disruptions let us imagine that the person actually disap-
pears briefly for a few times from my sight due to a crowd of people and cars crossing 
the path between us. At the moment when the person visually disappears from my 
sight, all the immanent unities and visual lived experiences of that person cease to 
exist, they have ended. But the same is not true about the approaching person as such, 
because I do not think that the person has ceased to exist; she continues to exist as the 
same person even if for the time being her visual appearance has ceased to be given 
to me. The cessation of an immanent unity does not mean the end of a transcendent 
unity, and the beginning of an immanent unity does not mean the beginning of a 
transcendent unity. Although I might see the approaching person for the first time, it 
does not mean that I perceive the person as having just come into existence.

3.1. Example: akinetopsia & snapshots

As an example for this distinction we can take akinetopsia or visual motion 
blindness, which is a neuropsychological disorder that is characterized by an inability 
of a person to perceive visual motion (Rizzo et al., 1995; Zeki, 1991; Zihl et al., 1983, 
1991; Zihl & Heywood, 2015) as a result of traumatic brain injury, neurodegenerative 
disease like Alzheimer disease (Tsai & Mendez, 2009), drug toxicity (Horton & Trobe, 
1999), or stroke (Cooper et al., 2012). It can also be temporarily induced by magnetic 
stimulation of area MT/V5 of the brain (Beckers & Homberg, 1992). Although de-
fined as the inability to perceive visual motion, it is not entirely true that persons suf-
fering from akinetopsia cannot experience visual change; they do experience it, but in 
a very limited way. Persons suffering from akinetopsia do not perceive visual motion 
in the form of a continuous, smooth transition, but rather in the form of a sequence 
or jumps of stationary images or snapshots. One and the same moving object can even 
be experienced as two or more duplicate unmoving objects standing side by side (Tsai 
& Mendez, 2009, 731)10, reminiscent of Balla’s painting Dynamism of a Dog on a Leash 
(1912). In the history of akinetopsia research the most famous case is a person known 
10 A phenomenon called “visual trailing,” experienced also after using LSD (Dubois & VanRullen, 

2011).
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in the scientific literature as LM. It was highly irritating or practically impossible for 
her to pour fluids as they seemed frozen like a glacier, to track moving objects like 
people and vehicles as they suddenly and unexpectedly changed their positions or 
appeared and disappeared, or even to converse with her friends as their lips rapidly 
jumped up and down. The bigger the changes and the faster the movement, the more 
difficult it was for her to trace and identify visual objects (Zihl & Heywood, 2015, 4). 
The whole experience that entailed rapidly changing visual data was not only difficult 
and effortful, but also confusing and irritating.

In the context of the distinction between the dimensions of immanence and 
transcendence akinetopsia has primarily affected the dimension of immanence (D2a) 
or the concrete, individual appearance of an object in the visual field. The dimen-
sion of immanence is about how objects of our experience appear. Objects are not 
presented through fluid and continuously changing immanent unities, but rather 
through static and momentarily changing snapshot-like immanent unities. Namely, 
the change in the immanent dimension of the visual field in the case of akinetopsia is 
discrete rather than continuous, which by itself is confusing enough, but what makes 
it even more confusing for the perceiving subject is that other perceptual fields (like 
the auditory field) are still given in a continuous way creating a discord between dif-
ferent perceptual fields. That is, different perceptual fields give mutually discrepant, 
unsynchronized experiences. For example, if there is a car that is rapidly passing by, 
visually it might appear as a static, unmoving object that suddenly disappears the next 
moment, but audially the same car, the same transcendent object, smoothly transi-
tions from a quiet buzz to a loud roar just to fade out eventually. This discord in the 
dimension of immanence (D2a) might lead to the difficulty or even inability to deter-
mine and fix the course of objective events in the dimension of transcendence (D2b). 
One can only imagine what confusion is created in the case of experience of multiple 
practically identical, unchanging visual unities. As it was stated, one and the same 
moving object can be experienced as two or more separate unmoving objects standing 
side by side. The person has to make an explicit decision whether these discrete and 
spatially separated visual immanent unities given in the dimension of immanence 
(D2a) are appearances of the same transcendent object or of two or even more similar 
but distinct transcendent objects in the dimension of transcendence (D2b). To sum it 
up, akinetopsia affects the dimension of immanence producing discrepant experienc-
es across different fields of perception and, consequently, creating a state of confusion 
and disorientation in the dimension of transcendence, making it hard or impossible 
to fix or discern the order of transcendent events or the number of objects involved 
in those events. 
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4. D3: OWNNESS AND INTERSUBJECTIVITY

The third distinction pertaining to temporal experience is the distinction be-
tween the dimension of ownness (D3a) and the dimension of intersubjectivity (D3b). 
In the Cartesian Meditations Husserl introduces a distinction between the sphere of 
ownness or the primordial sphere and the intersubjective level to show how intersub-
jectivity and the intersubjective world is constituted based on the sphere of ownness, 
and each sphere has its specific character of temporal experience11.

According to Husserl, the sphere of ownness is fundamental and constitu-
tively prior to the intersubjective level, namely, it does not require intersubjective 
constitution but is itself a necessary condition for the constitution of intersub-
jectivity (Husserl, 1982, 92–99). The sphere of ownness can be characterized as a 
constitutive layer of experience prior to the constitution of other egos and to the 
intersubjective or objective world that is experienced as shared by every conscious 
being. Although in this sphere there are lived experiences as immanent unities and 
intentional objects as transcendent unities, these unities are characterized by the 
lack of meaning that can only come from the recognition of the existence of other 
conscious beings. Let us use a watch as an example. If my experience of it were 
exclusively confined to the sphere of ownness and, consequentially, I completely 
lacked the knowledge about the device as a representation of the objective temporal 
passage, I could still approach and inspect it from all the different sides and angles, 
twist it around in my hands, smell it, shake it, follow with my eyes the movement 
of the hand indicating seconds, put it closer to my ear to hear its tick tock, try to 
taste it, lick or bite it and determine its hardness or softness and so on. To treat the 
watch as a perceptual object, I do not need to know anything about other conscious 
subjects.

The dimension of intersubjectivity is a layer of meaning that is founded upon, 
and added to, the dimension of ownness. The dimension of intersubjectivity is an 
apprehension of the dimension of ownness as my subjective perspective of what in 
principle is accessible and “experienceable by everyone” (Husserl, 1982, 93, 96): there 
is one and the same time for me and for everyone else, despite the differences in our 
experience of it. The experience of other subjects endowed with their own separate 
psychic life comes with a common time-form and the dimension of ownness becomes 

11 The dimension of ownness could be also described in terms of primordiality and called “subjective 
time,” while the dimension of intersubjectivity could be called “real” or “objective time” (Husserl, 
1982, 139).
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“merely an original mode of appearance” (Husserl, 1982, 156) or a “subjective mode of 
appearance” (Husserl, 1982, 130), or my subjective time-perspective12.

4.1. Example: Encephalitis Lethargica & I Wiped the Nose

Oliver Sacks’ book Awakenings (1999) provides a striking example for this dis-
tinction. In the book he recounts a case of a patient diagnosed with encephalitis lethar-
gica. After being hospitalized, the patient named Miron V. (or Mr V.) spent much of 
his time in seemingly absolute motionlessness. On one such occasion of his catatonic 
state, the doctor noticed that Mr V. had been sitting seemingly immobile for fifteen 
hours with only a few shifts in his static bodily position over the course of that time. 
Asked about the “meaningless akinetic poses” during that occasion after undergoing 
L-DOPA treatment, the patient replied that he was just wiping his nose. For the doctor 
the activity spanning many hours was so slow that all he was able to see were static and 
unconnected postures. For the patient himself, however, the series of postures “were 
just normal movements, they took a second” (Sacks, 1999, 161, 162). 

What this example shows is a very extreme case of how one and the same inter-
subjective event of wiping of one’s nose is subjectively experienced so radically differ-
ently in temporal terms. From the subjective perspective of the patient the experience 
lasts very briefly in the dimension of ownness as any other wiping of the nose he has 
done before, whereas from the subjective perspective of the doctor it is temporally 
spread to such an extent that he is unable to recognize it as a continuous purpose-
ful reconfiguration of the patient’s body. However, despite the enormous difference 
in their respective subjective experiences of the event in the dimension of ownness 

12 Although in the literature of phenomenological psychopathology and medical phenomenology 
there is a distinction between subjective and objective time, in Husserl’s philosophy it is actually 
possible to speak about three, not just one meaning of the distinction. The dimensions of change 
and of structure (D1) expresses the first meaning, and the dimensions of immanence and tran-
scendence (D2) and the dimensions of ownness and of intersubjectivity (D3) the second and the 
third meaning, respectively. In the distinction between the dimension of change (D1a) and the 
dimension of structure (D1b) subjective time pertains to the way how objective temporal order 
(D1b) is revealed or appears through change (D1a). In the distinction between the dimension of 
immanence (D2a) and the dimension of transcendence (D2b) subjective time is about how inten-
tional objects and their temporality (D2b) are revealed through lived experiences and their tempo-
rality (D2a). And, in the distinction between the dimension of ownness (D3a) and the dimension 
of intersubjectivity (D3b) it is about how intersubjective things and events (D3b) appear from my 
own perspective (D3a). What is common for all three senses of subjective dimensions is that they 
characterize the ways how something appears, be it a specific temporal order, an intentional object 
or an intersubjective thing or event.
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(D3a), the event as an intersubjective event accessible to everyone, as both the patient 
and the doctor have acknowledged after the treatment, is exactly the same for the pa-
tient and for the doctor in the dimension of intersubjectivity (D3b). Both the patient 
and the doctor, despite the fact that they acknowledge the huge differences in the pace 
of their temporal experiences, understand the event as one and the same event taking 
up one and the same amount of time. To sum it up, this example illustrates not only 
the distinction between the dimensions of ownness and intersubjectivity, but also how 
radically different one and the same stretch of intersubjective time can be experienced 
in the dimension of ownness.

5. D4: PASSIVITY AND ACTIVITY

The distinction between the dimension of passivity (D4a) and of activity (D4b) 
is connected with the development of genetic phenomenology in Husserl’s philoso-
phy13. In genetic phenomenology Husserl treats passivity and activity as two domains 
of conscious life. Passivity can be understood as the dimension of consciousness that 
unfolds independently of, or prior to, any activity of the ego (Husserl, 1973, 72). The 
mode of passive synthesis that is founded on the lowest syntheses of time-conscious-
ness (Husserl, 1973, 177) and that constitutes specific unities in the passive field is 
association, “the purely immanent connection of ‘this recalls that,’ ‘one calls attention to 
the other’” (Husserl, 1973, 75). Through associative synthesis experiential unities are 
formed out of multiplicity based on likeness or similarity. Passivity can be also char-
acterized as the dimension of background experiences which to a varying degree exert 
affective force that pulls the ego to turn to and attentively grasp them (Husserl, 1973, 
77). For example, if I am at a party participating in a lively conversation with a friend, 
music and all the conversations of other guests most likely will be in the background 
of my attention. It does not mean that I do not hear other voices or the music, I do 
hear them, but their affective force is not strong enough to force my attention toward 
them. Activity can be understood as the dimension of consciousness which consists of 
“all acts proceeding in a specific way from the ego-pole” (Husserl, 1973, 79). The ego 
is active (Husserl, 1973, 72) both cognitively and practically (Husserl, 1973, 53, 80). 
The ego is active when, for example, it attentively turns toward something, intention-
ally grasps (objectifies) something, explores and inspects something, reflects, makes 
distinctions and generalizations, judges, infers, evaluates, exerts its will, and practical-

13 Genetic perspective on the issue of time can be found in the L-manuscripts (or the Bernau manu-
scripts) (Husserl, 2001) written in the years 1917 and 1918 and later further worked out in C-man-
uscripts written from 1929 to 1934 (Husserl, 2006).
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ly engages with or handles something. To the extent that there is an effort made on the 
part of the ego it is possible to speak about activity14.

The dimension of passivity (D4a) is a dimension of automatically synthesized 
temporal unities and relations among them that run off in the background of atten-
tion (Streubel, 2003, 328) exerting different degrees of affective pulls on the ego. The 
temporal passage of background unities is fluid and fleeting, and it is difficult to dis-
tinguish their exact order, rhythm or length. I may be sure that there is something 
changing in the background, but as it is or has been out of my attentive grasp, it is 
not grasped, seized by me and consequently remains at best vague and elusive. The 
dimension of activity (D4b) is a dimension in which the ego attentively, dynamically 
establishes temporal unities and their relations (Kortooms, 2002, 213, 218, 245–246; 
Streubel, 2003, 328). The temporal passage of the dimension of activity is dynamic in 
the sense that the ego attentively tries to hold on to and trace the changes of temporal 
unities in its span of attention. The unities do not merely run off, they are grasped or, 
as Husserl also characterizes, arrested (Husserl, 1973, 60) by the ego15. For example, 
if I have had a relatively brief conversation with a friend and I have focused my at-
tention on it, then after the conversation I should be able to reconstruct much from 
our conversation with relative ease—who talked first, what happened next etc. But if 
I am distracted and not focused, then that might not be the case. If I am tired, bored 
or uninterested, sleep deprived, intoxicated, ill, or in great pain, my attentive grasp 
might loosen up or fluctuate uncontrollably, experiential unities might slip out of it, 
and then not only a lot of what my conversation partner says might escape my no-
tice and understanding, but also the order of events and turns of conversation might 
be difficult to reconstruct. To understand what one says I have to attentively grasp 
the sounds and combine them in meaningful words. If I cannot concentrate, I can-
not grasp and hold on to the sounds to which I could bestow meaning. Similarly, if 
something happens too fast or too slow, or is too complicated, it can as well resist my 
attempts to attentively grasp it.

14 It is worth noting that this distinction in Husserlian philosophy is contextual (Husserl, 1973, 108). 
For example, Husserl distinguishes between original or pure passivity (Husserl, 1973, 72, 79), in 
which the whole pre-egoic field of experiential unities are passively constituted, and passivity in ac-
tivity, in which what has once been actively accomplished by the ego can be passively brought back 
in subsequent experiences (Husserl, 1973, 108). For example, if I have once been bitten by a wasp, 
the next time I will see or hear a wasp, the previous negative experience might be automatically 
connected to it and make a part of its experiential horizon.

15 Or, still-held-in-grasp, retained-in-grasp (Husserl, 1973, 106–112).
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5.1. Example: hypersensitivity & it’s just too much

Although hypersensitivity and sensory overload can be experienced by every-
one at some point in their lives, it is characteristic to many conditions and syndromes 
such as post-traumatic stress disorder, attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder, sen-
sory processing disorder, chronic fatigue syndrome, fibromyalgia, schizophrenia and 
autism spectrum disorder (ASD). To illustrate the distinction between dimensions 
of passivity and activity I will focus on noise sensitivity in ASD. One of the effects of 
noise sensitivity is that even quiet sounds distract patients with ASD, when several 
sounds are “competing for, or demanding, their attention” (Landon et al., 2016, 46). 
As one patient reports:

If you imagine trying to focus on something and you have a sound coming in from an-
other channel […] it interferes and in a way if you think of it as signals interfering with 
one another or the thing that manages all the signals having to manage too much at once 
[…] it’s always an issue because it overloads you […] all this stuff coming in at once and 
it’s coming too fast for your brain to handle. (Darren) (Landon et al., 2016, 46)

And this leads to difficulties or even the inability to concentrate. For example, if 
one has a conversation in such situations, it is impossible to follow what other people 
are saying because one is constantly distracted by the noises around. In those situ-
ations, persons with ASD experience the sounds as too excessive to ignore or filter 
them out, and have difficulties prioritizing or selecting inputs to focus on. It takes 
great effort to hold a steady direction of attention to a preferable object, but on some 
occasions, it might even become so overwhelming that it is difficult to focus on any-
thing (Griffith et al., 2012, 538). As one person describes the experience of watching 
a movie in a crowded room: “I can’t filter out distractions like voices and noise. Even-
tually I won’t be able to process the movie at all. I’ll see it, but I won’t remember it” 
(WeirdGirlCyndi, 2007).

What the case of noise sensitivity in ASD shows is that sensory stimuli are too 
excessive and therefore their affective force is too strong for the person not to be at-
tentively drawn toward them. In the case of watching a movie, one is unable to hold 
one’s attention on it and is forced to constantly divert one’s attention to the constantly 
intruding stimuli and thus one is unable to fix and trace changes that make it possible 
to build a lasting impression of temporal events in one’s experience. In terms of the 
distinction between the dimensions of passivity and activity, attention being constant-
ly redirected and diverted from one experiential unity to the next significantly impairs 
the dimension of activity (D4b). As attention quickly jumps from one stimulus to the 
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next, there is no time to fix and trace continuous changes in events. What was in the 
focus one moment, is in the background the next. The person is in a situation of a 
constant flow of fluid and fleeting background experiences (D4a) with discrete and 
diverted flashes of attention (D4b). As most of the movie is in the rapidly fleeting 
background, it is hardly surprising that one cannot remember it16.

6. D5: RECEPTIVITY AND SPONTANEITY

The next distinction that characterizes temporal experience is the distinction 
between the dimension of receptivity (D5a) and the dimension of spontaneity (D5b), 
or between the dimension of pre-predicative temporality and the dimension of pre-
dicative temporality.

Receptivity and spontaneity are two separate levels of activity of the ego (with-
in the dimension of activity (D4b)) that are closely entwined in experience (Husserl, 
1973, 203–204). The dimension of receptivity (D5a) is the lowest level of activity 
(Husserl, 1973, 80) that is characterized by an “objectifying turning-toward an ex-
istent” (Husserl, 1973, 61) that grasps what is already pregiven to it (Husserl, 1973, 
250–251). In receptivity the ego is receptive, attentive of individual objects, and tries 
to inspect and explore them. The dimension of spontaneity (D5b) is an activity of 
a higher level that Husserl also calls “proper cognition” (Husserl, 1973, 199). A part 
of this dimension is predicative activity that forms the basis for cognition in which 
the ego aims at the apprehension of an object once and for all (Husserl, 1973, 198). 
If objects of receptivity are still not “our possession, which henceforth we have at 
our disposal, which we can come up with again at any time, and about which we 
can inform others” (Husserl, 1973, 197–198), objects of predicative judgments are 
sedimented into “a permanent possession of knowledge” (Husserl, 1973, 62) that is 
“freely available, preservable, and communicable” (Husserl, 1973, 62, 199). Objects 
of predication are “freely repeatable in recollections or freely producible in percep-
tions (when we go there and take one more look)” (Husserl, 1973, 62). Objects of 
knowledge are identical unities available “in an open, boundless, and free repeti-

16 Most of the sensory information is lost soon after it is experienced, and, if not attentively grasped, 
it fades away quite rapidly. In psychology there is the term “sensory memory,” which refers to “the 
short-lived memory for sensory details of events. This can include how things looked, sounded, felt, 
smelled, and tasted” (Cowan, 2008, 23). Although some information persists, the richness is soon 
lost, “leaving behind more categorized memories. For example, when one hears or reads a sentence, 
the gist is strongly saved but the exact manner in which the material was presented is more quickly 
lost; verbatim wording is readily accessible only for the most recent phrase, and it is incomplete 
even for that phrase (Sachs, 1967; Jarvella, 1970)” (Cowan, 2008, 23).
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tion” (Husserl, 1973, 62). In comparison, pre-predicative objects in the dimension 
of receptivity cannot be freely recalled and communicated to others. For example, 
there can be situations in which I can recognize that I have already experienced the 
taste of food I eat. I am attentively receptive of the taste, and I also identify it as the 
same exact taste I have felt before. But only when I grasp the object of receptivity 
predicatively or conceptually, I can fix it in the way that it I can freely evoke it con-
ceptually and communicate it to others. In many cases, of course, the experience 
of pre-predicative object and predicative object is entwined and there is adequacy 
between them in the sense that my predicative understanding of the object seems to 
fully correspond to the givenness of the pre-predicative object, but it is not always 
the case. For example, I want to express my experience of the taste, but I realize that 
all my conceptual attempts fall short of the experience and I am unable to satisfac-
tory convey it to others.

These two distinct but mostly intertwined levels of activity of the ego reveal also 
two distinct but mostly intertwined dimensions of temporal experience. Although the 
ego is attentively engaged with objects of receptivity and there is a unified temporal 
order of their passing, the dimension of receptivity (D5a) is not the one which is free-
ly available to me and which I can communicate again and again. It is a temporality 
which I attentively endure or go through but which I do not entirely own or control17. 
However, the dimension of spontaneity (D5b) is the one which is freely available to 
me and which I can communicate through temporal modalities of predicative judg-
ment, which establish universal, communicable temporal relations of the “earlier” and 
“later” (Husserl, 1973, 178)18.

17 While knowledge in the proper sense is a creation of spontaneity, Husserl admits that receptivity 
can create what he calls habitual knowledge (Husserl, 1973, 62). Applied to temporal experience, 
habitual knowledge means that I might be able to get the timing or the temporal order of events 
right, but still might lack predicative tools to express them. For example, there might be a route 
which I have taken one or few times before. If I am asked to give instructions about it, I might not 
be able to do so, or maybe only partially. However, if I take the route myself, even if I cannot men-
tally or verbally reproduce the entire route, once I am at a certain point in the route, an associative 
awakening of a memory (Husserl, 1973, 178) occurs, and I suddenly know that here I have to turn, 
for example, left. I do not know the route, but, still, certain clues in the route associatively reveal 
what is or have to happen next in a step-by-step manner.

18 Other temporal modalities can be named here, too, such as “fast” and “slow,” “before,” “now,” and 
“after,” “simultaneously,” “past,” “future,” and “present,” “again” and “always.” I can also resort to the 
clock, time of day, season, calendar and any other means that intersubjectively express what I expe-
rience temporally.
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6.1. Example: Waking up & It Does not Mean Anything

We fall asleep and wake up practically every day. During the transition from 
sleep to wakefulness it might happen that one has an experience without understand-
ing and recognising what one experiences:

I remember waking up one morning. For a moment I didn’t know who I was or where I 
was. I was. That much I remember. But I didn’t know who was waking up. This feeling of 
conscious experience persisted for just a felt moment. Then I awoke fully, accessed my 
memories, and knew once again who I am and where I was. (Wittmann, 2018, ix)

A similar experience is described by Paul Bowles in The Sheltering Sky (1949):

He awoke, opened his eyes. The room meant very little to him; he was too deeply im-
mersed in the non-being from which he had just come […] Suddenly he opened his 
eyes again and looked at the watch on his wrist […] now he was awake; in another few 
seconds he knew where he was, he knew that the time was late afternoon […]. (as cited 
in de Warren, 2010, 273)

What is described in the given examples is a brief period of time during awak-
ening where I experience myself and things around me, but I do not know who I am, 
where I am or what are the things that I experience. I experience things happening but 
I do not know what is happening. I experience things as they are given to me in per-
ception, I am attentive to them, but they have no meaning to me, I do not recognise 
them as this or that. I know neither what they are, nor what to do with them.

From the perspective of the distinction between the dimension of receptivity 
and of spontaneity, what I experience in these situations is the dimension of recep-
tivity (D5a) without the dimension of spontaneity (D5b). I am awake and attentive to 
what is given to me in a perceptual experience, but this experience is decoupled from 
the vast store of knowledge which constitutes the dimension of spontaneity (D5b). 
When fully awake, receptivity and spontaneity are coupled together and accompany 
each other. I see an individual thing or event and I understand it as an instance of a 
general type, e.g., “dog” or “dancing.” To see people dancing, I must have concepts of 
“people” and “dancing” and the ability to recognize individual things and events as 
representatives of these concepts. Individual events in the dimension of receptivity 
(D5a) change and thus are temporal. But the concrete temporality of changing per-
ceptions is something completely different from the conceptualisation of temporality 
in the dimension of spontaneity (D5b).
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7. D6: PRESENTATION AND REPRESENTATION

The next distinction of temporal experience is between the dimension of presen-
tation (D6a) and the dimension of representation (D6b). Husserl draws a distinction be-
tween two presentational qualities of acts as intentional experiences⎯presentation (Ge-
genwärtigung) and representation (Vergegenwärtigung). Acts with presentational quality 
posit their intentional objects as being now or present, while acts with representational 
quality posit their intentional objects as absent or “as it were” (Husserl, 1966, 35). Per-
ceptual acts present their objects, but, for example, memory, anticipation, and phantasy 
represent their objects (Brough, 2005, xxx). Memory is consciousness of what is not 
anymore, anticipation is consciousness of what is not yet, and phantasy is consciousness 
of what is not. Presentational acts establish the field or horizon of the present, but rep-
resentational acts establish temporal fields or horizons of the past, of the future and of 
phantasy19. If I am sitting on a bench in a park observing pigeons, what I perceptually 
observe is presented as what is happening now. If I start to ponder whether the same 
flock was here yesterday, I might dwell on memories. In this case the pigeons that are 
objects of my memory are not given as what is now, but rather as what is not anymore, 
I am experiencing them as they were. Similarly, if I wonder whether the same pigeons 
will be here tomorrow, the pigeons of my anticipation are not given as being now, but 
rather as being not yet, I am experiencing them as they will be. And if I try to imagine 
what would the pigeons do, if a dog appeared, my phantasy would be about what is not 
the case and I would experience the dog and the pigeons as they are not.

7.1. Example: Psychedelic Substances & Nothing else Matters

A good example20 that can be mentioned in the context of this distinction be-
tween the dimensions of presentation and of representation has to do with the tempo-
ral experiences produced by psychedelic drugs as described by Alan Watts in his book 

19 It should be noted that, although temporality in phantasy is reproductive, it differs from the other 
two in that it has no strict temporal position. It has its own parallel realm, unconnected to the time 
of perception, memory and anticipation (see Bernet, 2005; Brough, 2002, 145–146; Husserl, 1973, 
169–174; Lohmar, 2020). If I imagine some event, in comparison to a memory which I can position 
or at least try to locate among other events in the world, it has no set position in one unified time. 
For example, outside of the context of the fairy tale it makes no sense to ask when exactly the Little 
Red Riding Hood met the wolf. 

20 Other examples are epileptic auras or meditative states in which experience seems to be reduced to 
the experience of the present with anticipation and memory being closed down (Wittmann, 2018, 
29, 94).
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The Joyous Cosmology: Adventures in the Chemistry of Consciousness (2013). One of 
effects of the drug is focusing on the present: “One’s normally compulsive concern for 
the future decreases, and one becomes aware of the enormous importance and inter-
est of what is happening at the moment” (Watts, 2013, 100). Moreover, the present 
about which Watts speaks is not static: 

It is a dancing present—the unfolding of a pattern which has no specific destination in 
the future but is simply its own point. It leaves and arrives simultaneously, and the seed 
is as much the goal as the flower. There is therefore time to perceive every detail of the 
movement with infinitely greater richness of articulation. (Watts, 2013, 27)

The whole attention is directed toward what is now, toward the present. As such 
the experience proceeds in the dimension of presentation (D6a) with at best a very 
limited, marginal presence of the future and of the past, that is, of the dimension of 
representation (D6b). This experience is about what is and how it is now, rather than 
about projecting oneself into the future of what to expect or what should be the case. 
Equally, it is also not about holding on to the past of what has been. Nothing else mat-
ters but what is here, present in front of one without weaving it into the intricate web 
of representational experiences of the past and of the future.

8. D7: UNTHEMATIZED TEMPORALITY AND  
THEMATIZED TEMPORALITY

The seventh distinction is between the dimension of unthematized tempo-
rality (D7a) and the dimension of thematized temporality (D7b). The distinction 
revolves around the question whether temporal experience itself is thematized or 
has become an object of interest, or is experienced implicitly, tacitly21. Temporal 
experience is unthematized when our attention and interest is not directed toward 
it. When I direct my attention toward theoretical and practical aims or when I am 
occupied with objects around me, although I have temporal experience of my preoc-
cupation with them, the temporal experience itself remains implicit, unthematized. 
For example, when I focus on writing an article, I have multi-dimensional temporal 

21 The dimensions within the distinction could be also called the “pre-reflective dimension” and the 
“reflective dimension,” but in the context of Husserlian philosophy terms “unthematized” and “the-
matized” are more appropriate to convey the distinction, because for Husserl reflection is a specific 
type of thematization, which is different from reflection in the ordinary sense (Husserl, 1973, 55), 
and a phenomenological method in which consciousness, that is, lived experiences through which 
intentional objects are given themselves become “evidentially apprehensible and analysable” (Hus-
serl, 1983, 177).
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experience, but in this complex what my temporal experience lacks is thematization. 
I experience changes, but I do not thematize them, I do not direct my attention and 
interest to them. However, if the article I am writing is about temporal experience, 
then besides unthematized temporal experience of writing the article I have also 
a thematized experience in which I am directly oriented toward different dimen-
sions of temporal experience. The difference is between whether temporality is that 
through which I am directed toward some end, or it is the end itself. Each and every 
dimension of temporal experience can be in principle thematized, which means that 
at the same time one dimension can be experienced in a thematic way, while others 
in a non-thematic way.

Thematization takes place when one specifically concentrates on temporal as-
pects of objects and events or on temporality or time itself. Biographical and autobio-
graphical endeavours, for example, chronicles or diaries, trying to establish the correct 
sequence of events involve thematized dimension of temporality. It is also present in 
scientific research which tries to understand time and temporal experience, or detect 
exact temporal lengths or patterns. It is worth adding that the products of thematiza-
tion, once established, subsequently can be experienced in an unthematized way. For 
example, if I have learned how clock works and how it maps time, and if I can easily 
orient myself according to it, I do not constantly thematize it, I rather live it in my 
engagement with the world.

8.1. Example: Schizophrenia & Reconstruction of Time

I will illustrate the distinction between the dimension of thematized tempo-
rality and of unthematized temporality using schizophrenia as an example. One of 
the expressions of temporal experience in schizophrenia is fragmentation and disin-
tegration. The things and events in the experience of persons suffering from schizo-
phrenia are not automatically synthesized in a spatial and temporal unity, but rather 
present themselves in split-up, de-structured separate bits and pieces overburdening 
the person:

Nothing settles in my mind—not even for a second. It just comes in and then it’s out. My 
mind goes away—too many things come into my head at once and I lose control. I get 
afraid of walking when this happens. My feet just walk away from me and I’ve no control 
over myself. I feel my body breaking up into bits. (Wiggins & Schwartz, 2006, 120)

In the face of this disintegration that affects also the temporal passage of things 
and events, the person must actively and artificially put those pieces together to con-
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struct a continuous temporal flow out of them. One patient, for example, does it by 
taking pictures and thereby reconstructing temporal events and continuity of objects:

He regularly shows these photos to his psychiatrist with comments like: “Here, there is a 
car.”—“There, the car did not move during the night.”—“This is the same car on another 
day, there are dead leaves on the roof.”—“Time goes by, but things do not change. I find 
time with photographs.” (Fuchs, 2013, 562)

The patient “must actively put together the fragments of time which he captures 
in photographs” (Fuchs, 2013, 563).

What this example shows is that time in the dimension of unthematized tempo-
rality (D7a) has fallen apart, and in order to regain some sort of temporal unity it has 
to be reconstructed actively and explicitly in the dimension of thematized temporality 
(D7b). For the patient things and events do not make up a unified temporal order: 
to know what comes next or whether something is the same thing that has persisted 
over time or another but a similar thing, it is not enough to directly experience them, 
the patient has to exert some effort: she has to concentrate and actively put the given 
pieces together, she has to think and make inferences. Time of things and events are 
not given, they are so to say achieved, accomplished.

9. CONCLUSION

Inspired by conceptual frameworks for the analysis of changed temporal experi-
ences developed in phenomenological psychopathology and medical phenomenology 
my aim was to make use of the rich potential that lies within Husserl’s phenomenol-
ogy to outline a framework for the analysis of temporal experiences (FATE) with the 
purpose of providing conceptual tools in the form of distinctions that could potential-
ly make the analysis of temporal experiences and their changes not only clearer, more 
comprehensive and more precise, but also more systematic and conceptually consist-
ent. FATE, as outlined in this article, consists of fourteen dimensions of temporal ex-
perience arranged in seven binary distinctions: (D1) change and structure, (D2) im-
manence and transcendence, (D3) ownness and intersubjectivity, (D4) passivity and 
activity, (D5) receptivity and spontaneity, (D6) presentation and representation, (D7) 
unthematized temporality and thematized temporality.

It should be noted, however, that the article gives only the first outline of the 
conceptual distinctions of FATE, and a lot of work is still needed for it to become a 
clearer and fully applicable tool. The framework requires a considerable further elab-
oration and concretisation not only of temporal dimensions, each taken separately, 
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but also of their intricate mutual relationship. Additionally, FATE should be examined 
not only theoretically in the context of the other frameworks mentioned in the intro-
duction and in connection with topic-related contemporary debates in phenomenol-
ogy, but also practically in terms of its applicability, opening up a dialogue with other 
fields of study and testing it in a wide variety of case studies, which in turn will require 
a development of methodology for its application.
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The Western philosophical and scientific tradition was and still is based on rationalism, objectivity, 
truths that are all sought from the ocularcentric paradigm. Many thinkers, however, have been recog-
nising this perspective to be exclusive towards the other senses, and therefore insufficient. Listening, as 
enabled by the auditory sense, has a potential for revealing a deeper sense of being in the world. In this 
article listening is presented as a possible way towards inhabiting our life-world and nonetheless “to let 
things be.” In order to do so, an interdisciplinary approach of research is adopted. First, the author offers 
some perspectives from the field of the ethics of listening, where the thoughts of Lisbeth Lipari, Luce 
Irigaray and others expose listening as an intersubjective gesture of encounter with the other in accept-
ance. Through his philosophy of listening, Jean-Luc Nancy, one of the crucial voices in this study, offers 
an explication of how listening can be the force of liberating sense and senses. Further on, an account on 
auditory phenomenology is offered, combining it with and stressing the importance of Husserl’s under-
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standing of intersubjectivity. These perspectives are then enriched with echoes from acoustic ecology 
and its experiences of listening to the environment. The reverberations of multiple voices presented in 
this text allow for an understanding of listening as an intersubjective and mutually constitutive activity. 
As such, it involves a liberation of sense and allows for an openness to being and beings. 
Keywords: listening, ethics of listening, Jean-Luc Nancy, auditory phenomenology, acoustic ecology, 
intersubjectivity, phenomenology of sound, silence.
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Западная философская и научная традиция была (и все еще остается) основана на рационализ-
ме, объективности и на истинах, искомых на основании чисто визуальной парадигмы. Однако 
многие мыслители признавали, что подобная точка отсчета дискриминирует другие чувства, 
а значит, является недостаточной, неудовлетворительной. Способность слушать, опирающая-
ся на другое чувство — чувство слуха, — обладает определенным потенциалом, позволяющем 
лучше раскрыть более глубокий смысл бытия в  мире. В  данной статье способность слушать 
представлена как возможный путь к тому, чтобы обитать в жизненном мире и, вместе с тем, 
«позволить вещам быть». С  этой целью в  статье применяется междисциплинарный подход. 
Прежде всего, автор предлагает взглянуть на проблему с точки зрения этики слушания; обра-
щаясь к мысли Лисбет Липари, Люс Иригарей и др., можно убедиться в том, что слушание есть 
интерсубъективный жест встречи с другим в признании и принятии другого. В своей фило-
софии вслушивания Жан-Люк Нанси, одна из ключевых фигур в данном исследовании, пред-
лагает свое объяснение того, каким образом слушание может быть фактором, высвобождаю-
щим смысл и чувства. Далее автор предлагает свой вариант феноменологии слушания, сочетая 
его с важной для данной темы концепцией интерсубъективности Гуссерля. Эти рассмотрения 
обогащаются отголосками акустической экологии с ее опытом слышания окружающей среды. 
Резонанс многоголосия, представленного в данном тексте, позволяет понять слушание как ин-
терсубъективную и  взаимно конституирующую деятельность. В  связи с  этим оно позволяет 
высвободить смысл и обеспечивает открытость бытию и сущему. 
Ключевые слова: слушание, этика вслушивания, Жан-Люк Нанси, акустическая феноменология, 
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In the following pages I will try to open a space of reflection on the possible 
ways in which listening can contribute to discovering new and rediscovering old paths 
towards an attitude of “letting things be,” starting with voices from the field of the 
ethics of listening. These tell us about the role of listening in establishing intersub-
jective relationships and in allowing the meeting with others in acceptance. Another 
perspective will be borrowed from the French philosopher Jean-Luc Nancy (2007) 
who in his essay Listening asks if philosophy is still able to listen, since it seems that lis-
tening was substituted by understanding, giving precedence to seeing. Listening as ac-
tivity and intersubjective gesture was often neglected, not emphasised. Focusing on it, 
listening could shake the foundations of philosophical and scientific discoveries and 
unchangeable truths, mainly with its questioning of the roles of object and subject, 
and through a renewed and different establishment of subjectivity. Through Nancy’s 
philosophy of listening we will be able to hear echoes of new possible encounters in 
the inhabiting our life-worlds, that would give precedence to sensing the becoming 
rather than to a fixed meaning.

Adrienne Janus (2011) in her study about the “anti-ocular” turn in continental 
philosophy, assesses Jean-Luc Nancy as a “culminating figure” in reasserting the dom-
inance of the visual paradigm. As she exposes in describing its critique, in this turning 
away from the visual there is 

not an awareness of the possibilities opened up by the turn towards listening as a mode 
of attending to the multiple resonances of sense—where “sense” touches upon, and res-
onates with, all registers of sensual perception as well as intellectual conception, where 
touch, taste, smell, and sight, affect and idea, insofar as they resonate, can be listened to. 
(Janus, 2011, 183)

Acknowledging this note, the present article will try to remedy this lack of 
awareness in attempting to show, with the help of Jean-Luc Nancy and other thinkers, 
how listening can not only be a central stance or activity towards the world and things 
in it as they are, but also, provide a solid ground for ethical conduct in the sense “to 
let things be!”1.

After an account on the ethics of listening and a presentation of Jean-Luc Nan-
cy’s philosophy of listening, I will offer insight into the field of auditory phenomenol-
ogy and phenomenologies of sound arts that follow the phenomenological traditions 
of Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger. However, innovative approaches can also 

1 A similar attempt to show the role of listening and its ethics in the realm of interreligious dialogue 
was presented by the author of the article “Listening to Otherness: The Case of the Turkish Alevis” 
(Bjelica, 2020).



HORIZON 10 (1) 2021 215

be found in their explications of listening and sound that are revealing for the studied 
field of audition.

These voices will be listened to in an interdisciplinary dialogue and enriched 
further with those from acoustic ecology. Echoes of these dialogues will offer some 
possibilities regarding how listening can provide a direction, a sense, for us as listen-
ing subjects to inhabit this life-world remaining open to being, beings, and letting 
them be.

1. ENCOUNTERS IN LISTENING

Even if traditionally in the Western world listening is regarded mainly as pas-
sive, it is possible to state that in the eyes of the contemporary research, listening con-
stitutes one of the most complex human processes. It plays a crucial role in rhetoric 
and communication and contributes to more effective, attentive, and ethical deeds.

From the point of view of ethical conduct and of the prompting of intersubjec-
tive relations, that is, relations in which nobody is treated as an object, but everybody 
is considered as one of the possible subjects, the ethical gesture of listening is not 
considered properly. The contributions to the journal The International Journal of 
Listening illustrate this as they are mainly devoted to the scientific discussion of lis-
tening in a variety of contexts, based on various methodologies (empirical, pedagog-
ical, philosophical, historical), but reveal a lack of connections between listening and 
ethics: they limit the understanding of listening to a set of voluntary and conscious 
behavioural patterns that unfold in oral or non-verbal communication (Beard, 2009, 
7–8). These researches consider a so called “social-cognitive” model that presumes 
a “relative stable subjectivity, a stable listening self composed of skills and cognitive 
schemas” (Beard, 2009, 8). This assumption of a stable subject is problematic in at-
tempting to connect listening and ethics, as in the ethics of listening the subject is not 
separated from listening. Rather, in ethics, the subject is understood as constituted 
with listening, the listening subject being the ethical subject (Beard, 2009, 8–9).

It is crucial to consider the constitutive process of the subject of ethics of listen-
ing, which can shed some light on its position in the frames and connection of social 
relations (Beard, 2009, 10). The ethical subject of listening is always under the influ-
ence of soundscapes, music and media, to which the listener is daily exposed, since 
listening is an unavoidable sense (Beard, 2009, 11, 13). The ear is always active and 
awake, which allows the subject a certain freedom of choice of proper listening praxis 
and of ethical becoming. David Beard lists among the decisions for ethical listening 
the choices to listen individually, to listen selectively, to choose not to listen (denying 
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attention to unethical communication), to listen together and to listen to each other 
(Beard, 2009, 18–19).

Camilla A.-L. Koskinen and Unni Å. Lindström (2013) in their article on listen-
ing to the otherness of the other emphasise the importance of hermeneutic reading of 
Levinas’ texts for the ethics of listening, which is always about exposing the listener as 
vulnerable—and this could be recognised as an echo of Levinas’ ethics of responsibil-
ity. Even though Levinas did not explicitly write about listening or its ethics, the need 
and presumption of listening can be recognised in his descriptions of responsibility 
to the other and the appeal to respond to the other’s call. The other, an absolutely 
unknown being and at the same time sovereign, calls and commits to responsibility, 
mainly through the nudity of the face, its exposure and vulnerability. “Listening en-
tails allowing oneself to see and be moved by the nakedness, vulnerability and holi-
ness of the face, which elicits compassion and responsibility” (Koskinen & Lindström, 
2013, 152).

According to Levinas (1979), human responsibility is given a priori, as an in-
finite duty to the (human) being to question ourselves; this responsibility also includes 
the responsibility for the responsibility of the other, which the philosopher does not 
perceive as a limitation; on the contrary: this responsibility makes us human and as 
such it is liberating and constitutive.

The being that expresses itself imposes itself, but does so precisely by appealing to me by 
its destitution and nudity—its hunger—without my being able to be deaf to that appeal. 
[This] does not limit but promotes my freedom, by arousing my goodness. The order 
of responsibility […] is also the order where freedom is ineluctably invoked. (Levinas, 
1979, 200)

The fact that we cannot be deaf to the call of the other includes an assumption 
of listening, the possibility of hearing that we cannot avoid, which makes humanity 
ethical, as it is always faced with deciding on the response to what is listened to, heard.

The ethical act of listening always involves openness to the radical other, and a 
caring response is always primarily receptive and less projective. Difference constant-
ly reminds us that our idea of reality is not the final, nor the only one. At the same time 
we must be conscious of the fact that it is behaviour, understanding, language, and 
beliefs that prevent attentive listening and are thus an obstacle to ethics, making it se-
lective and exclusive; that is, it does not take into account what we do not understand.

Lisbeth Lipari (2009) advocates a different listening, a “listening otherwise,” that 
focuses on providing attention, mindfulness, and patient awareness. This listening 
shifts the relationship beyond linguistic schemes and categories, which always already 
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mark any conceptual thought, leading to separation and objectification. It is therefore 
necessary to focus on conscious attention, which gives space to the unknown, the un-
thinkable, the unforeseen, otherness.

For it is only when we listen otherwise to the unknown and unrecognizable face of alteri-
ty that […] we may shed, like a snakeskin, our old views and certainties about the world. 
(Lipari, 2009, 56)

Similarly, Luce Irigaray in her work I Love to You (1996, 44–46) also emphasis-
es the importance of listening for communication as an intersubjective exchange. It 
should be based on mutual listening, which helps to respect the other, their experi-
ence, as this opens up the field of communication. This, however, is impossible with 
established hierarchical discourse: meanings must be exchanged horizontally, which 
contributes to the intersubjective opening of the present to the construction of the 
future. 

In order to be able to open this field of communication that recognises horizon-
tal transcendence, it is necessary to develop an “I don’t know you” attitude towards the 
other, which raises awareness about perception, attention, attempting to understand 
and hear, freedom, openness, and the unexpected. Only the awareness of not know-
ing the other can lead to the tendency to listen and pay attention to the other person 
who transcends us. “Listening to you” requires the abandonment of one’s own com-
mitments and obligations, thus enabling attention for others, which is otherwise only 
partial or insincere (Irigaray, 1996, 116–118). “I am listening to you is to listen to your 
words as something unique, irreducible, especially to my own, as something new, as 
yet unknown” (Irigaray, 1996, 116).

In her critique of Western culture Irigaray (2008) notes the supremacy of look-
ing over listening in the tradition. She recognises this state mainly in the field of edu-
cation, teaching and learning, which is often reduced to teacher’s transmission of the 
inherited and constructed world, conceived as the only true and possible world, to 
the student. The supposition of only one available world coinciding with the truth is 
invalid, since it prevents respect for different truths. Instead, Irigaray (2008, 232) sug-
gests an inversion of the privilege of looking to listening, where the priority would be 
listening to the ways of examination and construction of the truth of the other. 

Irigaray is surely not the only one to recognise the primacy of sight over listen-
ing among the senses in the culture of our tradition. Martin Jay (1994), for example, 
surveys the many ways in which French thinkers of the 20th century denigrate the 
visual, which he calls the anti-ocular turn, and even names the thinkers adopting it as 
followers of anti-phallogocularcentrism (Jay, 1994, 493). As Janus (2011, 184) points 
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out, however, not many of these critical thinkers would advocate changing direction: 
along with Irigaray, Jean-Luc Nancy is a rare philosopher advocating for primacy of 
listening to allow for a liberation of meaning, senses, and sense. With it, through lis-
tening, the subject is constituted and allows for the unknown to be constantly coming 
through reverberation—and becoming through their meeting in listening.

2. LISTENING AS LIBERATION OF SENSE

In his essay Listening, Jean-Luc Nancy (2007) asks, among other things, whether 
philosophy is still capable of listening at all, as he suspects that it has long since been 
replaced by understanding. It is supposed to be characteristic of a philosopher to neu-
tralise listening within oneself, so that one can philosophise at all based on what is 
heard and understood. Nancy warns that the dichotomous perception of understand-
ing and listening does not hold up, as they are in fact complementary to each other. 
It can be said that avoiding guessing about what is heard is understandable from the 
point of view of the security that philosophers can gain from always understood and 
unchanging truths, as for them these represent a task successfully accomplished. The 
author presents the dichotomisation of sight and hearing in a similar way. But even in 
this case, he claims that visually and aurally they are not mutually exclusive, that they 
are mutually complementary dimensions of cognition, of knowing. Nevertheless, phi-
losophy, especially phenomenology, says Nancy, focused primarily on “appearance,” 
that is, the visible. And yet it is more appropriate to listen to the truth than to see it. 
Listening encourages attention, vigilance, and caution, so it is somewhat unusual that 
in the Greek world intelligibility and theory were associated exclusively with seeing. 
With the look, the subject refers to what is seen as an object, and returning to one-
self is no exception, which means that when looking, the subject is self-objectifying. 
Comparing the visual, the pictorial, the imaginary on the one hand, and the auditory, 
the sonorous, the symbolic on the other, also leads to the difference between visual 
mimesis and auditory methexis: in ancient Greek the former term meant imitation 
and depiction of the real, while the latter, determining essentially the dimension of 
hearing and the activity of listening, denoted cooperation, sharing, and contagious-
ness. The author acknowledges that this kind of comparison is primarily an empirical, 
experiential statement, which is not theoretically justified, but while being aware of 
the risks of cultural and individual relativism, he perceives it as a kind of experiential 
challenge. At the same time, he reveals that “relativism” is actually the empirical ma-
terial that, nevertheless, is the condition for the possibility for “feelings,” “perception” 
and “culture,” as they refer to each other, relate to each other: 
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The difference between cultures, the difference between the arts, and the difference be-
tween the senses are the conditions, and not the limitations, of experience in general, just 
as the mutual intricacy of these differences is, as well. (Nancy, 2007, 11)

Listening is, according to the philosopher, a privileged act or state precisely be-
cause both meaning and sound resonate in each other, they can interpret, complement 
and enrich each other. Moreover, because of this mutual connection, the peculiarity 
of listening is its liminality: it is always situated on the edge of the meaning, of sense, 
determined by the sound that is to be listened to as an echo of meaning.

Nancy argues that listening is always “straining toward or in an approach to 
the self ” (Nancy, 2007, 9) or the structure of the self, as listening is a form of “infinite 
referral.” Listening is to be understood as a search for the subject, an attempt of its 
identification, a recognition of the same and the other of oneself, as sound is constant-
ly returning, referring to and addressing, and in this way it means and makes sense. 
The unfolding of the subject does not happen as a given substance, but above all as a 
return, echoing in oneself.

This understanding of listening is crucial mainly because it does not allow the 
objectification of the subject, nor any determination of the latter; this does not mean 
that the subject is unknowable—it can be discovered through relating, especially in 
relation to self-referring, returning to oneself. The meeting of the self in relation thus 
takes place in presence, the presence of something in the present, but always as com-
ing, passing, expanding, and penetrating. This present of sound is not placed in philo-
sophical-scientific linear time, but is an opening present, “present in waves on a swell” 
(Nancy, 2007, 13). In these, time opens up, expands, ramifies, envelops, loops. In this 
time, the sound does not appear, but at the same time it does not have a hidden face, 
it is always integral in its phenomenality and persists in itself, in all its expansiveness.

To listen is to enter that spatiality by which, at the same time, I am penetrated, for it opens 
up in me as well as around me, and from me as well as toward me: it opens me inside me 
as well as outside, and it is through such a double, quadruple, or sextuple opening that 
a “self ” can take place. To be listening is to be at the same time outside and inside, to be 
open from without and from within, hence from one to the other and from one in the 
other. Listening thus forms the perceptible singularity that bears in the most ostensive 
way the perceptible or sensitive (aisthetic) condition as such: the sharing of an inside/
outside, division and participation, de-connection and contagion. (Nancy, 2007, 14)

Sound is thus ubiquitous and omnipresent, its dynamics being reflected in its 
coming and going. The sound is present with its own opening and listening takes 
place with it—it is impossible not to listen when it is present; the ears do not have 
“earlids.” Sound presence is created from complex returning, from transmitting and 



220 MAJA BJELICA

receiving, it can be perceived both as movable and as simultaneous, vibrating between 
the source and the perceiving ear, sounding between one and the other, creating space, 
space of presence, attendance.

Listening can be perceived as opening to resonance, argues Nancy (2007, 25–27), 
to echoing, reverberation, which is at the same time opening to the self and to oneself, 
and at the same time gaining and giving sense2. The listener is exposed to sense, mean-
ing, directionality, when opened in silence, where the ear stretches, and this tension of 
the ear already carries its sense. Listening, especially listening to music, means intensi-
fying the auditory sense, because while listening, the self is also listened to.

One could argue that this kind of understanding of listening in a way liberates 
sense, frees meaning that is all too often fixed, enthroned within the framework of 
the hegemonic philosophical and scientific, mostly Western, tradition of reason and 
concurring ultimate truths. Such listening, however, is not limited to musical sonority, 
even though Nancy focuses predominantly on the latter. Namely, the author (Nancy, 
2007, 35–37) understands it as listening in general; he also connects it with speech and 
dialogue, which is especially important for enabling mutual understanding. Listening 
beyond meaning allows for a plurality of possible meanings. By listening to oneself, 
the self can find its self, but simultaneously it is already moving away from the self, 
even before hearing, before understanding, and in this way one is a subject to oneself. 

3. PHENOMENOLOGIES: SOUND, INTERSUBJECTIVITY AND LISTENING

In phenomenology, sound is understood as an intentional and temporal object, 
therefore interpreted in connections to the life-world and to the common intersub-
jective world (Kivle, 2018, 368). As Ineta Kivle clearly explains and synthesises, there 
are two principles that are at the base of understanding the auditory phenomena 
from the hermeneutical and phenomenological stances, inherited by two major fig-
ures in phenomenology, Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger. Husserl’s call of 
returning “Back to things themselves!” gives an opportunity to discover things as 
they are through the gesture of phenomenological reduction, epoché3, which allows 
2 In Nancy’s thought (Nancy, 2007, 29–30) it is therefore possible to recognise the belief that the 

possibility of meaning is embodied by the possibility of resonance, which is sonority itself. Sense 
is the rebound of sound, thus being present, opening as perceptible. Sense consists in listening, it 
reaches us before leaving, even if it is the leaving of sound that enables the actual perception of 
sense.

3 Epoché (έπνχή), is a phenomenological method that uses “bracketing,” the setting aside of the 
objective world, since the latter is fundamentally not given a priori. “The epoche can also be said to 
be the radical and universal method by which I apprehend myself purely: as Ego, and with my own 
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the world to present itself as it is. Heidegger’s approach of “letting be” encourages an 
account on auditory phenomena in all their variety, whatever is perceived or under-
stood as sound, sonority (Kivle, 2018, 369). Moreover, Kivle points out that listen-
ing in Heidegger’s philosophy represents a mode of being open to being itself: “Hei-
degger’s philosophical meditation on the worldliness of world enables understanding 
of the human being as being determined […] by openness to being and listening in” 
(Kivle, 2018, 368).

Don Ihde as well, in establishing phenomenologies of sound, derives his 
thoughts from Husserl’s and Heidegger’s methods. Ihde claims that the research of 
sound starts with phenomenology, which is a simple task since it is based on some-
one’s own experience. However, he stresses its difficulty, which emerges when one’s 
own experience is an obstacle to perceiving, encountering things, events, sounds as 
they are. A useful tool for this is the “first phenomenology” established by Husserl 
that represents a prototype for the science of experience, where self-evident beliefs are 
deconstructed and further on a reconstruction of language and perspective occurs. 
This process is enabled by epoché, phenomenological reduction, and bracketing, all 
introduced by Husserl. The “second phenomenology,” produced by Heidegger that 
implicitly follows Husserl’s steps, however, widens the return to things themselves to 
a foundational ontology of Being though a hermeneutical approach and existential 
philosophy (Ihde, 2007, 17–19).

Ihde (2007) proposes a phenomenology of listening in which he concentrates 
on the phenomenologies of music listening, but also touches upon phenomenology 
of sound and perception. He notes that studies on hearing and listening experience 
are uncommon in philosophical thought. One of the reasons he identifies for this is 
the rare usage of visual metaphors that cover the phenomenon itself and thus create 

pure conscious life, in and by which the entire Objective world exists for me and is precisely as it is 
for me” (Husserl, 1960 [1931], 21). This entails that every doubt, every thought, every perception 
of the world presupposes the existence of the self, which in this case is the first absolutely solid 
cognitive basis (Husserl, 1960, 23), and everything else is not. For it, it is necessary to undergo 
transcendental phenomenological reduction, έπνχή, is therefore “bracketing,” a fundamental 
phenomenological method (Husserl, 1960, 21). With it, the self is reduced to the realm of 
transcendental-phenomenological self-experience, from which the world draws meaning that 
is knowable only in relation to the self and to which therefore transcendence can be attributed 
(Husserl, 1960, 26). When subjected to the phenomenological έπνχή, the perception of the self does 
not change; the self, Ego, still receives conscious experiences that, as consciousness of something, are 
always intentional. With an insight into one’s own perception of objects and the environment, one’s 
own consciousness also becomes intentional on the basis of self-reflection — the consciousness of 
consciousness, which transforms perception into objects with awareness of perception (Husserl, 
1960, 32–33).
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a tradition of interpretation. Ihde notes that the language on sound and listening ex-
perience remains visual, alluding to the traditional description of musical elements. 
He admits that spatial metaphors are basically unavoidable; however, the shift in “per-
spective” should be encouraged. With an intention to remove the presuppositions, the 
phenomenological reduction can be used to clear the field for perceiving the auditory 
phenomena as they are, without diminishing the experience of them. With bracket-
ing (Husserl) or hermeneutical reading (Heidegger) of auditory phenomena, one can 
avoid their conventional reading; i.e., the “natural approach” that puts phenomena 
in conceptual schemes and attributes to them ordinary commentaries (Ihde, 2007, 
218–220).

Similarly, the sound artist Salomé Voegelin, who dedicates her book Listening 
to Noise and Silence (2010) to the philosophy of sound art, also notes the differences 
in the visual and listening approaches to the life-world4. In the visual approach the 
need for stability and knowability of the object is present, but in listening one strives 
to set aside expectations of the a priori in order to discover and generate the heard 
(Voegelin, 2010, 4). The author explores listening as an act of engaging with the world, 
by which the self and the world are constituted, and this double constitution is being 
determined by the sensorial mode of that engagement. This resonates with listening in 
as openness to being, that which Heidegger was exposing.

Maybe this is the reason that both Voegelin and Ihde state that Husserl’s ap-
proach is too visual for an appropriate sound phenomenology, since his metaphors 
derive from the visible. Heidegger instead can focus on listening and hearing, which 
approximates him to the ephemerality of auditory phenomena. For Ihde (2007, 21), 
Husserl adopts a critical stance towards Cartesianism but does not exit its language. 
However, Janus points out that Heidegger is also nonetheless still hostage to logo-
centrism (Janus, 2011, 187n6). A preference for Heideggerian second phenomenol-
ogy might seem very reasonable from the perspective of phenomenology of music 

4 Here, life-world is not always necessarily conceptualised in Husserl’s manner. Namely, Husserl 
understands the life-world, „Umwelt“, as the surrounding world or even environment, conceived 
as a world of meaningful entities to the transcendental ego. These exercise on us a motivating 
force for the ego to ascribe them significance and meaning through intentional consciousness and 
intersubjective processes (Beyer, 2013). Each person is establishing or living in their own life-world, 
as their concrete surrounding. A mutual life-world is established through intersubjectivity and is 
therefore prone to change and is disclosed to us in its transcendental sense in its full concreteness 
(cf. Husserl, 1960, 133–136). Salomé Voegelin adopts the usage of the term “life-world” from the 
philosophy of Maurice Merleau-Ponty, where “life-world” is created with subjects “being in it, 
and which in turn creates one’s self as an intersubjective subject continually at the moment of this 
interaction” (Voegelin, 2010, 191 n2).
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and music listening, however, for a phenomenology of listening as engaging with the 
world, it is to be said that an important role might be discovered in Husserl’s notion 
of intersubjectivity—for the latter seems not to be considered fully by the two authors.

Edmund Husserl conceived the concept of intersubjectivity in his Cartesian 
Meditations (Husserl, 1960  [1931]), in which, following the example of Descartes’ 
Meditations, he seeks to find new foundations of sciences. These again, as in the time 
of Descartes, strayed from the field of the scientific because of their fragmentation, 
presumption of validity, and inauthenticity, and that prompted the philosopher to call 
for a reversal from naive objectivism to transcendental subjectivism (Husserl, 1960, 
1–5). In doing so, Husserl states that Descartes overlooked the fact that his “I think” as 
the subject and foundation of cognition must be essentially established as intentional 
consciousness and therefore transcendental (Husserl, 1960, 22–23).

Husserl parts from the Cartesian “thinking self ” to centre his phenomenology 
into the transcendental self, which in itself is constantly constituted as being, by per-
ceiving itself as the self that experiences, experiences something, while performing a 
synthesis of everything experienced in its own consciousness. Every conceivable be-
ing and imaginable sense falls into the realm of transcendental subjectivity, which is, 
being the subjectivity that constitutes sense and being, a unique absolute concretion. 
Husserl argues that the world is intersubjectively constituted in the self-interpretation 
according to which the transcendentally constituted other selves and the objective 
world common to all are located in the self (Husserl, 1960, 84).

Based on one’s own experience of the world and with the help of association, the 
self can interpret the perception of the other as the other self, but the latter, based on 
the perception and reflection of the self, is also present in that self—according to this 
constitutive structure, the first self is constituting for the second self, even if it is a sep-
arate subjectivity. In this kind of constituting that is taking place in the self of the other 
as well, the selves are mutually constituted and are thus establishing intersubjectively 
the objectivity of the world, which is always immanently transcendental—it stays in 
the realm of transcendental subjectivity or intersubjectivity.

The endless openness, the infinite possibilities of this intersubjectivity suggest 
the possibility of relationships and thus the world being established in many ways 
that can be more correct, better, more proper, less correct, worse, or less attentive. 
However, each self as a subjectivity has a significant impact on this process of world 
establishment, as being part of the constituting intersubjectivity. Husserl’s substanti-
ation of the objectivity of the world on the basis of intersubjectivity is therefore not 
important (merely) for the sake of showing possible epistemologically valid paths that 
sciences can take in finding stronger foundations; but also (and above all) for estab-
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lishing intersubjectivity as a relationship between self-perceived subjects that through 
their intentionalities and by means of reflection can always influence each other: they 
are reciprocal in their mutual constitution.

Such an understanding of intersubjectivity is more than relevant for the reve-
lation of a phenomenology of listening—as engagement with the world being con-
stituted intersubjectively. It is interesting that Voegelin does not refer to Husserl in 
acknowledging the intersubjective nature of listening, even if she affirmatively turns 
in this direction.

Sound does not describe but produces the object/phenomenon under consideration. It 
shares nothing of the totalizing ability of the visual. […] The sonic reality is intersub-
jective in that it does not exist without my being in it and I in turn only exist in my 
complicity with it; and it is generative in that it is the sensory-motor process of listening. 
(Voegelin, 2010, 10)

Further on she exposes the listening subject, engaged in a listening that is fun-
damentally innovative, since it produces the world for itself through phenomenologi-
cal action, intentionality towards the heard, as being part of the listened to in their re-
ciprocal intersubjectivity. Moreover, her account on producing the objective through 
the intersubjective relationship also seems to fit Husserl’s account on the objectivity of 
the world being located in the transcendental subjectivity.

Sound invites the body into experience and reciprocally makes the object physical. Lis-
tening to sound is where objectivity and subjectivity meet: in the experience of our own 
generative perception we produce the objectivity from our subjective and particular po-
sition of listening, which in its turn is constituted by the objectivity of the object as a 
prior moment of hearing, subjective and particular. (Voegelin, 2010, 15)

Voegelin states that the listener “needs to hear and hear again, to know himself 
as an intersubjective being in a sonic life-world” (Voegelin, 2010, 10). The omnipres-
ence of sound and the listeners’ inability to escape it generate the complex unity of the 
sonic life-world. The object of listening is thus dynamic, fluid, ephemeral (Voegelin, 
2010, 11–12). This means that the whole dynamic process of listening is (highly) col-
laborative: the listening subject is being constituted intersubjectively by the subject 
and/or object listened to. It is a kind of phenomenological intersubjectivity through 
which the two subjects are co-constituted by one another. Leaving the subject/object 
listened to open, fluid, it allows subjectivity itself—listening might allow the object to 
become a subject through the reciprocal intersubjective constitution. Therefore, it is 
crucial to take Husserl’s intersubjectivity into account while looking for possible ways 
of “letting be.”



HORIZON 10 (1) 2021 225

For the phenomenologies of auditory experiences, therefore, both Husserl’s and 
Heidegger’s approaches to life-world and subjectivity constitution are important5. 
Kivle stresses the value of the nature of their philosophies as being tolerant and empa-
thetic, which offers an environment of listening, that allows to be.

They acknowledge a special philosophical environment of listening to thoughts and 
things, understanding of one’s inner self, and contemplation of the world. Such an ap-
proach gives an impulse for philosophical interpretations of the environment, which can 
be regarded as an intentional and meaningful realm of activity or as a permission to be. 
(Kivle, 2018, 369)

In these environments—“territories,” as she puts it—having their rhythms, cir-
cumstances and activities, the self, human, constitutes related spheres of sonority, vis-
ibility, sensitivity, and understanding. “Such dimensions as seeing and hearing, sonor-
ity and silence, speaking and listening, and understanding and reflection penetrate 
into any meaningful world of human life” (Kivle, 2018, 370).

The phenomenologies of listening presented here, with their understanding of 
listening as engaging with the world and being intersubjective at its core, are crucial 
for discovering possible ways of “letting be” not only in the realm of the inter-human, 
but also on the level of inter-being and even in the fields of inter-material, including 
all the objects, materials, environments, and habitats of the world.

4. LISTENING TO A SENSED WORLD

Listening as a mode of engaging with the world is important for the develop-
ment of a caring and respectful relationship of human beings towards the environ-
ment. Almost two decades ago Richard James Oddie (2001, 8), a phenomenologist 
and sound-artist, was stressing the ethical message of environmentalism, encouraging 
sensitive listening to the others, those marginalised, that allows for an ethical practice.

Oddie, interestingly, identified parallels between Heidegger’s ecological philos-
ophy and acoustic ecology, one of their heralds being the Canadian composer R. Mur-

5 This is not to say that they are the only ones. The present article takes these two philosophers 
into account mainly because of their established role in auditory phenomenology and also to show 
the forgotten significance of Husserl’s intersubjectivity for his field of research. Of course, several 
reinterpretations and critiques of intersubjectivity have emerged, such as that of Alfred Schutz. 
Moreover, I would like to thank the anonymous reviewer who pointed out that as to the field of 
the phenomenology of listening and auditory phenomenology, other phenomenologists should be 
considered, such as Jan-Luc Marion and his phenomenology of givennes. Unfortunately, such a 
widened inquiry would exceed the scope of this article.
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ray Schafer. The latter explains that sound affects the experience and understanding of 
the world and that the environment and the human are interdependent. (cf. Schafer, 
1994) Oddie realises that both Heidegger and Schafer provide a critique of the mod-
ern society on the problematic ground of technology, individualism, and anthropo-
centrism. Moreover, they both call for an attitude to “let the phenomena of the world 
speak for themselves…” (Oddie, 2001, 8).

However, Oddie stresses an important gesture of Schafer’s acoustic ecology, 
which is opposing the harmony of nature and the dissonances of the modern culture. 
Its dualistic rhetoric reinforces the essentialistic opposition and represents an obstacle 
to a responsible relationship towards the environment and the understanding that na-
ture is continuously reinterpreted and redefined, since cohabitation is crucial to exist-
ence. Hence, Oddie calls for a “listening without boundaries” and following the echo 
of (Heidegger’s) environmental phenomenology that emphasises the co-dependency 
of the human and the environment, the culture depending on nature but at the same 
time having its own crucial effects on it (Oddie, 2001, 12).

Some time has passed since Oddie’s suggestions about acoustic ecology so that 
we may draw from environmental phenomenology and many researchers’, artists’, lis-
teners’ experiences widened through science and reflection. Gordon Hempton, an 
acoustic ecologist who travelled through the United States of America in search for 
silence, describing this experience in his book One Square Inch of Silence, seems to 
understand the complementarity of culture and nature, their interdependency, as he 
states:

Silence nurtures our nature, our human nature, and lets us know who we are. Left with 
a more receptive mind and a more attuned ear, we become better listeners not only to 
nature but to each other. (Hempton & Grossmann, 2009, 14)

Hampton has been a listener, a sound collector, for over 30 years and the main 
intent to his collecting is to save silence, which represents for him an awakening joy. 
He also hopes to suffuse with this enthusiasm the public, through his publications 
and recordings. Unanimously with many others, he points to the fact that we have 
“reached a time in human history when our global environmental crisis requires 
that we make permanent life-style changes.” He notes that before the human noises 
there were only sounds of the natural world to which our ears were perfectly at-
tuned, but now that is not the case anymore. That is why he claims that “we need 
to fall back in love with the land. Silence is our meeting place” (Hempton & Gross-
mann, 2009, 13). Listening quietly, to the environment, to sounds of nature allows 
us to receive any meaning and senses we may. This is another case of how listening 
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remains a fluid engagement with the world, keeping the encounter open, undefined, 
in the becoming.

Another important observation that Hempton makes is that of how listening 
to the environment affects the listener. “To be a listener requires a certain willingness 
to become changed by what you have not yet heard” (Hempton & Grossmann, 2009, 
57). The author explains that every environment with its structures and shapes mod-
ifies the sound waves that travel through it, by absorbing it, reflecting it, echoing. The 
environmental topography and atmospheric conditions, the noises, are changed into 
tunes (Hempton & Grossmann, 2009, 38). This change and offering of sounds from 
the environment can deeply affect the listener, helping her to rethink her role and 
impact on the environment itself, and experience a change in the perspective of being 
in the world.

A whole-valley listening experience is the result of place, not an individual performer. I 
can feel the importance of the living community, how one thing is not more important 
than the other. It’s everything that matters. When listening to this music of place […] I 
am inspired to be a better neighbor, a better parent, a better child because I feel part of 
something much bigger: a collective place that makes music and sings to me. (Hempton 
& Grossmann, 2009, 38)

Listening to the life-world one inhabits can inspire letting it be, allowing for it to 
have its own life, being, without the need for it to be in service to the human. Research 
in acoustic ecology can help to reveal new paths of understanding the environment, 
the world, as a separate but co-dependent intersubjective entity. Moreover, it can in-
spire the inclusion of the places of cohabitation into the social realm and encourage 
social and political agency.

Brandon LaBelle in his book Sonic Agency inquires into the question of how 
subjectivity and social formations are supported by the listening sense and reflects 
on the “acoustics of social becoming” (LaBelle, 2018, 2). He is arguing that through 
auditory means, a sonic sensibility, it

becomes possible to nurture modes of engaged attention, for listening is often relating 
us to the depths of others, and which may extend across bodies and things, persons and 
places: sound is a medium enabling animate contact that, in oscillating and vibrating 
over and through all types of bodies and things, produces complex ecologies of matter 
and energy, subjects and objects. (LaBelle, 2018, 7)

For LaBelle, listening or audition is experienced intensely in continuous ag-
itation that reveals temporality, the ephemerality of the world, things, bodies. The 
changing, dynamic nature of sound also carries ambiguity, fluidity and in listening 
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demands a continuous work on discovering meaning, sense, anew. (LaBelle, 2018, 
38) This understanding is parallel to Nancy’s hearing of sound as liminal—always on 
the edge of sense. The latter is encountered intersubjectively, through reverberation, 
when sound as time is placed. In this way, place also can remain unmarked, under-
stood as a subject on its own, allowed to be through its sound and breath.

In a similar manner both authors’ voices relate in hearing reverberation and 
echo that allow for a multitude of senses, cohabiting in difference. “The echo, as a 
sound that expands according to the acoustical dynamics of a given space, can be 
heard as a proliferating multiplication—a splintering of the vector of sound into mul-
tiple events” (LaBelle, 2019, 28).

Voegelin’s presentation of phenomenology of sound art also relates to this when 
she writes about semantic materiality of soundscapes that are intersubjectively consti-
tuted in their encounter. This engagement, generative participation, or phenomeno-
logical inhabiting of a life-world leads to a “semantic inhabiting” of the listening sub-
ject, “who is through his being in the world and the world is through her being in it” 
(Voegelin, 2014, 36). This again opens a myriad of possible ways to inhabit the world:

To hear the soundscape as a phenomenological possible world, a possible life-world, 
situated within a cross-referential universe of mutually accessible possible worlds actu-
alized through my inhabiting in listening, recentering myself in their sound, has con-
sequences for my sense of self and my understanding of truth, reality, and knowledge. 
(Voegelin, 2014, 33)

This is parallel to discovering sense and its liberation, exposed by LaBelle and 
Nancy, thus showing that philosophy, phenomenology of sound and acoustic ecol-
ogy might as well point to a listening direction, sense, that could liberate the sense 
of the necessity of meaning and the senses of the listening subject, opening it to the 
life-world. The sense is therefore liberated in all its directions: sensual perception, 
dynamic directionality, impulse, meaning.

Because listening, for Nancy, is the sense that touches upon and stimulates at once all 
bodily senses, as well as that other sense-making faculty that has been variously called 
“mind,” “spirit,” or “soul,” to listen is both to engage in proprioceptive self-reflection and 
to be drawn towards other sounding bodies whose resonances both penetrate and enve-
lope the listener. It is to attend to resonances of perception and meaning yet to emerge 
and always passing away. (Janus, 2011, 189)

Listening to Nancy’s philosophy of listening, or listening philosophy, can elicit 
a variety of senses, directions, which a listener could head towards, stretch her ear to. 
Relistening to the author through voices of ethics of listening, Husserl’s intersubjec-
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tivity, phenomenologies of sound and acoustic ecology one can identify more clearly 
the listening path to follow, in order to “let things be.”

5. ECHOES AND REVERBERATIONS

Drawing from perspectives of the ethics of listening that enables a welcoming 
encounter with the other as the unknown, of the listening subject being self-estab-
lished and self-liberating in its sense(s), and of the intersubjectivity of the human con-
dition that shows how connected and co-constitutive human beings are, philosophers, 
activists, decision makers could follow the echo of a call to “let things be,” to returning 
to “things themselves,” including in the realm of environmental issues. As fragmen-
tarily shown in the previous pages, through listening to a valley, for example, one can 
simultaneously be constituted by its sound, its vibrations and reverberation, and at the 
same time constitute the valley in an intersubjective manner, letting it be and inhabit 
this life-world as itself, and, moreover, as the listening subject, liberate the sense of the 
sounding valley, allowing many possible senses for its adoption. This way of echoing 
the thoughts and voices of the presented scholars and artists, listeners, can allow for a 
sense to be found in listening to birds, trees, stones, water, fire, soil, air.

To adopt such a listening approach, one needs to be prepared to be changed, 
as Hempton claimed, and to be exposed in one’s own vulnerability, as Lipari warned. 
Also, we should understand with Voegelin (2014, 3) that listening in itself does not 
promise a better world; however, it enables one, encourages one, when revealing the 
world’s invisibility. On the other hand it can also be acknowledged, that in the liber-
ation of sense about which we were able to learn through Nancy’s listening philoso-
phy, there is something, of course, liberating, fluid, dynamic, that allows for a lighter 
subjectivity to emerge and to approach the unknown without presupposed meanings.

Listening, with its intersubjective constitution and also through enabling inter-
subjective co-constitution among listeners and the listened-to, allows for encounters 
in acceptance and an inhabitation of the world that can let things be.

Listening is inextricably linked to silence, as they are mutually conditioned and 
enabled as gestures, states, or activities. They are also related from an ethical point of 
view: “If there is an ethics for listening, then respect for silence must play a part in 
that ethics” (Ihde, 2007, 180). Silence is at the heart of ideal listening and speaking, a 
conversation between two—it is constitutive of listening and voice. “The deepest and 
most profound listening hears not only the voices of the world, it is a waiting that is 
also open to the possibilities of silence” (Ihde, 2007, 181). Ihde’s phenomenological 
account on silence as “space” of music (and sound) and also as “sheer potentiality” 
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(Ihde, 2007, 223) matches the offering of the (ethical) listening subject to the other 
for them to express the unexpected and the unknown, but also for the subject to be 
always becoming in its reverberation. 

In silence I comprehend, physically, the idea of intersubjective listening: I am in the 
soundscape through my listening to it and in turn the soundscape is what I listen to, 
perpetually in the present. Silence confirms the soundscape as a sonic life-world, and 
clarifies the notion that sound is a relationship not between things but just a relationship, 
passing through my ears. (Voegelin, 2010, 83–84)

Also, it is through silence that intersubjectivity can be adopted in inhabiting the 
life-world and engaging with it through letting things be. “Silence is not the absence 
of something but the presence of everything” (Hempton & Grossmann, 2009, 14). 
Through acoustic ecology we could look further into the silence as an intersubjective 
space of letting things be—but these are sonorities for another movement.
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in silence or mentally talks to oneself. The artifice does not require spoken sounds, opening the mouth, 
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В центре этого исследовательского проекта — интерфейс беззвучного и доголосового распозна-
вания речи, реализованный в 2018 году в качестве устройства, носимого в амбулаторных усло-
виях на шее и считывающего биотоки мышц с помощью электродов на поверхности лица, горле 
и шее. Эти биотоки возникают из предполагаемого «намерения говорить» носителя прибора, 
молчаливо-что-то-говорящего-самому-себе. Считается, что этот внутренний голос проявляет-
ся при чтении «про себя» или при мысленном разговоре с самими собой. Аппарат не требует 
произнесения звуков, открывания рта или какого бы то ни было внешне видимого движения 
губ. В статье эта доголосовая речь рассматривается как способ письма или говорения, а ротовая 
полость как поверхность для письма. Кратко рассматриваются дискуссии о телепатии, чтобы 
переосмыслить предостережение Хайдеггера против встраивания языка исключительно в рам-
ки руководствующейся подсчётом техники и физиологии, которую он считает губительной для 
Mundarten (привычки речевого аппарата, характерные для региональных диалектов). Статья 
завершается пересмотром гуссерлевской феноменологии языка и значения в Идеях, в той мере 
в какой она может быть применена к интерфейсам доголосового распознавания речи. Предла-
гаются направления, по которым электрофизиология, которую считывает и расшифровывает 
устройство (как предполагаемое намерение непроизнесенного вслух или громко высказывания 
на естественном языке) может дополнить Гуссерлевские размышления о Leiblichkeit языка, про-
являющуюся через само-запечатлевающееся извлечение расширения смысла.
Ключевые слова: намерение, значение, язык, телепатия, кибернетика, логика, воплощение, уст-
ная речь.

…of androids rising
botnets compassionate
machines empathic [maşinării empatice; empatiske maskiner]
and these fleshines [şi ăcestse carnuri; og disse kødskiner]
…dancing on a new bill of rights.

Ankersen & Zbîrnea (2019, 10, 15, 20)

Subvocal’s the way. I pick it all up through the skin.
William Gibson (1988, 4)

This project attempts to attend to cyborgs, robotics, and artificial intelligences 
made operative by transmissions of information, intentions, articulations, thoughts, 
words, expressions, or perhaps even ideas that are internally and inaudibly said-to-
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oneself in subvocal1 silence. These enable something close to what is often called 
“thinking” to augment realities in new technical ways. The first section introduces 
the device, itself, with descriptions by its designers of its functionality and efficacy, 
followed by brief notes on telepathy and thought transference. The following sections 
apply various phenomenological perspectives (even if critical of “phenomenology,” 
proper) to the artifice in terms of (2) the mouth as the scene of writing, (3) Heideg-
ger’s critique of technics and physiology in defense of Mundarten, and (4) the possible 
Leiblichkeit of language at work in Husserl’s self-stamping extensions of meaning. 

1. ALTER-EGOS

At the 2018 Intelligent User Interfaces (IUI) tech conference in Tokyo, research-
ers from the MIT Media Lab presented a prototype of their wearable silent speech 
interface called “AlterEgo.” The headset—neckset or mouthset—of external electrodes 
enables its user to “silently converse with a computing device without any voice or 
any discernible movements” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 43). The silent conversant 
thereby communicates with AI assistants or other humans (thereby assisted) in “a si-
lent, concealed and seamless manner” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 43). The wearer’s 
“intention to speak and internal speech is characterized by neuromuscular signals in 
internal speech articulators” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 43). These are received by 
electrodes through which the AlterEgo system “reconstruct[s] this speech” (Kapur, 
Kapur & Maes, 2018, 43).

Users “can silently communicate” in what its designers call “natural language” 
and even receive “aural output” (through “bone conduction headphones”) by which 
a “bi-directional interface with a computing device” becomes “a seamless form of in-
telligence augmentation” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 43). Test runs of the interface 
display a 92 % “median word accuracy” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 43, 45). The sys-
tem is “ambulatory [and] connects wirelessly over Bluetooth” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 
2018, 45).

With the ambition of “closely coupling humans and machines,” AlterEgo ena-
bles a thinker “to provide arbitrary text input” to either another human or a machine 
1 This article’s subtitle evokes the title of a Philip K. Dick novel which struggles at its core with the 

phenomenology of “empathy” in an imagined posthuman or cybernetic era (2017, 16–17, 53, 59, 
98, 112). An android, the replicant Rachael Rosen, understands that her “verbal responses won’t 
count. It’s solely” physiological reactions that “the Voigt-Kampff testing apparatus” will “use as in-
dices” (2017, 38, italics added). The testing is set in motion earlier by a human, Inspector Bryant, 
described as “working his tongue in and around the fringes of his mouth” while “he continued to 
leaf through” pages of text in a “bundle of notepaper” and “notes” (2017, 28).
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“without any observable action at all and without explicitly saying anything” (Kapur, 
Kapur & Maes, 2018, 43). The device seeks “to move in the step to couple human and 
machine intelligence in a complimentary symbiosis…which would lead to an eventu-
al convergence” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 51) as seamlessly as humans colloqui-
ally communicate in “meatspace” (Pynchon 2013, 77, 429) through sounds, speaking, 
and their organic sensory interfaces of colloquial speaking and hearing sense organs.

Figure 2. Headset Free  
(Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 45)

Figure 3. Headset Worn  
(Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 45)

The designers cite developmental studies predating their own that began in the 
innards of the body and others that eventually progress outward to the dermal sur-
face. Previous research utilized more invasive techniques (Hueber, Chollet, Denby 

Figure 1. Headset Sketch (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 43)
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& Stone, 2018) using “sensors placed on the tongue to measure tongue movements” 
(Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 44). Studies gradually move outward in developing a 
non-invasive system “decoding speech from facial muscles movements using surface 
electromyography [EMG]” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 44). These previous EMG 
studies (Jorgenson, 2005) were able “to detect subvocal words” in order to operate 
a web browser with 33 % accuracy without the need for manual digitality or fingers 
to type keys or swipe screens. The previously non-invasive techniques “require the 
user to explicitly mouth their speech with pronounced, apparent facial movements,” 
though they need not make a sound. This required the user “to lip sync the words in 
a pronounced fashion” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 45). 

Such mouthing2 might be considered alongside the Mundarten of Heidegger (dis-
cussed below), who warned would be left unconsidered or forgotten through the course 
technological development. The pivotal advance in AlterEgo’s subvocal speech-recog-
nition is that it “performs robustly even when the user does not open their mouth [or] 
make any sound” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 45; cf. Ableman, 1969, 142). Alter-
Ego all but claims to achieve precisely what Heidegger laments: usurpation of mouth-
modes and an overcoming of overt animal mouthing techniques in meatspace. 

“The modality of natural language communication without any discernible 
movement is key, since it allows for a seamless and discreet interface” (Kapur, Kapur 
& Maes, 2018, 45, italics added). In a section entitled, “Indiscernible Silent Speech 
Recognition,” designers explain their understanding of soliloquy, internal monologue, 
or simply the silent practice of “internally talking to oneself ” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 
2018, 46, 52). As such, it begins encroaching upon Husserlian Bedeutung, discussed 
in more detail below. “Internal vocalization […is…] the characteristic inner voice 
in humans that is usually noticeable while reading and can be voluntarily triggered 
while speaking to oneself, excluding deliberate lip or discernible muscle movement” 
(Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 46). They later refer to such internal vocalization as an 
“utterance” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 51; cf. Derrida, 1973, 70–87).

The suggested myoelectrics of meaning registered detectable by silent subvocal 
speech-recognition technics are described as “projections” from “the ventral senso-
rimotor cortex” of the brain projected “to the face, laryngeal cavity, pharynx and the 
oral cavity” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 46). By nerve impulses, 

the neurotransmitter […is…] released into the synapse […] releasing sodium cations 
in the muscle fiber, triggering an action potential propagation in the muscle fiber. This 

2 On the phenomenology of mouthing (“mouth” deployed as an activity or verb), compare Marion’s 
use of « s’abouchant », akin to “mouthing each other” or “mouthing ourselves” (2003, 210).
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ionic movement […] generates time-varying potential difference patterns that occur in the 
facial and neck muscles while intending to speak, leading to a corresponding myoelectric 
signature… (Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 46, italics added)3

These are, in turn, detected by electrodes in the headset “from the surface of the skin 
in the absence of acoustic vocalization and facial muscular articulation for speech” 
(Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 46).

Silent and subvocal speech-recognition obliquely invites consideration of a 
certain mode of telepathy perhaps indissociable from what Freud once considered 
the “omnipotence of thought” (Freud, 1998, 73–77) made possible by a tele-technical 
prosthesis that prepares pathways to possible “thought-transference” (Freud, 1955, 
184, 193). Such a dynamic would be difficult to dismiss as simply impossible upon 
appreciating any psychoanalytic notion of the unconscious (Derrida, 2007, 237–8, 
256; Freud, 1955, 220; Brower, 2011, 216–29). 

As he struggles with Freud’s own struggles regarding important possible differ-
ences between thought-transference and telepathy, Derrida draws close to describing 
a technical textualization of thoughts akin to the subvocal speech-recognition devise 
discussed above.

Always difficult to imagine that one can think something to oneself [à part soi], 
deep down inside, without

being surprised by the other, without the other being immediately informed [averti], as 
easily as if he or she had a giant screen inside […] with remote control [telecommande] for 
changing channels and fiddling [jouer] with […] the speech dubbed with large letters [le 
discours étant doublé en grosses lettres] in order to avoid any misunderstanding. (Derrida, 
2007, 237, italics added; 1998, 247)

Endeavoring to “avoid any misunderstanding” is one of Derrida’s primary con-
cerns. Such a screen need not be imagined as giant—though it may well remain “gi-
gantic” in the Heideggerian sense (Heidegger, 1999, 94–96, 310–312)—nor necessar-
ily inside (yet). Silent speech-recognition addresses precisely thinking something to 
oneself deep inside that is tele-technically decoded to alert or inform another remote 
screen on which its speech (if it is that) is dubbed in letters to be read rather than heard 

3 The prefix of “myo-electric” denotes musculature. It is a physiological term describing electrical 
signals, stimuli, or impulses across—emitted from or received by—muscular membranes. A cation 
is a positively charged ion. The charge renders it prone to be drawn, attracted, and detected by 
appropriate electrodes. See also the phenomenology of being drawn [trahitur] and modes of attrac-
tion (Marion, 2016, 38–44; cf. Hegel, 2010, 138–151) and the possibility of being suddenly “drawn 
into” a process that might be discerned from “gerissen” (Hegel, 2010, 640; 1969b, 421). 
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(but, as such, it may then be heard, fiddled, or played through automated read-aloud 
software). 

While hypothesizing such a telepathic dubbing device, Derrida cautiously sug-
gests that “one can safely envisage the probability of telepathy; on peut tranquillement 
envisager la probabilité télépathique” (Derrida, 2007, 256, italics added; 1998, 265). 
Is there a probability (or a telepathy) that will not have been a telepathic probability? 
If not, would this allow oneself to dream more safely in the vicinity and microscopic 
interstices of a possible cosmology or ontology of “probability fuses” (Moravec, 1999, 
183–186)? As Derrida is a thinker far more concerned with possibilities, notewor-
thy here is a rare recourse to the language of probability in what seems to read in an 
affirmative valence. He consistently associates probability with modes of calculation 
throughout his works, whereas possibilities will have been “beyond all calculation of 
probability” (Derrida, 2007, 235, italics added). 

Far safer it seems to envisage telepathy in terms of probability4. This should be 
kept in mind when noting that John Maynard Keynes confronts telepathy in A Trea-
tise on Probability.

I see no logical difference between the problem of establishing a law of telepathy and 
that of establishing the law of gravitation. There is at present a practical difference on ac-
count of the much narrower scope of our knowledge, in the case of telepathy, of cognate 
matters. We can, therefore, be much less certain [regarding telepathy]; but there seems 
no reason why we should necessarily remain less certain after more evidence has been 
accumulated. It is important to remember that, in the case of telepathy, we are merely 
discovering a relation between objects which we already know to exist [i.e., conscious-
nesses]. (Keynes, 2017, 343, italics added)

It is worth anticipating Serres’ suggestion that non-automated sapience, dis-
cussed below, somehow “tastes improbability” (Serres, 2008, 223). Freud, Derrida, 
and Keynes are not interested in colloquial superstitions of telepathy associated with 
occultism, magical mind-readers, or spiritualist animism, but rather in experiential 
phenomena of relations between living consciousnesses. Telepathy, as such, would 
be more closely akin to an object of scientific study and eventually, given appropriate 
techniques of experiment, due as much serious attention as the role of gravity in the 
development of physics and natural science.

4 Alfred North Whitehead and Derrida nearly telepath each other on this point, as if probability and 
modes of envisagement are indissociable. The former’s mathematical critique of statistical probabil-
ity takes recourse to a singular envisagement beyond the merely probable (Whitehead, 1957, 305–8, 
70; сf. Brower, 2020, 17–22).
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Just as the silent auto-affection of inner voice never completely escapes the fun-
damental phonics of phonocentrism (after Derrida, discussed below), so too might 
telepathy remain vulnerable to technical glitches such as those that disrupt telecom-
munications. A mode of “destinerrance” informs the possibilities of telepathy: “it is 
because there would be telepathy that a postcard can always not arrive at its destina-
tion. The ultimate naivete would be to allow oneself to think that Telepathy guaran-
tees a destination that ‘posts and telecommunications’ fail to assure [échouent à assur-
er]”5 (Derrida, 2007, 239; 236; 1998, 349; cf. Wiener, 2013, 129). This might be read as 
a Derridean warning against any assumption to successfully delimit the transference 
of something silently said to oneself to a specific sensor, alone, technically devised to 
receive it. There would be no guarantees to reception.

2. OF PALATOLOGY

With some understanding of subvocal speech-recognition robotics now on our 
minds, this section suggests ways by which the anatomical zone of meaning around 
the mouth might reveal itself as a scene of writing (rather than speech, voice, talk, lan-
guage, or logos). To begin, let us attend to the possibility that “speech” is perhaps the 
wrong term and misbegotten for certain phenomenalities to be discussed. As it is the 
descriptor of choice deployed by the designers, I will continue to address it as “speech” 
conditioned by subvocal silence. But I also employ and encourage consideration of 
it in terms of saying (dire rather than parler) as one finds in the writings of Levinas 
(1961, 260; cf. 40) or Cixous (1987, 203; 2004, 41, 47, 86, 108, 116, 122).

At the advent of cybernetics, one discerns a certain drive or primal ambition 
for special sense as it is drawn toward “the theory of the sensitive automata” (Wiener, 
2013, 43). 

Much of the psychology of the past has proved to be really nothing more than the phys-
iology of the organs of special sense; and the whole weight of the body of ideas which 
cybernetics is introducing into psychology concerns the physiology and anatomy of the 
highly specialized cortical areas connecting with these organs of special sense. (Wiener, 
2013, 18, italics added)

Wiener later analogizes machine sensors to animal sensation and sense organs 
by taking specific recourse to the language of gustation regarding ion receptors, such 

5 Telepathy is not alone in this problem. Probability, too, has been a question or paradox of assur-
ances since its budding articulations in Port Royal: « Mais est-il probable que la probabilité assure » 
(Pascal, 1963, 584)? 
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as “hydrogen-ion-potential recorders, which may be said to taste” (Wiener, 2013, 42, 
italics added).

Note the Alter Ego designers’ repeated recourse, above, to the language of dis-
cernibility and consider the gustatory associations often attributed to discernment 
(cf. Mackey, 1958). The device all but proclaims to discern the indiscernible6. Michel 
Serres notes a gustological distinction7 within extant robotics. Whereas optics (e.g., fa-
cial recognition), acoustics (audible voice recognition), and corporeal haptics (robotic 
self-correction upon appendage loss, damage, or amputation) all seem computational, 
automatable, auto-corrective, or machine translatable, Serres suggests that a certain 
sapience does not (as yet):

A robot with a tongue of stone, iron or wood, it speaks, cannot know thirst. We know 
how to build machines that talk, we do not know how to build robots that can drink or 
taste. A tongue can become artificial, intelligence frequently does, but sapience never 
does. It is in this sense that an automaton differs from homo sapiens: it has the first 
tongue [i.e., speech], but not the second [i.e., taste]. (Serres, 2008, 175, italics added)

This all-too-human and (supposedly) non-automatable sapience would likely 
be at work in Heidegger’s Mundarten, discussed below. Speech-recognition technolo-
gy would cause Serres no surprise, be it operational in silence or otherwise, as speak-
ing-tongues are already mere machines for him. He is more interested in mouth-
modes beyond speech or talking, namely, the tasting, gustatory, savoring or sapient 
capacities of living tongues which he suggests beyond the scope of machinic automa-
tion. At least once Serres describes this singular tasting capacity as a form of writing 
[écriture]: “Take this great wine, taste it, the map of its temperament will be traced 
[écrira: written] on your tongue” (Serres, 2008, 159; 1985, 172–173). 

But the tongue need not be limited to a fleshy surface written upon as it is per-
haps here in Serres. It may also be employed to do the writing itself. The textual da-
tafication of the myoelectric signatures seems more akin to writing-recognition than 
that of silent speech, in the sense that “the contemporary biologist speaks of writing 
6 It is difficult to ignore that this trope of discerning the indiscernible was employed by Kant while 

grappling with radical evil. No matter how superfluous or detached phenomenology may feel in 
attending to the seemingly subsidiary signatures at play in techno-telepathy artifices, it is worth 
considering that it is again confronting that very same Kantian enigma, if only indirectly. “[W]hat 
we want to discern [einsehen], but never shall, is this: how can pre-determinism co-exist with free-
dom…” (Kant, 1996, 94; 1974, 59).

7 This has all the larval potency of a post-Heideggerian gustological distinction (to come) by a radi-
cal empiricism that might supplement or perhaps supplant the well-worn ontological distinction of 
twentieth-century phenomenology as it progresses into the posthuman cybernetics of the tele-tech-
noscientific age of information.
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and pro-gram in relation to the most elementary processes of information within the 
living cell. And […] the entire field covered by the cybernetic program will be the field 
of writing” (Derrida, 1974, 9, 84). Mouthparts have perhaps become a new re-coor-
dinated “field,” as such, covered by a cybernetic program of headset sensors. Are not 
these sensors attempting to detect what Derrida calls “the writing before speech and 
in speech” (Derrida, 1974, 51)? The supposed signature it records seems to remain 
transcribed “through the irreducible notion of the trace […] as it appears […] notably 
in biology” (Derrida, 1974, 70). 

Derrida’s supplemental critique of Husserl in Voice and Phenomenon (and 
elsewhere) is not only further affirmed but becomes even more crucial in a time of 
digital datafication. The “pure auto-affection” Derrida interprets in Husserl as “the 
operation of hearing oneself speak” need no longer be colloquially heard aloud. De-
construction is already well-prepared to attend to such a voice unheard-of (Derrida, 
1974, 12, 65, 234; Derrida, 1973, 102–103, 153; Derrida, 1978, 111, 139; cf. Chrétien, 
2004, 15). Subvocal signatures do not necessarily surpass or escape the foundational 
and metaphysical phonè of tele-phonics or phonocentrism. The device still “seems 
to reduce even the inward surface of one’s own body, in its phenomenal being it 
seems capable of dispensing with this exteriority within interiority, this interior 
space in which our experience or image of our own body is spread forth” as Der-
rida already forewarned, even if it is reliant (as yet) upon an external headset. “An 
objective ‘worldly’ science surely can teach us nothing about the essence of the voice 
to be produced in the world as pure auto-affection” (Derrida, 1973, 79). But subvo-
cal speech-recognition might at least surely teach us that any alleged auto-affective 
purity is prone to disruption. It nevertheless continues to constitute “the epoch of 
speech as technical mastery of objective being” (Derrida, 1973, 75) now operational 
in extracting subjective signatures.

One might look to theologians, scriptural exegetes, or philosophers of religion 
for thinkers acclimated to thinking the tongue as an instrument of writing. It is the 
Psalmist who offers: “my tongue is a pen of a ready/gifted writer” (Psalm 45:1). The 
Septuagint reads: “ἡ γλῶσσά μου κάλαμος γραμματέως ὀξυγράφου [hē glōssa mou 
kalamos grammateōs oxygraphou].” As such, the tongue becomes grammatic. In many 
ways it is pro-grammatic. This glossa mou is a pen of grammatos by an oxygrapher. 
The tongue is a certain stenographer’s writing tool. The glossa grammatizes. Here, the 
mouth opens itself to a possible grammat-ology of the glossa—on the tongue—be-
yond the overtly phonemic “glossematics” of Hjelmslev. The Psalmist sets a stage for a 
glossa-grammatology to come. Its speaker—perhaps speech itself—becomes a lingual 
stenographer by way of the tongue as pen. 
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Importantly, it is not simply a tongue but “my tongue” [glossa mou] implying all 
the appropriate self-styled phenomenological insularity. Auto-affection becomes glos-
sal-stylization. As my tongue writes, my tongue-writing stylizes-itself. It is because my-
tongue writes that my-tongue is tongue-pen. I, my-tongue am my-tongue-pen. This 
suggests a new glossa-grammatic mutation in the cogitation of the cogito: I tongue, 
therefore I am my-tongue; My-tongue writes, therefore my-tongue is pen. My-tongue 
pens, therefore my-tonguepen writes. This would also imply a singular sort of “self-
taste” discernible during the tongue usage of mouth-writing, which Derrida considers 
“a ‘selfhood,’ a ‘self-awareness’ that, long before thinking itself, long before the cogito, 
senses the taste of self ” (Derrida, 2005a, 698–699, q.v., 690–691). 

Such tastes might be better considered “tastetexts” (Cixous, 2007, 137). Cixous 
ruminates upon intertextuality with sapient discernment. Certain words taste better if 
spelled and written differently (Cixous, 2011, 36). This again discloses differences be-
tween saying (dire) and speech (parler). Instead of speaking and hearing, Cixous says 
and tastes: “I say [Je dis] ‘Mandela’ and my mouth has the subtle taste of fresh almonds, 
the taste of milk of the biblical fruit, hiding its firm sweetness within its hardness” 
(Cixous, 1987, 203). 

She expresses something similar when she writes about writing itself. Cixous is 
a writer that tries-out words by tasting them on the way to writing. 

It’s like this: I grope. I try the word —hesitation. I taste it. No pleasure. No taste. I cross 
out. I try: —correction. I taste. No. I taste ten words. Finally I fall on the word: —essay. 
Before even trying I already sense a pretaste […] I taste. And, that‘s it! Its taste is strong 
and fine and rich in memories of pleasure. (Cixous, 1998, 18)

Cixousian writing is trying, sampling, or testing. Would this pretaste “sense” 
something insensible? Is this a gustatory hetero-correction beyond algorithmic au-
to-correction? “Tastetexts” are blind taste tests (perhaps more kosten than schmecken 
in German). It would discern differential “problems [through] tests and selections” 
(Deleuze, 1994, 162). Such gustatory elements might be easily lost in reading English 
translations of Deleuze and Guattari: “All we can do is ‘sample’ [goûter]…” (Deleuze & 
Guattari, 1983, 24; 1972, 31). Saying-words-to-oneself while writing accompanies ex-
periences of real, körperlich, or empirical tastes—and perhaps “irreal” (Husserl, 1976, 
41), phenomenal, or leiblich foretastes—in the mouth of Cixous on their way to be-
coming written from her pen.

Is this what AlterEgo aspires to attach to itself? Would a Cixousian neck register 
a higher median accuracy? What exactly would be the differences between (1) Cix-
ous’ writing-sample by taste and (2) the designers’ description, above, of the headset’s 
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electrodetection of muscular signatures on the throat? C’est à dire: are (2) the “sodium 
cations” and “ionic movement” detected by electrodes in subvocal speech recognition 
(Kapur, Kapur & Maes, 2018, 46) qualitatively distinct from (1) the hidden “sweet-
ness” Cixous attributes to word-sampling, keeping in mind the role of electrochemical 
ionization at work in the physiology of experiencing any tastant as sweet or non-sweet 
with “the cations […] being the effective agents” (Mackey, 1958, 580)? Why might the 
head of a laughing Medusa not require an external headset to telepath with the writ-
ing process? Does the coming advent of techno-telepathy anticipate why this singular 
writer might mourn “the lost taste of writing” (Cixous, 2009, 151)? 

Would the hesitation of a Cixousian tongue not also taste time itself—in a mode 
by which the headset sensors cannot—as it ruminates on words beyond any decima-
tion of time clocked at 0.427 seconds? This is the alleged “real-time” of the algorith-
mic prediction of the intention or meaning statistically correlative to the detected 
signature of the subvocal utterance by probabilistic computation. The “computational 
latency” measured between “the end of an utterance [silently said to oneself] until the 
corresponding [machinic] transcription” of its most probable meaning is “0.427 sec-
onds” (Kapur, Kapur & Maes 2018, 51; cf. Eckhart, 2009, 235; Serres, 2008, 159). 

The quantification of temporality fails to find the temperance of orality. Base-
lined on a non-sensory, numerical, mathematical, and linear conception of time 
(in which Husserl finds humans so often sedimented), the operativity of Alter Ego 
quantifies and correlates datapoints of potentiality, intention, time, and signature. 
This time-signature is perhaps the very remnant of phenomenal humanness that the 
mouth artifice endeavors to cyber-substantiate into computation alone, technical-
ly and sensorily indifferent to the regionally seasoned neck meat around which it is 
worn. Deleuze suggests “it is important to understand […] the interior of the mouth, 
with meat…” (Deleuze, 2003, 23). Any sensory baseline to living experiences of sub-
vocal orality (Cixousian taste tests or Derridean selftaste) would be gustatory and 
include inner and idiomatic self-meatiness.

Perhaps only upon thinking (1) “my tongue is a pen,” (2) my mouth as its scene of 
writing, and (3) “speech” as my tongue-pen writing in the mouth, may a mode of writ-
ing—if there is such a thing—converge upon a certain mouth-mode approaching the 
seemingly impossible task demanded of such writing by Derrida: “Originary writing, if 
there is one, must produce the space and the materiality of the sheet itself ” (Derrida, 1978, 
210). Any such materiality “must be informed” in as much as its form “must materialize 
itself ” (Hegel, 2010, 393). It is worth considering that subvocal speech-recognition is 
attempting to detect, decode, and transmit nothing less than this kind of informing of 
information…including the silences in which it is formed (and by which it is informed).
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When Friedrich Kittler warns against the violent epoch in which “humans change 
their position [and] turn from the agency of writing to become an inscription surface” 
(Kittler, 1999, 210) this “turn” need not necessarily be enframed in exclusive extremes. 
But the warning ought not be forgotten. There may still be a certain “agency” of writ-
ing—though no longer exclusively handwriting, and, as such, perhaps no longer proper-
ly agential—that yet becomes a surface of inscription. “We would be written […] we are 
written only as we write” (Derrida, 1978, 226). My-tonguepen writes in and on a body, 
in the spirit of Jeanette Winterson (1992) and the “corporeographies” of a “Corpus Delec-
ti: The Body as the Scene of Writing” discussed by Vicki Kirby in Telling Flesh. 

What is required there is a sense that ideality and materiality are enmeshed and 
empowered by what

Derrida might call an inscriptive efficacy […] This productive entanglement is so entire 
that ideality and materiality, as they are commonly conceived, are profoundly altered 
[…] we witness the sense of the corporeal differently and in a way that includes the tissue 
of the body in the sensible textile of an “arche-writing” […] relaying a script which is still 
very much alive. For what is writing when it is more than writing […] when there is no 
getting out of this ubiquitous text? And how is the body itself a scene of writing, subject to 
a sentence that is never quite legible, because to read it is to write it, again, yet differently. 
(Kirby, 1997, 81, 55–56, italics added)

This becomes the-body-that-writes because it is the-body-written-on (and in), just 
as the irreducible notion of the trace in biology (evoked by Derrida, above) comes to 
disrupt the colloquial opposition between inside and outside. 

As such, it seems to resist a certain corporeity de-scribed by Jean-Luc Nancy: 
“the body’s no place for writing […] That we write no doubt is the body, but absolutely 
not where we write, nor is a body what we write—but a body is always what writing 
exscribes” (Nancy, 2008, 87). This body immaculately conceived as no place for writ-
ing seems ever banned from saying or speaking at all, be it vocal or subvocal (as well 
as from the most direct sensory experiences of selftaste). Neither merely inside nor 
properly outside, my-tonguepen would still inscribe as it excribes. It would bear the 
muscular signatures of the exscription of that which it yet inscribes in and on itself.

Recalling the inescapable sufflations indissociable with vocalization, Derrida 
evokes a “breathing through a thousand mouths that leave a thousand imprints on our 
skin” (Derrida, 1978, 298). These would also leave imprints on the mouths and sign 
the throat muscles through which it breathes and vocalizes. It is difficult to adhere to 
the alleged “triumph […] reached only through the creation of breath-words […] in 
which […] values have been replaced by values which are exclusively […] not written,” 
if “there is no longer anything to prevent [these supposedly non-written values] from 
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falling back onto bodies and from mingling their sonorous elements with the body’s 
olfactory, gustatory, or digestive affects” (Deleuze, 1990, 88, 91, italics added). Gusta-
tory affections of Deleuzean breath-words no doubt exceed writing in the colloquial 
sense, yet might possibly effectuate affective experiences of embodiment, enflesh-
ment, incorporation, incarnation, and selftastes of that very writing once considered 
corporeographically after Kirby with a “my-tonguepen” of the Psalmist.

There is a subfield of speech therapy, prosthodontics, or dentistry referred to as 
palatography. It is concerned with vocal articulation by way of the “marks made di-
rectly on the roof of the mouth” by the tongue and “the contacts of the tongue against 
the surfaces of the teeth” (Abercrombie, 1965, 125, 129, italics added). Pioneered by 
Charles Darwin’s grandfather, Erasmus, along with Francis Galton, it experiments 
with traces or indentations left by the tongue—if tongues can be said to leave denta-
tions—on the palate by covering the oral cavity with tinfoil (Abercrombie, 1965, 126–
127). More recent palatography paints or coats the tongue with “ink” (Moses, 1964, 
17), meal, or watercolor (or, inversely, paints or coats the teeth or mouth instead) to 
determine where and what the tongue writes or marks on the palate (linguogram), or 
the part of the palate contacted by the tongue (palatogram) (Zsiga, 2013, 91–94). 

Figure 4. Palatographs8

8 These indirect palatographs are on plaster molds made from the speaker’s mouth (as opposed to 
direct palatographs on a living mouth) and show the tongue’s writing pattern on the palate while 
speaking “id” and “it” (Moses, 1940, 10–11) (Figs. 12–13). I would have liked to inscribe my entire 
project around an analysis of the photographs of these two palatographs. One can detect or read 
the not indiscernible differences between a speaker mouth-writing and selftasting the words or 
phonemes, “it” and “id” (not to mention over-clinical English translations of Freud’s „Es“).
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One study literally writes in the mouth to “clarify palatograms using a black 
felt-tip pen” (Arai et. al., 2004, 386) while fitting dentures to determine more com-
fortable tongue contact. There would be as many spaces, margins, or traces at play 
in palatography as those haunting colloquial writing or any possible science of 
grammatology to come. “On any palatogram, the area which appears as having been 
touched by the tongue is not wholly representative of the actual area so touched” 
(Haden, 1938, 22–27). Again, this would seem to be more about “selftaste” than 
mere touch (cf. Uexküll, 1957, 19; Beadnell, 1942, 10–11), keeping in mind there 
would be no selftaste or taste without touches by tongue. The tracing of the trace is 
inescapable, whether a tongue touch-tastes on the mouth or a pen touch-writes on 
a legible sheet surface. 

3. MUNDARTEN

With the AlterEgo headset in mind this section turns to the Mundarten dis-
cussed by Heidegger and their potential augmentation by a mouth-artifice. One finds 
mention of them in his Freiburg lectures on Das Wesen der Sprache (1957–8). They 
herald dangers of technological attempts to enframe language within the confines 
of physics or physiology, acoustical or otherwise. These would seem to include any 
myoelectrical sensors of signatures of thoughts silently said to oneself. If the “-arten” 
of Mundarten implies sorts of mouthing that can classify speakers by their self-sort-
ing speech patterns in regional dialects, they are perhaps closer to probabilistic algo-
rithms and sorting machines than phenomenologists may initially want to believe. 
Algorithmic sorting draws computer scientists into explanations of such functions 
that seem a hair’s breadth away from phenomenological principles: “It’s empirical, but 
it’s also experiential” (Whittaker cited in Christian & Griffiths, 2016, 73, 59–83; cf. 
Marion, 2002, 119).

This section does not intend to re-scientize Mundarten against Heidegger’s wish-
es and warnings. It aspires only to keep in mind the myoelectrics of silent speech-rec-
ognition to the extent that Heidegger’s aspiration to remember them in proximity 
to region, terrain, and “the earth’s flow and growth [das Strömen und Wachstum der 
Erde]” also participates in the physics of osmosis, geology, or meteorology. Heideg-
ger’s recourse to Hölderlin’s Germanien to reconsider Mundarten—in which “Lan-
guage is the flower of the mouth [Die Sprache ist die Blume des Mundes]” (Heidegger, 
1971, 99; 1985, 194)—is no more limited to an exclusively biochemical or botanical 
perspective than it is indemnified from the physics and clemency of any blooming 
plant life. Much like Kittler, above, Heidegger warns against,
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[…] the danger of understanding melody and rhythm [in language] from the perspec-
tive of physiology and physics, that is, technologically, calculatingly in the widest sense 
[Sinne technische-rechnerisch vorzustellen] […] the metaphysical-technological explana-
tion gets everywhere in the way, and keeps us from considering the matter properly […] 
the different manners of speaking in different sections of the country Mundarten, modes 
of the mouth, hardly ever receives a thought [die landschaftlich verschiedenen Weisen 
des Sprechens die Mundarten nennen, ist kaum bedacht]… (Heidegger, 1971, 98; 1985, 
193–194, italics added)

This brings attention to a wide range of regional dialects comprised of site-spe-
cific idiomaticities (e.g., accent, cadence, pause, grunt, groan, stammer, stutter, into-
nation, or ex-/insufflation) indicative of spoken styles nearly unthought or unheard-of 
outside localized language usage (cf. Derrida, 1974, 226). The silence of such pauses 
would be singularly notable and noteworthy. 

Heidegger emphasizes aspects of language or vociferation most difficult (if not 
impossible) to technically detect and transmit. He laments that they are nearly forgotten 
and rarely considered. Such flourishes resist the kind of rote transcription or digital dic-
tation attempted by auditory speech-recognition platforms of sounds vocalized aloud. 
These are not merely ornamental and are capacitated to communicate a singular mode 
of spoken signature. But they no doubt effectuate collateral oral, buccal, laryngeal, or 
pharyngeal affectations detectable by mouth artifices that should equally be considered. 

The primary concern is that the Mundarten of language must not be exclusively 
delimited to the mere physiology of mouthparts alone. Heidegger does not intend 
to forfeit the necessary physics or physiology that emerge from “different movement 
patterns of the organs of speech” (Heidegger, 1971, 98). “Vocalization […] may no 
doubt be explained physiologically.” “No doubt much can be learned this way that is 
correct” (Heidegger, 1971, 9). He simply encourages the audience in earshot of his lec-
ture to consider that “the mouth is not merely a kind of organ of the body understood 
as an organism [der Mund ist nicht nur eine Art von Organ an dem als Organismus 
vorgestellen Leib]” that merely moves anatomical parts (Heidegger, 1971, 98, italics 
added; 1985, 194, emphasis added). Despite Deleuze’s distancization from Heidegger 
and Husserl, Mundarten seem comparable to the “polyvalent orifice” irreducible to 
organicity in Deleuze’s direct engagement with the “perhaps insufficient” “lived body” 
of phenomenology (Deleuze, 2003, 41, 39, italics added). “Even in the meat, is there 
not a very distinct mouth…which cannot be confused with other organs?” (Deleuze, 
2003, 42). Mundarten “do not solely nor primarily [nicht nur und nicht zuerst] grow out 
of different movement patterns of the organs of speech [Bewegungsformen der Sprach-
werkzeuge]” (Heidegger, 1971, 98, italics added; 1985, 194; cf. Kristeva, 1989, 19). 
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Although geolocation data could be encoded into recognition platforms to at-
tempt correlating regional contexts, the problem would be that subvocal speech-rec-
ognition technology detects nothing but physiological signals of mouthparts. It would 
fall short of properly decoding at least some such signatures that it may nevertheless 
properly sense through its sensors, record, and transcribe technically. The nontech-
nical elements of Mundarten with which Heidegger is concerned anticipate that the 
eventual development of subvocal speech-recognition technology through mere my-
oelectrical sensors of the exclusively physiological signatures of speech organs seems 
prone to overfit and fail (by the very virtue of its technical reliance) to account for 
the earthy Umwelt that surrounds and saturates the thinking and speaking of mouth-
fleshed lifeforms [Leiber].

Heidegger does not wish or intend “to belittle vocal sounds as physical pheno mena 
[leiblich Erscheinung], the merely sensuous side of language [als das Bloß Sinnliche an 
der Sprache], in favor of what is called the meaning and sense-content [Bedeutungs- 
und Sinngehalt Gesprochenen]” (Heidegger, 1971, 98, italics added). This physicality is 
fleshier—leiblich—than it may sound. Even though the word “side” might be implied by 
Heidegger, it does not appear in the German text. But one might phenomenologically 
reduce the technical problem at hand to (a) something silently said or “spoken” inside 
which is detected by (b) sensors worn outside. Taking sides one way or another for (b) 
physical or fleshy sensuality beside (a) sense and meaning only augments the problems. 

Silent speech-recognition seems to problematize Heidegger’s position once re-
considered as subvocal non-sounds of physical phenomena. Its sensors perhaps only 
ever detect the side of language that is distinct from language itself. Conversely, per-
haps they only detect vibrations of language itself but fail to approach any meaning 
carried over to what Heidegger insinuates to be a leiblich appearance on the side of 
sensuous language. 

If sense were taken off the sidelines—including any sense attributable to some-
thing silently said to oneself—it might be considered beyond Heidegger as a Möbius 
topology suggested by Deleuze (1990, 20, 123; cf. Hegel, 2010, 456, 463). The surface 
of a human body might be conceived as a Möbius surface whose orifices are the twists, 
curves, or clinamina. The mouth would be a singular twist in such a surface by which 
the (a) inner surface lining the oral or buccal cavity and the (b) dermal surface of the 
face and neck outside the mouth are yet one and the same surface of sense. As such, it 
is perhaps not surprising that signatures signed on one side are detectable by dermal 
sensors on the other, especially in the proximity afforded by the headset. 

The myoelectric recognition sensor might yet only detect a particular side of 
the possible sense of an inner something silently said to oneself. The sense detected 
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would persist upon another side of the same sense surface that yet stretches beside 
the detected recognition. Would not some aspect of sense remain insensible to such 
sensors precisely because they are unable themselves to embody the meaty surface of 
throat muscles on which the signatures they are programmed to discern are signed 
(cf. Deleuze & Guattari, 1983, 40; Deleuze, 1990, 20, 123)? Beyond collateral sound, 
audible vocalization, or acoustical audition, the side of language distinct from subvo-
cal speech might yet still be considered at play in Heidegger by way of (a) myoelec-
trical signatures thought as vibrations and (b) sense thought as meaning (or Sinn). “It 
is just as much a property of language to […] vibrate [schwingt] […] as it is for the 
spoken words of language to carry meaning [einen Sinn hat]” (Heidegger, 1971, 98; 
1985, 193). Would the vociferation that ferries voice still carry the same meaning if it 
remains docked in sub-voice (cf. Derrida 2009, 23, 65)? 

It is no longer technically impossible for a mouth artifice to receive and trans-
late physiological information of something silently said to oneself which captures and 
conveys some—if not most—of what informs the saying itself. Precisely because of 
its inescapable electronic limits, subvocal speech-recognition technology offers new 
opportunities for human thinkers to reconsider the importance of “modes of the 
mouth.” Its very functionality cannot help but tune into mouth-modes for its sensors 
to detect the signatures of silent speech effects. It does not claim to recognize thought 
or thinking. It merely detects digital stimuli effectuated by silently saying something 
(if not thinking a thought) to oneself received by a mouth artifice. 

A sensor of silent speech remains to some extent a silent censor of that very 
speech. This would at least be the case with regards to sense and meaning. These are 
hardly worth agonizing over (as yet) since the devices in question do not posture as 
meaning-recognition or sense-recognition machines. But these very distinctions will 
hardly receive a thought by the optimized techno-telepathic cyborgs to come.

“The mechanical brain does not secrete thought […] nor does it put it out in the 
form of energy, as muscle puts out its activity. Information is information, not matter 
or energy” (Wiener, 2013, 132). Can we still affirm such an exclusive disjunction be-
tween matter or energy? Even if we concede that it does not record matter, does not 
a subvocal speech-recognition electrode detect and record some energetic valence of 
muscular activity? Does the oral cavity of the mouth and throat somehow create the 
very headspace in which the brain might secretly escape its mechanical limitations?…
just as, after Derrida, any originary writing must produce the space and materiality 
of the sheet itself on which to be written in the first place? There is a simultaneity in 
this “intimacy […] at once dream and science […] bite and knowledge, mouth and 
brain” (Deleuze, 1994, 219; cf. 1990, 223). After Wiener, must we not give considera-
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ble thought to the subtle but solemn difference—perhaps indiscernible—between any 
(a) information said silently to oneself and the (b) information relayed and detect-
ed by a myoelectric signature of throat muscular activity effectuated by it? Different 
still would be any (c) information translated, decoded, transcribed, and transmitted 
from the electrode detection of that muscular signature. Altered further would be the 
(d) information one then reads from the transcription off a screen that receives that 
transmission after the fact.

The optimization, adoption, and eventual proliferation—no doubt soon to be 
surgically implanted by self-experimenting cyberpunks and biohackers (if a simple 
mouthpiece, necklace, neck strap, choker, or even earring will not suffice upon fur-
ther development)—of these devices will likely accompany similar dangers as those 
already proclaimed by Heidegger. These are dangers with which socially over-mediat-
ed information society is already overwhelmed (e.g., sorted microtargeting of trans-
mitted mis/information) and to which twentieth century structural linguistics were 
already attuned through diverse schemas of signification. The nearly instantaneous 
tele-techno-transmission of myoelectrically recognized and digitized thought-trac-
es will always carry the risk of dulling its human receivers into believing that any 
non-technically augmented human recognition (if there is such a thing and if it would 
merit remembering at all) of its intentions and/or meanings may be safely presumed 
to have always been as equally automatic as the robotic receptions of their virtual 
transmissions (in uncritical or unthinking complacency).

But a transmission remains worlds removed from thinking. Technically speak-
ing, Heidegger reminds us that almost any mouth-mode (technical or otherwise) 
hardly ever receives a thought precisely. Remarkable as the efficacy and practical ben-
efit of this techno-telepathy will likely become, the fundamentally mouth-modified 
lifeform does not seem properly prepared to receive a thought (even less the sense 
and meaning of it). It perhaps does not and will never need to do so. But it does seem 
prone to become further programmed into a particularly stunted or boxed (cf. Bo-
strom, 2014, 158–160, 163–171) receiver of tendentious transmissions of automated 
transcriptions of technical detections of mere myoelectrical and physiological signals. 
These remain several layers removed from thinking the very thought it desires to 
receive. These layers of instrumental estrangement from the leiblich appearances of 
Bedeutung that Heidegger suggests are enrooted in Mundarten must be kept in mind 
as the next section turns to experiences of language in Husserl. Any reception worthy 
of the name would likely exceed the capacities of capacitors, transistor amplifiers, or 
radio receivers, if it is to acclimate itself toward what Husserl calls “gifts of meaning” 
(Husserl, 2012, 206).
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4. HETERO-AFFECTIVE CO-ENFLESHMENT OF  
SAYING-SOMETHING-TO-ONESELF

From a certain Husserlian perspective, the device is anything but alter-ego. Al-
tered it may be, but ego it is not. One feels almost nothing for it, as any ego feeling 
itself comes to feel further encumbered by attachment to it. Its alleged ‘ego’ alters the 
very idea of ego as much as its alteration evades any possible egoism. Yet the device 
remains even more egocentric than any detached living egoist. 

Is it ironic that a cybernetic AlterEgo comes to disclose how meaning is poten-
tially as much besouled or incarnated in the living flesh of throat and neck muscles 
as is colloquially attributed to a thinking mind—so often theoretically reduced and 
stranded somewhere in the brain [or Gehirn] (cf. Kant, 2002, 312; 1905, 324; Solymo-
si, 2011, 347)—through artificial devices that detect, learn, and compute far beyond 
human capacities precisely because of the nonliving incorporeity of devices incapable 
of empathizing with alter-egos (cf. Husserl, 1999, 118–120)? Is the machine perhaps 
trying to empathize as it auto-corrects and self-optimizes? Would such automated 
self-optimization or auto-correction—including the seemingly autonomous ability 
to incorporate new data and algorithmically rewrite-itself—merit consideration as a 
mode of “auto-affection”9 (Henry, 1973, 186–191; 1975, 41)?

Silent and subvocal speech-recognition offers new devices by which to critically 
reexamine Husserl’s earlier ambition to unite the supposed non-sensory aspects of 
mental expression with its collateral lived and leiblich sensory aspects. Can the silent 
soliloquy of inner voice or inner monologue (on the level of meaning or mental ex-
pression) still be classified as non-sensory? It is detected by nonliving sensors attached 
to living flesh. It is this living flesh that does not seem to detect it while bearing the 
very signatures detected. Hegelian aspirations for similar unity persistently struggled 
with “this airy element, this sensory-unsensory…” (Hegel, 2007, 58; cf. 2010, 444). The 

9 If we accept that “all affective content contain a very strong hormonal element” that are “involved” 
in “the storage function of the nervous system,” that is “stored largely as changes in the permeability 
of synapses and it is perfectly possible to construct artificial machines where information is stored 
in that way” (Wiener, 2013, 129–130), detectable and discernible by electrodes akin to those of 
subvocal speech-recognition, then perhaps such cybernetic operations are not far removed from 
valences of auto-affection, as such. Even if so, does an algorithmic code (and the megadata from 
which it correlates, learns, incorporates, and auto-corrects) contain any “autos” to affect or correct 
at all? If not, could it register hetero-affection alone instead? Would a phenomenological principle 
such as, “auto-affection alone makes possible hetero-affection” (Marion, 2007, 114) become reduc-
ible to affirming that any algorithm coded to calculate sense-meaning ever bears an ineradicable 
stamp of humanity encoded or written into it? (cf. Zellini, 2020, 14, 17, 70).
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myoelectric signature seems to disclose itself in a sensory Leiblichkeit registered by a 
non-living artificial corporeity. In Chapter 4, Book 1, §124, of Ideas, Husserl writes:

Let us start from the familiar distinction between the sensory, to so-called bodily [leib-
lich] aspect of expression, and its non-sensory “mental” aspect. There is no need for us 
to enter more closely into the discussion of the first [leiblich] aspect, nor upon the way of 
uniting the two aspects… (Husserl, 2012, 256)

The employment of leiblich, here, is perhaps not as fleshed-out in distinction 
from körperlich as will be developed in Husserl’s later writings (cf. Husserl, 1999, 97). 
Over a century before AlterEgo, he suggests an extension of meaning beyond collo-
quial speech: 

“[M]eaning” (Bedeutung), and “meaning something” (Bedeuten) [o]riginally…relate 
only to the sphere of speech, that of “expression” […] But it is almost inevitable, and […] 
an important step for knowledge, to extend the meaning of these words, and to modify 
them […] to all acts […] when referring to any intentional experiences [or sense; Sinn] 
[…] generally used as an equivalent for “Bedeutung” (meaning) (Husserl, 2012, 256)

This is perhaps an extension of meaning that offers a point of departure. Husserl 
even evokes a peculiar instrumentality of intention, though perhaps not necessarily 
technical (if there is such a thing as a non-technical instrument) (cf. Agamben, 2015, 
66–79).

Whereas the AlterEgo designers speak of signatures signed on muscular surfac-
es, Husserl thinks of a Bedeutung self-stamping itself on expression:

every […] act-meaning […] stamps itself ‘conceptually’ in the noematic phase of the 
expressing. A peculiar intentional instrument lies before us […] reflecting back as from a 
mirror every other intentionality […] copying it whilst colouring it […] working into it 
its own form of conceptuality. (Husserl, 2012, 257) 

In robotic terms, this auto-affective reflection of intentional meaning—once 
peculiarly instrumentalized—would interact through something like “an essential bi-
directional conduit that passes information” (Moravec, 1999, 197). 

The device detects the mirroring between meaning and myoelectricity and 
decodes the muscular reflections into something that is difficult to dissociate from 
Husserl’s peculiar inner intentional instrument of mental conception. The mode by 
which intention stamps itself on meaning becomes neurally “projected” by leiblich ef-
fectuations into myoelectrical signals that would self-sign, self-mark, or self-stimulate 
themselves upon throat muscles. The digitally decoded transcript receivable by text 
message is merely epiphenomenal.
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Husserl might consider the resultant technical telepathy an evidentiary transcript 
of an entanglement between the lowest leiblich layers of logical construction with “the 
basic laws of formal logic” (Husserl, 2012, 260). “[E]ssential logical constructs which 
mediate the law’s self-evidence have lower layers connected with them […] which are 
brought to logical expression; but these lower layers do not need to be brought to clear-
ness when it is pure logical insight that is involved” (Husserl, 2012, 260). AlterEgo re-
ceptors perhaps bring the lowest layers of meaning into a computational clearness (if 
there is such a thing) through a peculiar muscular mediation of intention, meaning, 
and formal logic itself: the logic of speech that need not be brought to expression that 
is yet translatable into some logico-textual semblance of mental expression. 

The brain may not secrete thought (Wiener, 2013, 132) but might a superordi-
nate system of “inner secretion” (Ingarden, 1983, 92) within the innards of the human 
lifeform informed by a brain possibly secrete the formal structures of logic, them-
selves (so often presumed analogous to the extant natural laws and shapes of physics)? 
If so, they would seem indissociable from those “nodal lines [Knotenlinie]” of Hegel 
(2010, 318–320; 1969a, 435) at the thresholds of solid-state chemistry, akin to the 
“most primitive form of universal stuff [l’Étoffe universelle]…in which all that has 
shape [figuré] in the world is but a series of fleeting ‘verticies’ [ne serait que de fugitifs 
« tourbillons »]” (Chardin, 2008, 42; 1960, 37). These would accommodate themselves 
to an electro-microscopic grammar of “‘formal shapings’ [Auffassungen]” along the 
lines suggested by Husserl (2012, 206) into which any myoelectrical signal must take 
shape if it is formally detectable at all. The lowest or basement-level layer would be 
muscular and progress to the higher layers from which the probability of intended 
meaning translated from muscular signatures may thereby secrete itself through the 
proper profile for electrodetection.

If Hegel’s critique of the inherent approximations ever squaring a circle at the 
bases of differential or integral calculus provokes an advance from thinking nodal 
points to nodal lines, the myoelectrodetection of subvocal techno-telepathy succors 
an additional step toward subsequent and collateral nodal fields. The alleged nodal 
lines of solid state chemism and any nodal lines assumed to shape the figures of syllo-
gisms, logic, or meaning would no longer be dissociable (as Husserl suggests above) 
precisely through conceptual articulations of the ideas of the living in the mouth-
modes of Leiblichkeit and sapient selftasting fleshhoods ever saying themselves. Some 
proximate sense to something silently said to oneself might thereby leap toward elec-
tro-detectable approximation of it with considerable median accuracy (cf. Hegel, 2010, 
214–216, 232, 237, 320, 645–647, 680–688, 706; cf. Zellini, 2020, 125–129). Within 
such nodal fields would dwell the elusive bioelectrical airy elements emanating about 
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or around the muscular signatures that currently have such thinking lifeforms by the 
throat, yet on the threshold of a “hybrid cybernetic biorobotics” to come (Tseng & 
Levin, 2013, 7; cf. Hegel, 2007, 58). 

Any mindless myoelectrics of meaning could belong among the vague and back-
ground thoughts to which phenomenal attention is simply not adequately attuned or 
attentive. Husserl suggests that a “thought…can emerge as a ‘vague’ thought. It then 
appears without any articulation that is actual […since…] at first we are not turned 
towards it: it emerges in the ‘background’…” (Husserl, 2012, 255). If neither articula-
tion nor attention is truly turned towards such a thought, it is difficult to imagine its 
collateral myoelectrical signal as transcribable (but still not outside the realm of possi-
bility). But it is difficult to think such a thought as a thought at all. This is perhaps sim-
ply one way by which Husserl anticipates AlterEgo’s 8 % margin of inoperative error. 
But its overwhelming percentage of supposed success implies that any myoelectrics 
of meaning cannot be confined exclusively to Husserl’s background thoughts. They 
would be somewhere at work in the foreground of Husserlian thinking. 

The two sides of Husserl’s mirror of meaning may “belong to two totally different 
dimensions” (Husserl, 2012, 206). “Every hyletic element has its place as a real (reeles) 
integral part in the concrete experience” just as any “phenomenologically pure experi-
ence has its real (reelen) components” (Husserl, 2012, 206, 204). But silent speech-rec-
ognition (along with much post-Husserlian thought) calls into question anew any 
presumed idealism of phenomenal purity. A hyletic idea is not only accompanied by 
the concrete experience of its real referent in the world but the equally concrete my-
oelectrical signals that accompany the subvocal saying of it (which seems to overlap 
with its meaning and intention). Mental expression becomes only further concretized 
in speech which technology now decodes in silence while maintaining at least some 
semblance of its intended meaning. The processes by which “material elements are 
‘animated’ [beseelt; besouled] through noetic phases” as “animating apprehensions” 
(Husserl, 2012, 206) are but one of many polyvalent leiblich aspects of meaning, ex-
pression, and intention that may now be myoelectrically received around the mouth 
and neck by external electrodes. 

The leiblich aspect of thinking would not only find expression in besoulment 
or animation but also in accompanying experiences of Gemüt. Husserl concedes that 
“all these syntactical forms […] belong as much to the acts of feeling [Gemüt] them-
selves […] as to the doxic positionalities that run parallel to them and share the same 
essential nature, and may be extracted from them […]” (Husserl, 2012, 252). Subvocal 
speech-recognition appears to be a new mode of such extraction of doxa (or doxic 
profiles) from feeling. It is likely the first of its kind. 
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A substantial aspect of any phenomenal feeling would seem ever to feel its my-
oelectric signatures. These need not necessarily register and perhaps need not even be 
decoded (if a nonaugmented lifeform could decode them at all). They also need not be 
confined to the pharyngeal, laryngeal, or throat zone alone, even if electro-detection 
of them is currently confined there. But beyond Husserl’s fixation on hands conceived 
as exemplary touch-organs—which persists to the pinnacle of his philosophy—to 
help reveal the feeling of fleshhood (Husserl, 1999, 97; cf. Derrida, 2005b, 152, 156), 
the throat, neck, and mouth—and arguably the tongue (on which subvocal recogni-
tion says virtually nothing)—have disclosed themselves anew as privileged anatomi-
cal sites and peculiar physiological instruments by which Körperlichkeit exceeds itself 
through an extraction of intention and meaning as it feels itself felt in auto-affective 
experiences of Leiblichkeit…in silent, mindful, and mouthful meditations.
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Here the temptation to believe in a phenomenology, 
something midway between science and logic, is very 
great. […] There is indeed no such thing as phenome-
nology, but there are phenomenological problems.

(Wittgenstein, 1978, 9, 15, 49)

The so-called “phenomenological phase”1 (Kuusela, Ometita & Uçan, 2018, i; 
Hacker, 2019, 286) in Wittgenstein’s philosophy was not a long one: it was the period 
from 1929 to 1933. But it didn’t really last for four years; it rather was “have-been-
passed” all those four years. Wittgenstein’s phase of search of the “phenomenological 
language” is a kind of paradox: each time it is already an overcome phase—he nearly 
always writes about it in the past tense. In this article I will discuss this project (rather 

* Статья является результатом исследовательского проекта №18-011-00582 при финансовой 
поддержке РФФИ «Метод позднего Витгенштейна: сведение (девальвация) традиционных 
проблем метафизики к философской головоломке».

1 In Wittgenstein’s case the “phenomenological phase” is equivalent to the period of search of the 
“phenomenological language.” It was not the case for philosophers who considered themselves to 
be “phenomenologists”: for them it was one of the elements of phenomenological investigation, but 
not the central one.
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untypical for the corpus of his work as a whole) in the context of the philosopher’s 
working manuscripts.

Using the modality of something “always already discarded,” Wittgenstein de-
scribes the project as follows: “[The] phenomenological language: description of im-
mediate sense perception without any hypothetical addition” (Wittgenstein, 2005, 
349). Here it is possible to agree with Peter Hacker that it would be more appropriate 
to call this phase as the project of “phenomenalist language” (Hacker, 2019, 286), and 
not of a “phenomenological one,” although Wittgenstein persistently uses specifically 
this expression. I have already quoted, as the epigraph, the Wittgensteinian aphorism 
“There is indeed no such thing as phenomenology, but there are phenomenological 
problems” (Wittgenstein, 1978, 49)—from the very beginning of the described phase 
of 1929–1933, he proceeds from the impossibility to build a complete phenomeno-
logical philosophy, even if he does not deny the impulses (“phenomenological prob-
lems”) urging him towards it.

* * *

After the first very enthusiastic attempt to bring together the “phenomenolog-
ical phase” of Wittgenstein’s thought and the phenomenological philosophy of the 
XX-th century (Spiegelberg, 1968), the researches and commentators, in fact with no 
dissent, split these traditions apart, insisting that Wittgenstein was talking about “phe-
nomenology” in his own special sense (Inde, 1975; Gier, 1981; Hintikka, 1998; Park, 
1998; Engelmann, 2013; Piekarski, 2017). This expression “in his own special sense” 
can sound a bit ironical because exactly at that period Wittgenstein moved from the 
criticism of the phenomenological language to the criticism of the private language 
which includes the usage of common expressions “in someone’s own special sense.”

It is quite illustrative that from the very beginning, namely from 1929, the con-
cept of “phenomenological language” appeared in Wittgenstein’s manuscripts as a 
misconception already discarded. In a way this is each time an “already discarded” 
misconception which he never supported:

The assumption that a phenomenological language is possible, and that only it would 
express what we in philosophy must/want to say, is—I think—absurd. We must learn to 
live with our everyday language and only understand it correctly. […] I do not now have 
phenomenological language, or ‘primary language’ as I used to call it, in mind as my goal. 
I no longer hold it to be necessary. All that is possible and necessary is to separate what 
is essential from what is inessential in our language. That is, if we so to speak describe 
the class of languages which serve their purpose, then in so doing we have shown what is 
essential to them and given an immediate representation of immediate experience. Each 
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time I say that, instead of such and such a representation, you could also use this other 
one, we take a further step towards the goal of grasping the essence of what is represent-
ed. (Wittgenstein, 1994, 102, 118; eng. tr. Wittgenstein, 1975, 51)

For us, Wittgenstein’s readers, the idea of the “phenomenological language” is 
introduced as a retroactively discarded conception, an object of self-criticism. “I do 
not now have phenomenological language, or ‘primary language’ as I used to call it, 
in mind as my goal” (Wittgenstein, 1994, 118)—writes the Austrian philosopher. This 
expression “is no longer [considered] to be my goal” puts the reader into an untena-
ble position: even if we work with manuscripts and typescripts we do not have access 
to the hypothetical phase during which the “phenomenological language” was still 
Wittgenstein’s target. Strangely as it is, “[the] description of immediate sense percep-
tion without any hypothetical addition” (Wittgenstein, 2005, 349) seems itself to be 
a “hypothetical addition” to the corpus of the philosopher’s works that has reached 
us. We are facing a strange temporal structure: the philosopher “in the past deemed” 
something to be a “phenomenological language,” however, “now he understands” that 
it was superfluous and even absurd. Wittgenstein writes in Remarks on Colors: “Here 
the temptation to believe in a phenomenology, something midway between science 
and logic, is very great” (Wittgenstein, 1978, 15). The philosopher who considered 
the unsolved philosophical problems to be his own sins has a due understanding now 
how one should treat this temptation—one should fight it. But we, the readers, com-
prehend only this mise-en-scene—“before I believed…,” but “I don’t adhere to this 
view any longer”:

Ich habe früher geglaubt, daß es die Umgangssprache gibt, in der wir alle für gewöh-
nlich sprechen und eine primäre Sprache, die das ausdrückt, was wir wirklich wissen, 
also die Phänomene. Ich habe auch von einem ersten System und einem zweiten Sys-
tem gesprochen. […] Ich möchte jetzt ausführen, warum ich an dieser Auffassung nicht 
mehr festhalte. Ich glaube, daß wir im Wesen nur eine Sprache haben und das ist die 
gewöhnliche Sprache. Wir brauchen nicht erst eine neue Sprache zu erfinden oder eine 
Symbolik zu konstruieren, sondern die Umgangssprache ist bereits die Sprache, voraus-
gesetzt, daß wir sie von Unklarheiten, die in ihr stecken, befreien. (Wittgenstein as cited 
in Waismann, 1967, 45)

Wittgenstein implies that we have only one language, and this is a common lan-
guage. Here he abandons his programme of inventing artificial, ideal languages (the 
hypothetical phenomenological language would be one of them). He clearly treats 
the “phenomenological” aspect of the language as an invention, but not as a natural 
feature of the everyday language, one of its modalities. Does it mean that the everyday 
language which he finally infers is necessarily not a phenomenological language, or, 
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rather, this is a language which does have a phe-
nomenological dimension but is more capacious 
in a natural way than the phenomenological lan-
guage? This fragment seems to highlight that 
Wittgenstein broadened his concept of everyday 
language, including the aspects that he previous-
ly considered to belong to the primal language 
expressing phenomena.

There is something strange in this new 
strategy (which appears to oppose the “ever-
more” discarded strategy of search of the “phe-
nomenological language”). Namely: the everyday 
language should help itself; it contains an illness 
and the cure, a dead-end and the way out. In 
this context, the philosophers polemically men-
tioned by Wittgenstein adhered to quite different 
views—in particular, a vitalist Hans Driesch and 
an empiriocriticist Ernst Mach:

Phenomenological language: the description of immediate sense perception without any 
hypothetical addition. If anything, then surely a portrayal in a painted picture or the like 
must be such a description of immediate experience. Such as when we look through a 
telescope, for instance, and draw or paint the constellation we see. Let’s even imagine 
that our sense perception is reproduced by creating a model for describing it, a model 
that, seen from a certain point, produces these perceptions; this machine could be set 
into proper motion with a crank drive, and by turning the crank, we could read off the 
description. (An approximation to this would be a representation in film.) If that isn’t 
a representation of the immediate—then what can be?—Anything that claimed to be 
even more immediate would have to forego being a description. Instead of a description, 
what results in that case is that inarticulate sound with which some authors would like 
to begin philosophy. (“Knowing of my knowing, I consciously possess something.”—
Driesch.) […] One of the clearest examples of the confusion between physical and phe-
nomenological language is the picture Mach sketched of his field of vision, in which the 
so-called blurredness of the shapes toward the edge of his visual field was reproduced 
by a blurredness (in a quite different sense) in the drawing. No, you can’t make a visible 
picture of your visual image. (Wittgenstein, 2005, 349, 337)

Here Wittgenstein clearly enters into polemics with the very concept of the phil-
osophically exact self-portrait, similar to the one proposed by Ernst Mach, which in-
cludes not only the pattern of the perceived, but also the representation of perception 
as such. The idea of “phenomenological language” is coupled with the depiction of the 

Ernst Mach, Self-portrait, 1886  
(Krois, J. M., Rosengren, M., Steidele, A., & 

Westerkamp, D. (Еds.) (2007).  
Embodiment in Cognition and 

Culture. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: 
John Benjamins Publishing. Р. 91)
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actual reality, for all the contradictory nature of this objective: “Anything that claimed 
to be even more immediate would have to forego being a description” (Wittgenstein, 
2005, 349e) This paradox resembles the paradox of an absurdly exact map formulated 
by Lewis Carroll:

“We actually made a map of the country, on the scale of a mile to the mile!”
“Have you used it much?” I enquired.
“It has never been spread out, yet,” said Mein Herr: “the farmers objected: they said it 
would cover the whole country, and shut out the sunlight! So we now use the country 
itself, as its own map, and I assure you it does nearly as well”.

(Carroll, 1893, 169)

The “phenomenological language,” as presented by Wittgenstein, functions as 
a similar map, absurdly detailed. He discusses the “phenomenological language” in 
categories of belief, namely the belief he lost himself. As if the “phenomenological 
language” would only be a matter of belief, while discussing this belief is possible only 
when it is lost. But why actually should this project be a subject of belief? Wittgenstein 
does not give any answer to this question; instead he proposes to withdraw from be-
lieving in the actual possibility (and even more in the need) of the phenomenological 
language the same way as we stop believing in the existence of philosophical prob-
lems, considering them to be the results of misconception. Questions of philosophical 
nature should disperse in the way the spell induced by a witch clears off, together with 
the witch, when we realize that witches do not exist. Helpless roaming in a philosoph-
ical labyrinth—this is the image of philosophy Wittgenstein wants to draw us away 
from. However, he himself draws this image of philosophy, falling within the Carroll’s 
paradox of the “absurdly exact map”. The “phenomenological language” is tentative-
ly structured as a dead-end from the onset and this way is created (!). Wittgenstein 
wants to disperse the spell, but instead he retroactively creates it. The philosopher 
continues to develop this imagery and views (comparable of the renowned The Big 
Typescript) in a fragment dating to 1936:

Warum verzichten wir plötzlich darauf, das Wesen der Sprache, & das Wesen der Welt, 
auszudrücken? „Phänomenologische Sprache“. Glaube an ihre Notwendigkeit. Es schien 
als sei unsere Sprache, irgendwie, roh, eine unvollkommene Darstellung der Sachverhal-
te & nur als rohes, unvollkommenes Abbild zu verstehen. Als müßte die Philosophie sie 
verbessern, verfeinern, um so den Bau der Welt verstehen zu können. Dann wurde es 
offenbar daß sie die […] Sprache wie sie ist verstehen, d.h. erkennen müsse, weil nicht 
eine neue Klarheit, die die alte Sprache nicht gebe, das Ziel sei, sondern die Beseitigung 
der philosophischen {Irrgärten, bewilderment. Perplexities, Herumirren, Ratlosigkeit, 
Sich-nicht-auskennen, Perplex-sein, Rätsel, Irrfragen, ich meine eine Frage die dazu 
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gestellt ist in einen Irrgarten zu führen, wie sie etwa eine Hexe stellen könnte.} „Und 
Deine Schwierigkeiten sind Mißverständnisse“. — Wenn sie nicht Mißverständnisse wä-
ren, wenn wir wirklich weiter analysieren müßten um auf sichern Grund & Boden zu 
kommen, dann müßten wir uns fragen: durch welchen feineren Begriff haben wir den 
landläufigen Begriff „Wort“ (z.B.) zu ersetzen. Wir müßten dann die üblichen Wörter 
mit ihrem Gebrauch zur Seite räumen um in der Tiefe nach den eigentlichen Begriffen 
zu forschen nach denen wir die Sprache anpassen müssen. (Wittgenstein, 1936, Ms. 152, 
91–92)

It is somewhat strange that Wittgenstein in this manuscript treats the expres-
sion of the substance of the language and that of the world as the most complete 
representation of state of affairs through the language. The language and the world 
for him remain something like two orders that should match correctly, although the 
very idea of the “phenomenological language” is not much likely to imply such an 
apposition. Complete versus incomplete depiction of state of affairs—what is funda-
mentally the difference? The completeness of depiction does not bring us closer to the 
“phenomenological language.” The “phenomenological language” is an expression, 
but not a depiction, where the language and the world get overlapped within this 
expression. The “phenomenological language” is the language which is created here 
and now, captured just at the moment of its origination, at the moment of occurrence 
of the verbal intention. Wittgenstein often operates with corporified objects here: the 
language, the world, which seem to exist already. In this case, he expresses, rather, 
an engineering-specific view of these concepts instead of the phenomenological one, 
even where he seems to be approaching the phenomenological (in the sense of the Eu-
ropean philosophy of the XX century) scope of issues. “To improve the language,” “to 
comprehend the structure of the world”—he operates here rather with set construc-
tions. One can get an impression from this manuscript that Wittgenstein—when he 
raises the issue of the “phenomenological language”—in one respect, keeps to the en-
gineering and technical attitude towards the language, and, in the other respect, im-
plicitly alludes that the phenomenological nature of the language implies some kind 
of idealism aimed to „Sprache wie sie ist [zu] verstehen, d.h. [zu] erkennen“, „in der 
Tiefe nach den eigentlichen Begriffen zu suchen nach denen wir die Sprache anpassen 
müssen“ (Wittgenstein, 1936, Ms. 152, 92). The profundity, genuineness, perception 
of the language as it is—it means that Wittgenstein once again cogitates on some ide-
al language and supposes the “phenomenological language” to be an ideal language. 
Essentially, he effects ideation through ready constructs, now simply projecting them 
towards the ideal depth. However, this is rather a step in the direction of metaphysics 
(which is more understandable from such a view point), but not phenomenology. The 
ideal language of the Tractatus logico-philosophicus echoes closely the ideal metaphys-
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ical language with “authentic” concepts deep within, that can be “perceived as is” to 
a significantly greater extent than in the case of the “phenomenological language.” 
Paradoxically, Wittgenstein most closely approaches the comprehension of the “phe-
nomenological language” when he discusses our everyday language and denotes it as 
“raw.” The raw language is far more phenomenological than the ideal, improved one. 
But the “phenomenological language” for Wittgenstein in this textual fragment is not 
the common everyday language, but rather something to believe or disbelieve (like 
one can believe or not believe in the existence of unicorns) and which, once gained, 
must somehow transform the common language. It means that this concept is still a 
construct, an invention for him. Wittgenstein writes about the language that should 
keep us away from philosophical labyrinths, dead-ends, bewilderment, perplexities, 
puzzles, deceptive questions. It means the ideal language should help us to avoid con-
fusion. Is it possible to improve the language through invention, so that it would not 
confuse us? First, we need to identify the “right way” that would help us not to be led 
astray. What is the status of this right way? Does the adequacy of the language lie in 
its congruence with the reality, the capacity to mirror the reality as it is, while not 
without adding anything to it on our part? And where does this right way of follow-
ing the reality bring us? It seems, we should think in the below manner: the state of 
affairs is as we know it, and we talk about it not to get confused. Therefore we face 
two isomorphic orders: the world and the language. The world, for the “phenomeno-
logical language” (in terms of the phenomenological philosophy of the XX century) 
which is always a bit “raw,” is also “raw.” It cannot be described by a set of rightful 
propositions since it is always elusive, incomplete, being not at all a totality of de-facto 
circumstances, but something that needs to be treated separately as a fundamental 
philosophical topic.

* * *

The issue of (im)possibility of the “phenomenological language” was crucial at 
least for Husserlian, Finkian and Heideggerian phenomenologies. Husserl considered 
the strategy of building a highly technical phenomenological “newspeak”—the termi-
nology comprising complex neologisms, eclectically based on Greek and Latin roots, 
a “transcendental language” (Husserl as cited in Fink, 1988, 104, 107). Heidegger, up 
to the end of the phenomenological phase of his philosophy, tended to the “trans-
formation of language”, to the metamorphose (Verwandlung) already undergone by 
the existing language in the philosophical context, when the pre-existing meanings 
slightly shift to a direction not yet known (Heidegger, 1989, 78). Fink doubts the pos-
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sibility of “transcendental language,” but still considers that one should implement the 
phenomenological “reduction of the language”; doing so, one should show, through 
the medium of the natural language, the content which is foreign to it, being always 
aware of irremovable divergence between the phenomenological sense and the natu-
ral word-meanings (Fink, 1988, 93, 104, 107). These are only few examples of a rich 
tradition of reflection on (im)possibility of the phenomenological language within the 
phenomenological philosophy of the XX-th century.

Wittgenstein is not involved in these debates, but we tried to make it visible how 
he approaches the similar problematics (in a way comparable with a natural language 
that shows the transcendental-phenomenological content which is foreign to it), being 
always aware of the irremovable divergence between the Wittgensteinian “phenome-
nological language” and the “phenomenological language” of the phenomenological 
philosophy (Husserl’s, Fink’s or Heidegger’s for example). To summarize: the “phe-
nomenological language” for phenomenologists is a “bracketed language” (Husserl (as 
cited in Fink, 1988, 104)) or a “language in quotation marks”; Wittgenstein warns us 
against this strategy claiming that, when building terminology on indirect meanings, 
on words in quotation marks, “you’re using language in a queer way, because you’re 
almost deliberately preparing misunderstandings” (Wittgenstein, 1967, 65).

Wittgenstein is clearly and deliberately far from Husserlian and Heideggerian 
strategies (from technical neologisms and transformation of meanings in a direction 
not yet known); he is much closer to Fink who considered the “transcendental lan-
guage” to be impossible. The main difference between their strategies consists in the 
fact that Fink (despite the irremovable divergence between the phenomenological 
sense and the natural word-meanings) considered the phenomenological language to 
be a (paradoxical, problematic, but still) desideratum, and Wittgenstein puts a ban on 
it, claiming it to be a hopeless direction. 

One may still have an impression that, talking of the (im)possibility of the “phe-
nomenological language,” Wittgenstein is rather substituting it by a certain metaphys-
ical projection which partly inherits the attitude of his logical-positivist period. In 
search for the “phenomenological language,” he considers at this stage that one should 
withdraw from common expressions and their usage, from the “raw” everyday lan-
guage—however, the “phenomenological language” treated in this manner proves to 
be another invention inspired by the same scientific/technical pathos aimed to im-
prove the language, make it more correct, etc. It happens to be Wittgenstein’s inven-
tion, while the latter himself cautions against its usage.
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Although Heidegger’s explicit account of “poetic dwelling” belongs to his later philosophy, there are 
important indications that he was already engaging with the core matter of the notion in his early 
thought. Contrary to the idea that in Being and Time, “dwelling” amounts to mere practical coping 
with the environment, we would like to demonstrate that the notion is already a poetic issue in his early 
thought, as it requires the appropriation of our relation to the world via an authentic experience of fin-
itude. Following a topological mode of thinking, the paper thematizes the connections between Heide-
gger’s early and later thought, and elucidates the following three points: First, “freeing” and “letting” 
appears as the appropriate ethos of a poetic experience of finitude, one that maintains the “clearing” of 
meaningfulness. Second, a topological reading of Being and Time can explicate the notions of authen-
ticity and inauthenticity as different disclosures of the clearing where human being-world correlation 
occurs. Third, the notion of “keeping-still” (Schweigen) can be interpreted as an authentic disposition 
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that frees space for the disclosure of existence. The paper concludes that an authentic experience of 
finitude through “stillness” appears to reorient human ethos by releasing “discourse” from absorption 
in “idle-talk” and that such an act of existential re-orientation of one’s disposition towards the world is 
the essence of “authenticity,” and Heidegger’s early “poetic dwelling”.
Keywords: Heidegger, Being and Time, poetic dwelling, finitude, Gelassenheit, silence, authenticity, 
topology.
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Хотя эксплицитное рассмотрение «поэтического обитания» относится к поздней философии 
Хайдеггера, есть важные признаки того, что он обращался к смысловому ядру этого понятия 
в своей ранней мысли. Вопреки представлению, что в Бытии и времени «обитание» сводится 
лишь к  практическому взаимодействию с  окружающим миром, мы хотели бы показать, что 
это понятие имеет поэтический смысл уже в его ранней мысли, поскольку оно требует обре-
тения собственного отношения к миру посредством аутентичного опыта конечности. Следуя 
топологическому способу мышления, статья тематизирует связи между ранней и поздней мыс-
лью Хайдеггера и обосновывает три тезиса. Во-первых, «высвобождение» и «позволение» рас-
крываются как собственный этос поэтического опыта конечности, который хранит «просвет» 
значимости. Во-вторых, топологическое прочтение Бытия и времени позволяет эксплициро-
вать понятия собственности и несобственности как различные модусы раскрытия просвета, 
в котором осуществляется корреляция человеческого бытия и мира. В-третьих, понятие мол-
чания (Schweigen) может быть интерпретировано как собственная установка, открывающая 
пространство для раскрытия экзистенции. В  статье делается вывод о  том, что собственный 
опыт «молчания» переориентирует человеческий этос посредством освобождения речи от по-
глощенности «толками» и что подобный акт экзистенциальной переориентации установки по 
отношению к миру есть сущность «собственности» и «поэтического обитания» у раннего Хай-
деггера. 
Ключевые слова: Хайдеггер, Бытие и  время, поэтическое обитание, конечность, Gelassenheit, 
молчание, собственность, топология.
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Das Bleibende im Denken ist der Weg. Und Denkwege ber-
gen in sich das Geheimnisvolle, daß wir sie vorwärts und 
rückwärts gehen können, daß sogar der Weg zurück uns 
erst vorwärts führt.

M. Heidegger (Heidegger, 1985, 94)

1. INTRODUCTION

Although there is a growing body of literature that explores the idea of “poetic 
dwelling” and its implications for Heidegger’s later philosophy (Seamon & Mugerauer, 
1985; Singh, 1997; Davis, 2006; Capobianco, 2014; Malpas, 2020), early hints of this 
notion have received little scholarly attention1. Since Heidegger’s deliberate reflec-
tions on the meaning of “poetic dwelling” belong to the later period of his philosophy, 
it is deemed that Heidegger’s early thoughts should not have much to do with themes 
related to “poetic dwelling”2. Nonetheless, a topological approach that focuses on the 
continuities in Heidegger’s philosophy3 can explicate that Heidegger was already en-
gaged with the core matter of “poetic dwelling” in Sein und Zeit4, even if he did not 
employ the same terminology, style of writing and method. To show this, we will turn 
to SZ after having first identified the significance of the idea of “poetic dwelling” in 
Heidegger’s later philosophy. How the core issues of the “poetical” and “dwelling” are 
already linked in SZ will come to the fore against this background5.

1 Werner Marx’s work was one of the earliest studies that focused on the concept of ‘poetic dwelling’ 
(Marx, 1972, 235–261). See also Absher (2016) for a contemporary discussion that deals with the 
question of language. 

2 The prevailing tendency in Heidegger studies is to treat his early and later philosophy as two de-
tached periods of thought, taking “the turn” (Kehre, or Wendung, Wandlung) that occurred in the 
1930s as the breaking point, which is a view that we are challenging in this article. For a detailed 
review of the discussion, see Sheehan (2015, 246).

3 “The distinction you make between Heidegger I and II is justified only on the condition that this 
is kept constantly in mind: only by way of what [Heidegger] I has thought does one gain access to 
what is to-be-thought by [Heidegger] II. But the thought of [Heidegger] I becomes possible only if 
it is contained in [Heidegger] II” (Heidegger, 2006, 151).

4 References to Being and Time (Sein und Zeit, abbreviated as SZ) are from the 11th edition. For the 
translation of German terms, I am following the John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson transla-
tion with minor changes. For the translation of quotes and key concepts from the rest of Heidegger’s 
Gesamtausgabe, I am consulting the standard English translations, with some modifications.

5 In order to offer a comprehensive reading of Heidegger’s philosophy, our primary aim is to make 
sense of Heidegger’s relevant ideas in their own right rather than try to criticize them, as the latter 
should be the task of another study.
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2. THE PLACE OF ‘POETIC DWELLING’ IN HEIDEGGER’S THOUGHT

Let’s first try to understand why “poetic dwelling” matters as a philosophical 
topic, since its significance in Heidegger’s philosophy has been a matter of dispute. 
While some commentators (Lyotard, 1991; Leach, 1999) associate the notion with a 
patriotic sense of belonging to one’s home, “poetic dwelling” should be considered 
as a fruit of Heidegger’s long-standing engagement with the very “question of be-
ing” (Seinsfrage), which is always linked with the idea of “finitude.” It is well known 
that Heidegger’s explicit investigations of the meaning of the “poetical” are insepara-
ble from his engagement with Hölderlin’s poetry6. Heidegger draws the very idea of 
“poetic dwelling,” or dwelling poetically, from Friedrich Hölderlin’s poem entitled In 
lieblicher Bläue7, which is a poem that Heidegger continued to interpret as late as in 
19708. Although the aptness of Heidegger’s Hölderlin interpretations can be a matter 
of debate, it is evident that what he finds particularly valuable in Hölderlin’s poetry 
amounts to more than mere ‘poesy’ as a cultural achievement or the tranquilization 
of one’s soul9. It is rather a mode of “thinking” that “poetizes,” a poetry that is adept at 
thinking the boundaries and existential situation of the human being on the earth as 
a finite, “placed” being. 

One of the obstacles that prevents many commentators from making sense of 
Heidegger’s “poetic dwelling” within the larger context of Heidegger’s writings stems 
from the tendency to disregard or underestimate how Heidegger’s “topology of being,” 
which we will explain below, is directly linked with his way of dealing with the ques-
tion of being. For instance, the parallel that Heidegger draws in Letter on Humanism–
which is at the junction of Heidegger’s earlier and later writings– between the notion 

6 Heidegger’s interpretations of Hölderlin’s hymns in the 1930s and early 40s on the rivers of the Rhe-
in (GA, 39) and the Ister (GA, 53) are particularly indicative of a move towards his mature account 
of ‘dwelling place’.

7 Voll Verdienst, doch dichterisch, wohnet der Mensch auf dieser Erde (Hölderlin, 1951, 372).
 If we read the entire poem, we can see that Hölderlin’s poetizing of dwelling leads to an inquiry of 

the place of the human being, the latter being inextricable from God, which the human being con-
siders as the “measure” (Maaß) of his being on the earth.

8 Here we are specifically referring to the Das Wohnen des Menschen essay, which is not translated 
into English although it requires a close attention on its own (Heidegger, 1983a, 217–218).

9 Gosetti-Ferencei suggests that Heidegger overlooks the place of Hölderlin’s thought vis-à-vis Kant 
and German idealism, and if we scrutinize Hölderlin’s understanding of poetic subject, we would 
see that his project shows a commitment to Enlightenment ideals. In arguing so, Gasetti-Ferencei 
takes distance from the idea of “resoluteness” in SZ, favoring later Heidegger’s idea of Gelassenheit 
as a poetic way of “letting-be” (Gasetti-Ferencei, 2004, 2–5, 8). Nonetheless, we will show that the 
two are in fact connected in an interesting way. 
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of “being-in-the-world” (In-der-Welt-sein) in SZ and his later reflections on “poetic 
dwelling” (Heidegger, 1976, 358) is an important indication regarding the necessity to 
situate the issue within the context of the place-character (Örtlichkeit) of Heidegger’s 
thought of being10. In that context, one way of approaching the issue would be by way 
of introducing Heidegger’s notion of the “fourfold” (Geviert), which, starting from the 
mid-1930s and 40s, replaces the early concept of “being-in-the-world” (In-der-Welt-
sein) in Heidegger’s philosophy. Yet, since we will already talk about the core matter of 
the “fourfold” in terms of the “making-space” and “belonging-together” of dwelling, 
we will not engage with that concept per se11. First, let’s clarify what dwelling (wohnen, 
Aufenthalten) means.

The poetic nature of dwelling appears to be one of the most important themes 
in Heidegger’s late philosophy as his topological thinking becomes explicit in his writ-
ings in the 1950’s and onwards. However, that does not mean that his topological 
philosophy spontaneously occurred around that time. His thinking of space and place 
matured over time, and it encompassed different topics in his consequent reflections. 
Heidegger’s own formulation of “topology of being” (topologie des Seins) describes the 
historical-thematical development of his thought, according to which the “meaning–
truth–place” trifold (Heidegger, 2005, 344) is key in grasping it in its entirety. The-
matically and historically, the middle term and step in Heidegger’s thought, namely 
un-concealment or the “truth” of being (αλήθεια) ties the former and latter of these 
together: The un-concealment that is at issue does not only refer to the disclosure of 
(the meaning of) particular entities, but more primordially to the dis-closure of the 
openness of meaningfulness (Sinnlichkeit), which is related to how this is made pos-
sible emerging in and of the place (τόπος) of experience. In that regard, how one is to 
sustain the open region of un-concealment turns out to be inextricably related to the 
problem of “dwelling,” which Heidegger problematized with the notion of ethos. 

10 For another crucial parallel between Heidegger’s early and later idea of “dwelling” in connection 
with the etymological meaning of the word “being” as “building” (bauen) (Heidegger,1967, 54; 
2000, 149).

11 In a nutshell, Sky (Himmel) and earth (Erde) respectively delineate the openness and boundedness 
of dwelling, while immortals-divinities (Göttlichen) and mortals (Sterblichen), as the inhabitants of 
those two domains, imply the relationality between different experiences of (im)mortality. Fourfold 
is the play-field (Spielraum) of the unity of these four elements, and if there is to be dwelling at all, 
these four need to be gathered in their mutual conditioning and belonging. Dwelling takes place in 
this “dimension”. With the “fourfold,” Heidegger’s aim is to emphasize the holistic sense of dwelling 
by pointing out that an appropriate experience of situatedness in the world requires an experience 
of limit, being conditioned by that which one cannot regulate, manipulate.
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Following Heidegger’s own indications, many commentators such as Malpas 
(2006, 277–278), Nancy (2007, 42) and more recently Artemenko (2016, 65) draw our 
attention to the nuance between ἔθος and ἦθος, which implies a thinking that tries to 
make sense of “ethics” not in the sense of a person’s morality, but as ethos in the sense 
of “dwelling”. Indeed, one of the clearest and most important indications regarding 
the significance of “poetic dwelling” can be found in Letter on Humanism (Heidegger, 
1976, 358). Here, Heidegger overtly speaks of his overall philosophical project as an 
attempt to think the foundations of both “ontology” and “ethics” (as well as “logic” as 
that which pertains to λόγος. Approaching the issue within that framework brings 
into focus that with the idea of poetic dwelling, Heidegger attempts to resituate our 
thinking towards the issue of “being” (Sein) by finding a non-dualistic access to the 
Ur-problems of “ontology” (nature of being) and “ethics” (nature of human conduct).

For Heidegger, in order to achieve this goal, the objective must be to think 
what he called the “truth of being,” which neither ethics nor ontology are capable 
of achieving (Heidegger, 1976, 357). To that end, according to Heidegger, we need 
to consider “being” (Sein) from the “clearing of being” (Lichtung des Seins), or the 
“Da” (there, openness), which the human being (as ek-sistence) sustains (Heideg-
ger, 1976, 325). Dwelling is the human being’s proper ‘relation’ to the clearing, or 
as Heidegger specifies in the footnote, “ekstatic in-standing (Innestehen) within the 
clearing” (1976, 325). This means that Heidegger looks into problematizing ethos 
of “ek-sistence” through an analysis of the “belonging together” of the clearing and 
the human being. If we regard the clearing as the openness in and through which 
things become meaningful, then κόσμος (not cosmos as the world within which there 
are things encountered, but the world as the occurrence of ‘un-concealment’ itself) 
and the human being’s ἦθος are not to be thought as two phenomena detached from 
one another that need to be bridged by an external relation. On the contrary, their 
“relation” is a “belonging together” in the openness of experience via meaningful 
presence (Anwesung). The aim is to find the appropriate mode of “belonging” to one’s 
existential, open-bounded situatedness by orienting oneself in κόσμος as a mortal, 
which is the core matter of “poetic dwelling” as the enactment of this pre-onto-ethi-
cal “belonging together” of being. 

At this point, we should ask what renders “dwelling” poetical? For Heideg-
ger, the poetic element at issue is clearly not a mere quality of literary production, 
but rather points at a certain way of inhabiting the earth. Ποίησις stems from the 
infinitive form of the verb ποιεῖν, meaning to “make” (Heidegger, 2000, 192). Τhe 
“making” that is at stake here concerns the relation (Bezug) that one must hold to a 
thing in order to be able to let it come to the fore (hervorbringen) from its hiddenness. 
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This is in line with Heidegger’s characterization of the notion of “poetry” (Dichtung, 
from dichten via Latin dictare) as telling something that has not been told, indicating 
an original beginning (Heidegger, 1993, 7–8). In this line of thinking, the adjective 
“poetic” signifies a way of realizing our relatedness to the world by an original “mak-
ing,” a kind of creation that prioritizes the disclosure of that which is concealed. 
However, the specific kind of “making” at issue with both poetic and dichterisch does 
not connote a concept of disclosure that occurs by “pro-ducing,” “leading-forth” and 
“commanding,” but first and foremost by letting a phenomenon (or an aspect of a 
thing) come into the open on its own accord. In ‘making’, the human being appears 
to clear the “way,” letting the unconcealment of meaning of things in different ways. 
Therefore, what makes us the distinct kind of beings that we are (the “clearing” of 
“being”) is not our capacity to effect, give form and product, but simply to be the 
“freeing” of the way of coming-to-be of things12. Dwelling, which requires building, 
first needs “making-space” (einräumen) in the existential dimension to which the 
human being belongs. In other words, the act of building, before it comes to mean 
erecting buildings, needs the openness and freed space. In that sense, in and through 
dwelling, the human being attempts to find the proper ‘”measure” (μέτρoν) in the 
world where such building-dwelling can happen. Yet measuring the world (Heide-
gger, 2000, 199–200) is not counting or quantifying some distance in a geometrical 
way13, but has the sense of allowing our belonging to “being” to determine our place 
in the world. 

By this way of seeing the matter, “poetic dwelling” appears as a probe into the 
essence of the notion of “freedom,” yet again, one that precedes an ontological and 
ethical determinations, primarily bringing to the fore its “taking place” as such. Ac-
cording to Heidegger, “to dwell, to be set at peace, means to remain at peace within 
the free, the preserve, the free sphere that safeguards each thing in its essence. The 
fundamental character of dwelling is this freeing” (Heidegger, 2000, 151). This passage 

12 An interesting parallel can be traced via the etymology of the verb meaning to ‘create’. The original 
meaning of Latin crescere is to “cause,” or “let grow,” also related to the name of the Roman goddess 
Ceres, namely, ancient Greek Demeter. As such, the sense of letting that is at issue is primarily re-
lated to letting something emerge and grow from place, from the earth (Klein, 1971, 175).

13 Mitchell’s analyses of Heidegger’s “fourfold” also approaches the issue in terms of the question of 
“relationality,” which he puts as the “hospitality of things.” Accordingly, things can exist as things 
insofar as there is the between as that which makes them present for one another. The middle space 
“hosts” and provides space for distinct ends of a dimension in the same body and place (Mitchell, 
2015, 5, 282). However, Mitchell’s remark that the “between” refers to some “geometrical-abstract” 
sense in which it surrounds things seems to be off the mark given Heidegger’s explicit reminder 
against such an interpretation.
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overtly ties together the topological aspect of making-space with the question of free-
dom. The etymological connection that Heidegger draws between “peace” (Frieden), 
“freedom” (Freiheit), “free” (Freie-Frye) and “freeing” (freien) links up with the way in 
which Heidegger understands the creative “making” at issue in the sense of “engaged 
releasement” or “letting-be”14. “Poetic dwelling” amounts to undergoing an experi-
ence with the “taking place” of that which human beings cannot control and master, 
but that which they have to bear and endure by first making space for its unfolding. 
According to Heidegger, as long as one “dwells” (ek-sists), one dwells poetically, or 
else, dwelling does not happen at all. In that case, the human beings continue to be 
present in the world, yet with no space or freedom to be what they potentially can 
be. As a result, dwelling un-poetically, there remain only detached human “subjects” 
standing against an objectified “world” that consists of stuff to be infinitely restored, 
controlled and manipulated in line with subjectivist, and often conflicting needs and 
ambitions: we are out of measure.

3. APPROACHING BEING AND TIME TOPOLOGICALLY

Late Heidegger’s emphasis is that the core matter of “poetic dwelling” is mak-
ing-space for the unconcealment of being, which is not a subjectivist achievement of 
the individual, but an occurrence that comes about by the human being’s partaking in 
its manifestation. Now, even though in SZ Heidegger does not have any explicit and 
sustained discussions of the “poetical,” there is a short and important passage which 
is often omitted in recent scholarship: ‘‘In ‘poetical’ discourse, the communication of 
the existential possibilities of one’s disposition (Befindlichkeit) can become an aim in 
itself, and this amounts to a disclosing of existence’’ (Heidegger, 1967, 162)15. What 
that means is, we must focus on the human being’s different modes (authenticity and 
inauthenticity) of disclosedness in and through which the very limits of this dwelling 

14 Bret Davis considers possible translations of the notion of Gelassenheit, submitting that “release-
ment” does not do justice to the nuances of the German, while “letting-be” preserves the “lassen” in 
Gelassenheit. Yet, this runs the risk of giving a sense of mere “allowance” or “letting go.” Therefore, 
Davis clarifies that Heidegger’s emphasis is on the sense of ‘getting into, engaging with, getting in-
volved with things’ [Sicheinlassen auf] as “actively letting beings be themselves.” Thus, Gelassenheit 
is ‘engaged releasement’ (Davis, 2007, xxv-xxvii). 

15 As early as 1925, Heidegger argues that poetry is a “setting-free” of the human being’s new possi-
bilities of being (Heidegger, 1988, 375–376). These lecture courses that Heidegger gave during the 
summer semester at the Marburg University are considered to contain the first drafts of Sein und 
Zeit. 
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come into view. We find this idea in SZ in regards with the setting free of the human 
beings from their inauthentic idleness16.

In SZ, the question of “being” (Sein) is taken up in regards with the ontolog-
ical-existential analysis of Dasein, who is capable of problematizing its own being, 
which is a specific kind of entity that has an understanding of being on the basis of its 
world (Heidegger, 1967, 200). Recall that the notion of Dasein is a correlation of das 
Da (the there as the openness of the world) and Sein. Simply meaning “existence” in 
ordinary German lexicon, for Heidegger the concept denotes specifically the essence 
of the human existence as “being-in-the-world”17. Krell provides a comprehensive 
etymological explanation of the word “existence,” which can further clarify the wide 
range of connotations that Heidegger’s interpretation of Dasein implicates: 

Whence the terms Ekstase, ekstatikon, derived from the verb existanai, existemi “to 
displace,” in Heidegger’s analysis of temporality? His own etymology, the reference to 
Existenz and ex(s)istere, “to stand out,” is hardly the place to terminate the discussion. 
True, the words “existence” and “ecstacy” share the same root: sto, “stare” derives from 
the Greek sta- histemi (“to set,” “to place”), the Sanskrit sthâ, sthalam meaning “locus” or 
“place.” The Latin ex(s)isto or ex(s)to has an extensive history: in Livy, Cicero, and Augus-
tine it means “to step out” “to come forth,” “emerge,” “appear”: in Lucretius, Caesar, and 
Cicero “to spring,” “proceed,” “arise,” “become”. (Krell, 1986, 54)

The core matter at issue with Dasein analysis is neither an investigation of the 
nature of Dasein as the subject of metaphysics as mind, consciousness, spirit etc. 
(Heidegger, 1967, 46), nor the relationship between human subjectivity and the world 
as two detached entities. The central problem is to find out how the worldhood of the 
world always opens up through the specific way of being of Dasein18, which is Dasein’s 
disclosedness. This means that it is a questioning that first necessitates laying out the 

16 Heidegger argues that this is not to be seen as a moral deficiency of the human being. The “fallen-
ness” of Dasein is simply an ontological tendency. The human being’s fallen mode of being in the 
world indicates the ordinary self, one that is content with an average interpretation of the world: 
namely, “the they,” or “one” (Das Man). Thus, freeing oneself from this mode of being rather means 
“appropriating” it by releasing oneself from being enchained to such a mode of being. 

17 For an overview of the worldhood of the world in SZ, see Heidegger (1967, 65). 
18 In the 1940s and 50s, Heidegger expressed discontent with certain aspects of his early thought as 

well as with its reception (Heidegger, 1985, 89; 1998, 357). Yet, far from disparaging or even casting 
off the basic insights of SZ (Heidegger, 1976, 343, 372), Heidegger pointed out that the major diffi-
culty lied in the lack of a non-metaphysical language to speak about these issues, which points to a 
larger problem in Western metaphysics as such.
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place-nature of the “belonging” between the human being and being19. Thus, SZ is an 
inquiry into the finite nature and conditions of ‘dwelling’ and the sense of situatedness 
without which ‘being’ cannot even occur as a meaningful question. Yet, precisely, the 
key question is, what can qualify this particular situatedness as a poetic “belonging”. 

Now, concerning the “authenticity” of dwelling, some commentators, such as 
Hubert Dreyfus (1995), focus on the first division of SZ, and thematize the “existential 
spatiality” of Dasein20. For instance, Dreyfus explicitly claims, “What is near is that 
with which I am currently absorbedly coping” (1995, 134). Criticizing the primacy of 
the epistemological modes of thinking that dominated Western philosophy since Pla-
to and Descartes, Dreyfus argues that mindedness is the enemy of expert coping. As 
such, Dreyfus’s Heidegger interpretations refute the representational mode of think-
ing that separates the inner from the outer, where the inner states of mind produce 
knowledge about the external reality via mental representations. According to Drey-
fus, then, dwelling means skillfully mastering one’s practical relation to the nearest 
world, that is, environment (Umwelt), therefore the human being can already dwell 
authentically in the everydayness. Nevertheless, although Dreyfus’s vision of embod-
ied mode of philosophizing, based on a hermeneutical reading of ordinary existence, 
is extremely important in its own regard, it does not do justice to the entire project 
of SZ. Considering the overall structure of SZ and Heidegger’s own indications later 
on (1983b, 263), it should not be omitted that the first division of that book makes 
sense simply as a preliminary analysis, with the aim of explaining the human being’s 
most immediate, absorbed mode of being in the world. Owing to the phenomeno-
logical method of SZ, the way in which “ek-sistence” occurs in the world can only be 
approached by first taking into account the way in which it appears on the basis of 
human beings’ ordinary and practical dealings and engagements. Consequently, the 
first division of SZ gets us as far as the inauthentic “belonging” to the world: “Idle 
talk, curiosity and ambiguity characterize the way in which, in an everyday manner, 
Dasein is its ‘there’–the disclosedness of Being-in-the-world” (Heidegger, 1967, 175). 
This mode of failing to belonging to the world, being captivated in it, reveals a kind 
of fleeing from dwelling. The characteristic of the fleeing-absorbed human being is 
explicitly called “never dwelling anywhere” (Aufenthaltslosigkeit) (Heidegger, 1967, 

19 In the later thought, the same issue of “belonging together” was taken up through the question of 
language as the “relation of all relations” (Heidegger, 1985, 203).

20 For instance, Malpas discusses in detail why Heidegger’s early notions of space (Raum), place (Stelle, 
Platz) and “existential spatiality” do not amount to a topological mode of thinking as such (Malpas, 
2006, 45–65). He argues that in SZ we see early beginnings of a topological thinking that brings into 
view a sense of “situatedness”.
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173), signifying the lack of dwelling. Through such a way of being, the human being 
loses the sight of her or his “end” in the world, missing of the wholeness of existence. 
What one needs to see is rather the existential reorientation of our disposition in the 
world, a kind of ethos whose relation to the world is one of “nearness” and belonging, 
but not absorption or spatial involvement for the latter two do not disclose the exis-
tence in its wholeness, but only one aspect of it.

Starting from the first chapter of the second division (§46–53), Heidegger com-
mences developing his investigation of the human being’s possibility for authenticity 
(Eigentlichkeit), meaning owning one’s existential possibilities instead of fleeing from 
them. Although the human being is “thrown” into an infinite number of possibilities 
in the world, death (Tode), as the temporal “end” of being-in-the-world (Heidegger, 
1967, 234), demarcates the definite limit of the human being’s all other possibilities. 
In dying, which is always taking place through every moment, being-in-the-world 
comes into its proper wholeness, or completion. This is precisely where the individ-
ual human being finds (or loses) one’s poetic freedom towards existence. The human 
being is situated between birth and death, where everydayness occupies this middle 
place. Whether the individual human being (existenziell) can inhabit human beings’ 
(existenzial) unique ethos in the world, being thrown into it and being-open-towards-
death, determines whether one can dwell, and not just be absorbed in one’s environ-
ment. In other words, the discussion of “authenticity” can be considered to be Heide-
gger’s early notion to designate the poetic element of existence.

4. FREEDOM FROM INAUTHENTICITY: ‘KEEPING-STILL’

Let us recontextualize the issue: “Poetic dwelling” is a matter of our “relation” 
to being, i.e., how one is to sustain one’s belonging to the world in an appropriate way. 
The core issue of “poetic dwelling” denotes discovering the appropriate comportment 
toward the world that makes-space for the disclosure of existence, instead of only 
mastering it from a closed-off region. In SZ, this idea is explicated in terms of the 
freedom towards death that the authentic self manages to appropriate, make her or 
his own. Inauthenticity simply refers to: “submitting and surrendering to the everyday 
manner of relating oneself to the world” (Heidegger, 1967, 139). This does not mean 
that the everydayness is inauthentic as such, but remaining stuck in such a “relation” 
to the world is. Thus, to show the implicit account of “poetic dwelling” in SZ, we 
interpret “keeping-still” as a way of releasing oneself from inauthentic absorption in 
“idle-talk.” 
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For both early and late Heidegger, silence as “stillness” (Stille) possesses an ev-
ident existential priority over “discourse” in terms of its capacities of disclosing the 
boundaries of existence21. In his early thought, Heidegger calls the inauthentic use 
of discourse (Rede) “dle-talk” (Gerede), which does not disclose, but repeats and gos-
sips around, denoting the absence of a clear sight as to discern whether what one 
talks about actually says (shows) something or not. The discussion of the “idle-talk” 
is closely tied to the problem of inauthentic–un-poetic mode of dwelling, as Heideg-
ger substantiates his arguments regarding the link between one’s situatedness in the 
world and discourse through a topological mode of thinking. The notion of “idle-
talk” appears as the “groundlessness” (Bodenlosigkeit) of discourse (Heidegger, 1967, 
176–177)22, designating the “uprootedness” and “lostness” (Verlorenheit) of the self 
in receiving and articulating the world. The lost self reveals the dis-oriented mode of 
being-in-the-world. Getting immersed in “idle-talk,” one is carried away by the su-
perficial (durchschnittlich) understanding of the world. More specifically, Heidegger 
argues that “Idle–talk, which closes things off […] belongs to Dasein’s understanding 
when that understanding has been uprooted” (Heidegger, 1967, 170). Seen from a 
topological point, the uprooting of the human being refers to the dis-placement from 
one’s proper existential situation as a mortal, no longer remaining open towards one’s 
finitude. What that also means is that the inauthentic human being, having been used 
to being stuck in midst of things, loses the sense of freedom towards the boundaries 
of her or his proper “ek-sistence.” 

The inauthentic self not only loses her or his free relation to the world, but is also 
either in ignorance or denial of this state of being. Yet, the lost space for “freedom” can 
be recovered with an experience of one’s own “being-towards-death” (Sein-zum-Tode). 
Heidegger conceptualizes the possibility of regaining one’s freedom via the notion of 
“anticipatory determinedness” (vorlaufende Entschlossneheit) (Heidegger, 1967, 329). 
With the notion of Ent-schlossenheit, what Heidegger has in mind is another word that 
says αλήθεια in the sense of “resolving” one’s self to one’s “limit” (terminus), thus arriv-

21 Later Heidegger makes this relationship clearer: “But speaking is at the same time also listening. 
It is the custom to put speaking and listening in opposition: one man speaks, the other listens. But 
listening accompanies and surround, not only speaking such as takes place in conversation. The 
simultaneousness of speaking and listening has a larger meaning. Speaking is of itself a listening. 
Speaking is listening to the language which we speak. Thus, it is a listening not while but before we 
are speaking” (Heidegger, 1985, 243).

22 Grondin puts the matters concisely: « L’homme est, littéralement, déraciné dès lorsqu’il a perdu le 
sens de la terre. Terre et sol, avant d’être des échos de l’idéologie Blut and Boden, sont pour Heide-
gger, comme pour d’autres et à d’autres titres, des symboles de la finitude du Dasein » (Grondin, 
1988, 391).
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ing at a sense of “releasedness”23. As regards the idea of resoluteness, we consider the 
attempt to regain one’s open-boundedness as an act of “reorientation”. The “releasing” 
of “releasedness” is in fact the same “letting” of Gelassenheit. As such, neither early nor 
late Heidegger was interested in mere “tranquility” of being-free from an experience 
of Angst. The freedom at issue always implies a sense of freedom from a certain mode 
of absorbedness–for early Heidegger from inauthenticity and for late Heidegger from 
“das Gestell” of modern technology, which brings the human being to the liberated, 
cleared region of letting. The de-termined human being, which means the self that is 
resolved to keep her or his proper “end” in sight, needs to recover her or his authentic 
relationship to the world by way of finding a space of existential freedom, which is 
what Heidegger calls in SZ the “freedom towards death” (Heidegger, 1967, 266). 

It is in this context that the discussion of “keeping-still” (Schweigen) provides 
a key access to the fledgling account of “poetic dwelling.” Accordingly, (1) Stillness is 
the key constituent of discourse, (2) Stillness is not mere muteness, or lack of utter-
ance (Heidegger, 1988, 368–369). In SZ, Heidegger argues: “Keeping-still has been 
characterized as an essential possibility of discourse. Anyone who keeps still when he 
wants to give us to understand something, must ‘have something to say’” (1967, 296). 
Here, it clearly appears that “having something to say” differs from uttering words, 
being talkative or expressing oneself. Here, translating “Schweigen” as “keeping-still” 
instead of “reticence” shifts our attention from mere muteness toward to the act of 
listening (zuhören). The act of “keeping-stil,” which brings out our being given over to 
‘stillness’ Verschwiegenheit, appears as a way of disclosing existence in its entirety –in 
terms of its finitude. 

To clarify what is at stake with the notion of “stillness” here, we must recall that 
one discloses of existence neither by refusing to talk nor by talking a lot. In “keep-
ing-silent,” one primarily enables hearing, which remains unintelligible to the inau-
thentic human being who is absorbed and lost in abundance of things to express (or 
without anything to say). The inauthentic human being speaks either too much, not 
really saying anything, or has nothing to say, because she or he has not understood 
anything. The ability to step back from “idle-talk” means enacting an existential re-
orientation of one’s interpretation and understanding of the world by “keeping-still.” 
This is the sense in which “keeping-still” refers to the making-space for a poetic mode 
of disclosure, differing from “speaking-at-length” (viel–sprechen) (Heidegger, 1967, 
164). Yet, “idle-talk” and poetic discourse should not be seen as the two extremes 

23 In Heidegger scholarship, Sheehan astutely acknowledges (2015, 262) this point by explicitly argu-
ing that the later Gelassenheit is the parallel of early “authenticity.”



HORIZON 10 (1) 2021 281

of the same pole. In relation to that, Heidegger takes precaution by arguing that, “In 
no case is Dasein, untouched and unseduced by this way in which things have been 
interpreted, set before the open country of a ‘world-in-itself ’, so that it just beholds 
what it encounters” (1967, 169). What that also implicates is that poetic discourse 
does not refer to a higher speech by which the human being can have direct access to 
the essence of things. We have no way of simply discovering or expressing the “truth 
of being,” or of things out there as real facts by merely “keeping-still.” One does not 
spontaneously arrive at “poetic discourse” and stay there in a realm of absolute au-
thenticity, for one always has to wrestle the possibility of such a discourse by being-in-
the-world, constantly falling back to “idle-talk.” The freedom from “idle-talk” is not a 
permanent state of being. One has to awaken again and again through a specific mode 
of attentiveness. “Keeping-still” makes space for such an attentiveness that will bring 
the human being face to face with one’s open-boundedness.

In SZ, the poetic nature of “stillness” comes to the fore again via the discussion of 
the “call of conscience” (Ruf des Gewissens) (Heidegger, 1967, § 55–58). For Heidegger 
“conscience” (Gewissen) does not refer to some theological, biological or similar ontic 
dimension of factuality. He writes, “Conscience gives us something to understand, it 
discloses” (Heidegger, 1967, 269). That which it discloses only occurs in the form of a 
“call” (Stimme), a call that “attunes” the human being to own one’s basic determination 
as disclosedness. Here, it is important to see that the “voice of conscience” occurs as 
a “call” (Ruf), and it is within this context that we can consider its primary existential 
relation to the space-making of listening. In “hearkening” (hörtchen) to the call, “the 
Self, which the appeal has robbed of this lodgment and hiding-place, gets brought to 
itself by the call” (Heidegger, 1967, 273). This means that hearkening to the “call of 
conscience” opens up a way to “return” to one’s own: one’s finite being. This aspect can 
be observed in regards to Heidegger’s discussion of the “voice of conscience” (Stimme 
des Gewissens), especially in relation with the human being’s “being-towards-death,” 
as that to which the authentic self is attuned and disposed. In hearkening to the “call of 
conscience,” one takes a step back from the kind of hearing that produces “idle-talk.” 
The self that hearkens to the “call of conscience” can no longer remain satisfied with 
the tranquilizing coveredness of one’s mortal being as is the case through an everyday 
manner of understanding and interpreting the world. One frees oneself from being-
free-of Angst, which covers over the temporal disclosedness of Dasein. In other words, 
“hearkening” makes-space for an authentic understanding and interpretation of the 
world in and through which one can dwell poetically. 

What is particularly interesting vis-à-vis the “call of conscience” is precisely 
the non-linguistic nature of the call, since the conscience discloses its matter without 
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speech. In that regard, even if the discussion of the “call of conscience” is not specifi-
cally on language, it brings out Heidegger’s early idea of “no-thingness” in SZ, which 
offers an interesting avenue of thinking the matter of language beyond the metaphys-
ics of presence, and redeem it as the openness, (or as the later “abyss” [Abgrund]) of the 
possibility of any “meaningful presencing”24. As Schalow argues, hearkening opens up 
a dialogue that emerges from our openness to listening, emplacing the human being 
in a position to be able to “have something to say”25. When we read the “call of con-
science” under this light, it appears that our authentic relation towards our discur-
siveness does not come about by our capacity of manipulating the signs of language, 
but by our capacity to heed the openness that is directed towards meaningfulness, 
which is also Heidegger’s later account of language. We certainly need “discourse” 
to be able to speak and communicate, but the disclosive nature of “discourse” first 
needs the “stillness” of listening. Heidegger’s later idea of “poetic dwelling” requires 
an experience of our open-boundedness through language which is the “way-making 
movement” of the “clearing.” In turn, in the early account, the call of conscience shows 
forth “nothingness” (Nichts),–or emptiness–as the way in and through which “being” 
(Sein), as a non-entity, occurs. The “call of conscience” reveals this very “no-thing-
ness” of being, through its non-linguistic emergence. It conveys “no-thing” just as it 
comes from “no-where.” It gives no information regarding one’s existential situation, 
and it provides no moral guidelines as to how to act in a certain circumstance. As 
the “call” transmits “no-thing,” the “call of conscience” brings the human existence 
to encounter the incompleteness of its temporal being as a whole. Indeed, the ‘call of 
conscience’ brings the human existence into its unique, finite “situation” of emptiness, 
to its proper “disposition” of belonging to the world, where one finds oneself exposed 
to one’s futural “no-longer-being-there” (Nicht-mehr-Dasein). What this means is that 
the call appeals the human being to appropriate her or his place, which is not a loca-
tion in space, but simply the world-situation into which the human being is always 
already thrown. This place, which is a “no-place,” a ground which is a “no-ground,” 

24 18th century German philosopher Hamann, who also considered language as logos in opposition 
to reason, talks about the abysmal essence of logos (Hamann, 1825, 151). Heidegger acknowledged 
Hamann’s designation of language as an ‘abyss’ (Abgrund) in his later thought, in the 1950 essay 
Language (Heidegger, 2001, 189).

25 “While Heidegger maintains that the call of conscience provides the first clue to Dasein’s partic-
ipation in the disclosive power of language, scholars often overlook the dialogic power of this si-
lent voice. For in saying ‘nothing,’ the call of conscience illustrates that hearing precedes saying, 
and hence it is only by first ‘listening’ that human beings acquire the power to speak” (Schalow, 
2002, 38).



HORIZON 10 (1) 2021 283

bounded by emptiness, is the definitive-resolved “situation” of human existence26. As 
such, instead of considering the “call of conscience” as the site or location of “poetic 
dwelling”27, we should rather conceive it as the “limit” at which the inauthentic hu-
man being regathers the possibility of becoming authentic.

5. CONCLUSION

In this essay, I have shown that dwelling is neither mere spatial containment, 
nor aesthetic-psychological attachment to a certain landscape. (a) If the meaning of 
dwelling poetically on the earth is to sustain the human ethos that safeguards the 
“clearing of being,” and if this requires (b) a poetic experience of the open-bounded-
ness (opened towards the world–determined by finitude) of existence by keeping-still, 
we can conclude that Heidegger’s “poetic dwelling” was already taking shape in that 
early work. 

As such, Heidegger’s fledgling account of “poetic dwelling” implies that the 
whole point of being is not to try to occupy the emptiness that surrounds us, but let 
it flourish, be the proper boundary of our existence. What we are experiencing in our 
technologically-determined world is a sense of limitlessness, an incapacity to appro-
priately situate ourselves where we stand existentially, which shows itself noticeably in 
pressing economic, environmental, and ethical challenges. Looking at the issue from 
a pre-onto-ethical and post-philosophical standpoint, Heidegger offers no help as to 
how to tackle such problems. This, however, cannot be considered a mere default 
of his thinking. On the contrary, Heidegger appears to be following such a route on 
purpose, explicitly arguing that we should stop expecting too much out of philosophy 
(Heidegger, 1976, 364). What we cannot determine is whether Heidegger’s idea of 
poetic dwelling is convincing or not. Yet any critical assessment that disagrees with 
Heidegger’s way of seeing the matter, then, must not disregard that one is not only 
standing against one period or aspect of his thinking, but rather his entire philosoph-
ical project.

26 Kotoh puts the matter in a concise way: “It is not logos, but the silence as the ‘basic mood/voice’ 
(Grundstimme) that encounters the wonder of the presencing of being.” His concluding remarks are 
very worthwhile considering: ‘‘One should listen […] belongingly to the sound of silence, which 
constantly emanates from the depths of the indescribable, and continue to let this be the source of 
one’s own language’’ (Kotoh, 1987, 211).

27 Here I am referring to Brogan’s idea that the “conscience” appears as the “site” of the transition from 
the inauthenticity to authenticity (Brogan, 2013, 34–36).
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В статье я предлагаю внимательное прочтение «Эстетики и герменевтики» Х.-Г. Гадамера. При-
чина, по которой я обращаю внимание на этот текст — ответ на критику, направленную на гер-
меневтический подход Гадамера к искусству. Он иногда рассматривается как чрезмерно герме-
невтический, чрезмерно сосредоточенный на понимании. Я собираюсь показать, что «Эстетику 
и герменевтику» можно избавить от этой критики. Здесь Гадамер предлагает герменевтический 
опыт в его эстетическом облике: в том, чтобы испытать потрясение от значимости произведе-
ния искусства. Эту задачу я решаю в два этапа. Во-первых, в ответ на критику Фигаля я акцен-
тирую внимание на эстетической природе этого переживания. В дополнение к теоретическим 
замечаниям Гадамера из «Эстетики и герменевтики» я обращаюсь к перформансу «Фауст» Анне 
Имхоф. Второй шаг моей аргументации состоит в том, чтобы показать, что Гадамер не «сводит» 
эстетический опыт к  герменевтическому опыту смысла, но  герменевтически обосновывает 
опыт искусства. Я буду отстаивать этот тезис, внимательно восстанавливая аргумент Гадамера 
в «Эстетике и герменевтике». Основной вопрос состоит в следующем: каково значение этого 
эстетического опыта для герменевтики Гадамера? Гадамер концептуально проясняет пережи-
вание «потрясения» в терминах актуальности. В моей интерпретации переживание искусства 
потрясает нас чувством самотождественности.
Ключевые слова: Ханс-Георг Гадамер, герменевтика, эстетика, искусство, опыт, актуальность.

1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this article is to offer a close reading and interpretation of Gadam-
er’s succinct essay Aesthetics and Hermeneutics. The reason I draw attention to this text 
is initially as a response to criticism aimed at Gadamer’s hermeneutic account of art. In 
its reception, it has occasionally been viewed as too hermeneutical, too focused on un-
derstanding. In other words, in the difference between hermeneutics and aesthetics—
and its associated distinctions (e.g. between understanding and feeling)—it has been 
maintained that Gadamer sides with understanding, thus downplaying the significance 
of the aesthetic. I argue that Aesthetics and Hermeneutics can, to some extent, be consid-
ered exempt from this critique. Here, Gadamer offers us the hermeneutic phenomenon 
in its most aesthetic guise: in being struck by the significance of the artwork.

My argument is centred around this experience of being struck by the meaning 
of what is said, as Gadamer phrases it. In his words, it is an experience of Betroffenheit. 

mailto:patrick.martin@helsinki.fi
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The ultimate purpose of this article is to clarify this experience that Gadamer points 
us to in Aesthetics and Hermeneutics. This task I undertake in two steps. First, I will 
focus on this experience as an answer to Figal’s critique. I ask, has the aesthetic experi-
ence been “hermeneutered,” as Figal suggests? In my answer, I will emphasize the aes-
thetic nature of this experience of “being struck.” My argument is that “being struck” 
constitutes the aesthetic moment of the hermeneutic experience. One can say that 
Gadamer is talking about the experience of being overwhelmed by the artwork. I will 
make the most of the rather scant remarks Gadamer offers us in Aesthetics and Her-
meneutics and supplement his theoretical remarks by considering the performance 
piece Faust by Anne Imhof.

Thus, the first step of my argument aims to show that Gadamer does not disre-
gard the aesthetic element of the experience of art. The second step of my argument, 
then, aims to show that what Gadamer does is to ground the experience of art her-
meneutically. I will argue for my thesis by offering a close reading of Gadamer’s text, 
reconstructing his argument. The guiding questions are, what does the experience of 
“being struck” reveal about the hermeneutic experience? What is the significance of 
this experience for Gadamer’s hermeneutics?

2. HAS THE AESTHETIC EXPERIENCE BEEN “HERMENEUTERED”?

The question informing my venture into Aesthetics and Hermeneutics is, has the 
aesthetic experience, in Gadamer’s hands, been “hermeneutered”—to borrow Shus-
terman’s (1997, 38) formulation? One could argue that Gadamer’s hermeneutics artic-
ulates an aesthetics of truth (Bubner, 1989; Martin, 2018). The expression is something 
of an oxymoron. It indicates that art is judged based upon a perceived truth and not 
any felt aesthetic qualities as such. One could say that an “aesthetics of truth” is con-
trary to what we usually have in mind when talking of aesthetic judgements: i.e. if a 
judgement is based primarily upon a perceived truth, then whether or not the artwork 
pleases our senses becomes a secondary issue. 

So, how does Gadamer handle the aesthetic aspect of the experience of art? Is 
it discarded with his critique of aesthetic consciousness1? I will develop this critical 
line of questioning by considering Figal’s (2016) criticism of Gadamer’s account of 
art. What supposedly questionable aspects does he find in Gadamer’s hermeneutic 
account of art? In short, I would say that Figal is reacting to the tension between her-
meneutics and aesthetics that is succinctly present in Gadamer’s thesis that “Aesthetics 

1 See also Gadamer (1986a, 112; 1989, 489; 1990, 493).
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has to be absorbed into hermeneutics” (1989, 164; 1990, 170). Figal’s conclusion is that 
“the relation of philosophical hermeneutics to aesthetics has to be conceived anew, 
and in a way that basically differs from Gadamer’s” (Figal, 2016, 224).

How does Figal argue for his position? He claims that Gadamer intertwines 
the domains of hermeneutics and aesthetics in a way that does not bring us closer to 
either experience. Figal’s argument revolves around the observation that the aesthetic 
experience is not always hermeneutical, nor is the hermeneutic experience always 
aesthetic. There is no necessary overlap. Therefore, according to Figal, it is more pur-
poseful to investigate these experiences separately. He concludes that the aesthetic 
experience “cannot be reduced to the hermeneutical experience of meaning. Accord-
ingly, aesthetics […] cannot be included in hermeneutics” (Figal, 2016, 224).

It is certainly true that Gadamer blurs the lines supposedly separating the do-
mains of hermeneutics and aesthetics. However, I think Figal potentially misconstrues 
Gadamer’s basic line of argument: i.e. the reason these spheres are blurred by Gadam-
er. Furthermore, I am not sure Gadamer argues for a “reduction” of the experience of 
art to the hermeneutic experience2. I will argue that Gadamer grounds the experience 
of art hermeneutically. This is a fine distinction but just as decisive.

The crucial question Figal brings to the fore is, what do we mean by the herme-
neutical experience of meaning? What does Figal take this experience to be? What is 
Gadamer referring to? In other words, the question is, how fundamental is this experi-
ence? Does it refer to something such as an experience of the world? Or is it limited to a 
specific practice: e.g. reading literature? Figal opts for the latter suggestion. Accordingly, 
he notes that, on the one hand, we have simple ceramic bowls, which are aesthetic ob-
jects without a “hermeneutical character,” even though we recognize their utility. On the 
other hand, there are “complex artworks, which, because of their complexity, are a chal-
lenge for understanding” (Figal, 2016, 224). Now, Figal’s distinction is not as crude as 
that. Nevertheless, the problem with any differentiation along these lines is that Gadam-
er is arguing more generally, more ontologically. One could say that Gadamer is partly 
articulating an existential hermeneutics—following the hermeneutics of Sein und Zeit3. 
However, this is not an uncontroversial claim to make (Grondin, 2001, 82). Neverthe-
less, it is not difficult to find remarks where Gadamer defends the fundamental nature of 
the hermeneutic experience. For example, in his “debate” with Ricœur, Gadamer notes 

2 However, in Figal’s defence, Gadamer does, in the afterword to Truth and Method, make the rather 
puzzling remark that with the notion of aesthetic non-differentiation he aims to distinguish “the real 
experience of art—which does not experience art as art—from aesthetic consciousness” (Gadamer, 
1989, 573).

3 See e.g. Bertram (2002, 26).
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that “understanding a text is very much like encountering reality” (Ricœur, 1991, 217). 
Such a remark, which does not limit the hermeneutic experience to a specific practice, 
makes it difficult to uphold the distinction Figal suggests.

So, what “experience” is Gadamer talking about? If he is not primarily talking 
of a specific experience (e.g. reading) but something like “encountering reality,” then 
to what extent is he justified in speaking of a hermeneutic “experience”? In what cases 
can we speak of an “experience of the world”? Also, if, as I claim, Gadamer aims to 
ground aesthetics in hermeneutics, then this implies that hermeneutics articulates 
the condition of possibility for the experience of art. If this is the case, then what is 
the hermeneutic “experience”? Is it the experience of being fundamentally shaken? 
When do we actually “encounter reality”? How commonplace could such an experi-
ence be? Of course, it could be argued that the rare experiences of being shaken to the 
core constitute experience proper. Anything less than this experience of groundlessness 
would be merely sensations (Zabala & Marder, 2014, 7).

These questions are only meant to indicate that it is not immediately clear what 
is meant by the “hermeneutical experience of meaning.” When I now move on to 
consider Gadamer’s text, I will, therefore, initially focus upon the experience in ques-
tion. My guiding question is, has the experience of art really been “hermeneutered” 
by Gadamer? What aesthetic quality—if any—is there in the hermeneutic experience 
of art? Can we speak of an experience of art without reference to an element of being 
moved? The worrisome doubt behind these questions is succinctly captured by Dew-
ey: “Without emotion, there may be craftsmanship, but not art” (2005, 72).

3. INTRODUCING “AESTHETICS AND HERMENEUTICS”

With that said, I turn to Gadamer’s Aesthetics and Hermeneutics. What is the essay 
about? It is essentially about the notion of contemporaneity. I will not, however, begin 
by considering this concept, following Gadamer’s line of argument, but rather with the 
experience Gadamer points to in the essay: namely, the experience of being struck by the 
artwork—or Betroffenheit. I take this to be the experience of contemporaneity in its most 
forceful and visceral form. Gadamer introduces this experience on the last pages of his 
essay, but it will be my initial focus. After having introduced this experience, I will read 
the “first part” of Gadamer’s essay as a conceptual development of this phenomenon.

Let me begin by briefly sketching Gadamer’s argument. He (2007a, 124; 
1993b, 1) introduces his essay by pointing to the “absolute contemporaneousness”4 

4 „absolute Gleichzeitigkeit“ (Gadamer, 1993b,1).
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of art and mentions that the encounter with art is experienced as a self-encounter. 
Already, in the opening paragraph, Gadamer neatly introduces the reader to the 
phenomenon at hand and foreshadows his conclusion. However, he does not con-
tinue phenomenologically but turns to the philosophical tradition. As concerns 
this experience of self-encounter that art offers us, Gadamer refers the reader to 
Hegel and the account of art as a form of Absolute Spirit or self-knowledge. This is 
somewhat indicative of Gadamer’s style of argument. In other words, rather than 
talk “directly” about the matter at hand, the discussion is turned towards our tra-
dition. There is an initial attempt to come to terms with the philosophical tradition 
and its notions.

Accordingly, Gadamer first turns his attention to the traditions of aesthetics and 
hermeneutics. He engages Kant’s Critique of judgement and asks whether our concern 
is with art or aesthetics. He turns to the disciple of hermeneutics and asks, what is the 
task of understanding, what has it been hitherto? Only thereafter does he (2007a, 129; 
1993b, 6) describe the experience of “being struck by the meaning of what is said”5 in 
the artwork. Concluding his essay, Gadamer additionally makes some remarks about 
the language of art and clarifies what he intended with the much-quoted thesis that 
“Being that can be understood is language” (2007a, 130; 1993b, 7).

In short, these are the twists and turns of Gadamer’s argument. He covers a lot 
of ground and addresses many different issues. Therefore, when I argue that the essay 
is essentially about the notion of contemporaneity, this is not immediately clear to the 
first-time reader.

4. “BEING STRUCK”—BETROFFENHEIT

What is this experience of “being struck by the meaning of what is said” that 
Gadamer presents us with? In short, with this phrase Gadamer describes the expe-
rience of art. In what follows, I will first recount Gadamer’s description and then 
offer an example of what this might be like. Gadamer introduces this notion of 
“being struck” in contrast to the usual process of (coming to an) understanding. He 
remarks that our desire to understand is usually driven by an “anticipation of mean-
ing” (2007a, 129)6. However, with the experience of art there is something more at 

5 „Betroffenheit von dem Sinn des Gesagten“ (Gadamer, 1993b, 6).
6 „Sinnerwartung“ (Gadamer, 1993b, 6). I take this “anticipation of meaning” to be largely synony-

mous with what Gadamer in Truth and Method calls „Vorgriff der Vollkommenheit“ (1990, 299), 
which Grondin translates as anticipation of perfection (Grondin, 2002, 47). In Weinsheimer & 
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play, something more than this anticipation: namely, “being struck by the meaning 
of what is said.”

Gadamer explicates this experience by way of the following contrast. He argues 
that whereas the historian recognizes only the already familiar, the experience of art 
is an experience where “Everything familiar is eclipsed” (2007a, 129)7. Accordingly, 
this experience comes as a surprise, which prompts Gadamer to call it an experience 
(Erfahrung) in the true sense of the word. This indicates that we are not far from the 
conclusions of Truth and Method. This contrast also shows us why the experience of 
art is of interest to Gadamer and his conception of hermeneutics: it is not susceptible 
to a simple model based on correspondence, i.e. where both points of reference would 
be known.

So far, this points to an experience in which we are overwhelmed. A philosopher 
might use the term sublime—but Gadamer does not. The important point, for him, 
seems to be that in this experience we are confronted with ourselves. The insight that 
the work of art affords us amounts to a self-encounter. In his words, art, the language 
of art, “speaks to the self-understanding of every person” (2007a, 129; 1993b, 6). The 
task it presents us with is one of “integration”: i.e. integrating the experienced “into 
the whole of one’s own orientation to the world” (2007a, 129; 1993b, 6), alternatively, 
“into the self-understanding of each person” (2007a, 128; 1993b, 5).

How are we to understand the experience of art that Gadamer describes? So far, 
these are rather abstract considerations. If we are to achieve any clarity here, then we 
need to grasp, for lack of a better expression, the aesthetic valency of the experience. 
What kind of self-encounter does this experience represent? In reply, Gadamer pre-
sents us with the following characterization:

The intimacy with which the work of art touches us is at the same time, in enigmatic 
fashion, a shattering and demolishing of the familiar. It is not only the impact of a “This 
means you!” that is disclosed in a joyous and frightening shock; it also says to us: “You 
must change your life!” (2007a, 131)8

In other words, we are not simply overwhelmed by something beyond our com-
prehension (as in “Everything familiar is eclipsed”) but shaken by a “demolishing of 

Marshall’s English translation of Truth and Method it is termed “fore-conception of completeness” 
(Gadamer, 1989, 293–4).

7 „Alles Bekannte ist übertroffen“ (Gadamer, 1993b, 6).
8 „Die Vertrautheit, mit der das Kunstwerk uns anrührt, ist zugleich auf rätselhafte Weise Erschütterung 

und Einsturz des Gewohnten. Es ist nicht nur das ‚Das bist du!‘, das es in einem freudigen und furcht-
baren Schreck aufdeckt — es sagt uns auch: ‚Du mußt dein Leben ändern‘“ (Gadamer, 1993b, 8).
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the familiar.” Some might call this an aesthetic shock or Stoß—Gadamer does not9. 
In Gadamer’s words, the experience of art strikes us with a sense of self-implication 
(“This means you!”) upon which follows an appeal for change (“You must change 
your life!”).

This last admonition is from a poem by Rilke called Archaic Torso of Apollo. 
According to Grondin, this is a passage “Gadamer loves to quote” (Grondin, 2003, 47). 
The last two stanzas of the poem are as follows: 

This stone would stand disfigured, marred, small /  below the shoulders’ sheened fall 
/ and would not glimmer, like predatory pelt; // and would not burst right through its 
confines, like / a star: for there’s no place in it / that does not see you. You must change 
your life. (Rilke, 2011, 83)10

According to the poem, the artwork would be a lifeless stone, were it not for 
presence of the perceiver. Interestingly, however—counter to our expectations—it is 
not the perceiver that animates the star, it is the star that lights up the perceiver. It is 
precisely such an experience of art that I aim to describe with Anne Imhof ’s Faust.

5. ANNE IMHOF’S “FAUST”

The purpose of introducing Anne Imhof ’s Faust is twofold. First, it is an attempt 
to describe a particular experience of art. Secondly, this description serves to clarify 
and “evaluate” Gadamer’s account of the experience of art. The problem is that—as 
Gadamer notes—the intense experience of art leaves us speechless, at a loss for words. 
As he says, “Everything familiar is eclipsed” (2007a, 129; 1993b, 6). This implies that 
“evaluating” the validity of Gadamer’s account is tricky, if not impossible. Either Gad-
amer’s description rings true, or it does not. Either it captures the experience, or it 
makes no sense to us. There is no middle ground. This is the case, for me, with the 
experience of Imhof ’s Faust. Gadamer’s vocabulary gives me the words to make sense 
of this experience, but I am not certain I could describe it in any other way. Therefore, 
what follows is less an “evaluation” of Gadamer’s account than an attempt to use the 
vocabulary Gadamer offers us to make sense of an experience of art.

9 See e.g. Vattimo (2008, 67). However, in “The relevance of the beautiful” Gadamer does describe 
the experience of art as a shock: “The peculiar nature of our experience of art lies in the impact 
[Stoß] by which it overwhelms us” (Gadamer, 1986b, 34; 1993a, 125).

10 „Sonst stünde dieser Stein entstellt und kurz / unter der Schultern durchsichtigen Sturz / und flim-
merte nicht so wie Raubtierfelle // und bräche nicht aus allen seinen Rändern / aus wie ein Stern: 
denn da ist keine Stelle, / die dich nicht sieht. Du mußt dein Leben ändern“ (Rilke, 2011, 81).



294 PATRICK MARTIN

In addition, Gadamer is referring to a forceful experience, which implies that 
it will not be that common. One can, of course, philosophically argue that it is only 
rare and intense experiences that allow us to see clearly the structures present in all 
similar experiences. I claim that Gadamer is arguing in this manner: his description 
of Betroffenheit represents an extreme case, which serves to illuminate the contempo-
raneous nature of all art. However, this only adds to the difficulty of “evaluating” what 
Gadamer is talking about.

Before moving on to the example of Imhof ’s Faust, I must put forth a disclaimer. 
I will not attempt to give an integral interpretation of the performance. Imhof ’s Faust 
is both long and complex. What follows pertains only to an instance of the perfor-
mance, which corresponds to Gadamer’s notion of Betroffenheit. In short, Imhof ’s 
Faust is a performance, which turns the spectator into an inadvertent participant. The 
realization that one is no longer merely a spectator, following the performance safe 
from a distance, unfolds into a sense of “This means you!” This realization potentially 
carries with it the shocking admonition “You must change your life!”

How does the performance accomplish this? Let me first describe the stage, or 
better, the situation one enters in order to follow the performance. The stage of Faust 
is a whole building. Before entering, you are encouraged by the personnel to use your 
smartphone to record the performance. As you step into the building, you see people 
with smartphones watching the performers. Inside the building there are areas sealed 
off by plexiglass, which are reserved for the performers only. But the performance is 
not limited to this area only: the plexiglass does not serve to separate the performers 
from the audience. On the contrary, the performers will move right in the midst of the 
spectators, intentionally invading their space, disturbing their sense of observational 
safety.

This shared space carries with it a sense of participation on the part of the audi-
ence. However, I would not say that this shared space immediately or necessarily car-
ries with it a sense of self-implication proper to “This means you!” Rather, the shared 
space invites the question, does this mean me? With this question raised, one cannot 
but start to observe the audience. What kind of interplay is taking place? Looking at 
the spectators with their smartphones, there is the sense of visiting a human zoo. This 
sense is underlined, at one point, by the phlegmatic comportment of the performers 
behind the glass, lying on the floor.

At this point, I did not yet feel the admonition of “You must change your life!” 
But soon after finding myself in this human zoo, a performer, behind the plexiglass, 
stands up and gazes right back at the smartphone-spectators. I see this gazing back as 
an attempt to make contact, which necessarily fails in that the spectators act as spec-
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tators would: detached, not really part of the performance. Then, the performer slams 
his fist on the plexiglass, which I cannot help but see as a gesture of “let me out!” The 
spectators stand unresponsive, not even flinching with the sudden blow. This moment 
of seeing the audience stand non-responsive, flaunting their smartphones, apparently 
indifferent in the creation of a human zoo, this moment carried with it the sense of 
“You must change your life!”

Now, I grant that my interpretation is selective and unfavourably subjective. It 
is selective in that it almost exclusively focuses on the non-responsive demeanour of 
the audience. It seems highly subjective in that the representation of the participators 
stands in clear contrast to the character of the experience felt. Yet, Gadamer’s words 
captures the experience of Imhof ’s Faust.

6. READING OF “AESTHETICS AND HERMENEUTICS”

Now, I will turn to my reading of Aesthetics and Hermeneutics. As mentioned, 
Gadamer begins his essay by accounting for the conceptual framework required for 
understanding such an experience of “being struck.” With Imhof ’s Faust, I have at-
tempted to bring forth the phenomenon in question as clearly as possible. The pur-
pose is now to follow Gadamer’s conceptual elucidation of this experience.

With this focus upon the experience of “being struck,” I have distinguished two 
parts in Gadamer’s text. The structure of Gadamer’s argument can be taken as mov-
ing from conceptualization to example. Accordingly, at issue is initially the notion of 
the contemporaneity of art. Later, “being struck” is presented as a clarifying example. 
More pointedly, however, Gadamer’s text constitutes a relationship between a general 
experience and a particular case. This relationship presents us with the question, why 
focus on the notion of contemporaneity? Art might well exhibit this characteristic of 
being contemporaneous, but why highlight this characteristic? What is the signifi-
cance of this notion of contemporaneity? For Gadamer, of course, it comes back to 
hermeneutics, its task and territory. It will be this latter relationship that guides me in 
reconstructing Gadamer’s argument in “Aesthetics and Hermeneutics”. Therefore, in 
following the text, I will ultimately offer an interpretation that answers the question, 
why is Gadamer concerned with the contemporaneity of art?

As said, Gadamer (2007a, 124; 1993b, 1) immediately introduces the reader to 
the central notion of the contemporaneity of art. In the opening paragraph, he claims 
that art appears to us as if absolutely contemporaneous. With this remark, he is not 
primarily referring to contemporary art but rather to the mode of being of art. The 
initial problem tackled has to do with the different, seemingly contrary implications 
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that this notion of contemporaneity entails for the being of art. On the one hand, be-
ing contemporary means that art speaks to us directly, as our contemporary. On the 
other hand, as a historical determinant, being contemporary entails that something 
is apparently without any historical determination. The problem is, from where does 
art “speak”? As contemporary, i.e. as applicable throughout time, the artwork seems to 
become like the word in a dictionary: always available, yet, cut loose from any context 
that would clearly determine its meaning.

This is the first issue Gadamer turns to. He is adamant that art “says some-
thing,” it “has something to say” (2007a, 125; 1993b, 2). Therefore, the first implica-
tion entailed by the notion of contemporaneity needs to be developed so as to cohere 
with the second meaning: i.e. that art says something, something that does not be-
come dated. One might easily say that art remains more or less relevant through-
out time, e.g. as aesthetically pleasing. However, Gadamer wants to make a stronger 
claim: art is not only relevant for its immediate audience, the contemporaries of the 
author, but continues to remain true despite time, despite losing its original deter-
mining context. What are the implications of claiming that art is able to address us 
throughout time? Gadamer notes that the contemporaneity of art seems to imply 
that it is “open in a limitless way to ever new integrations” (2007a, 125; 1993b, 2). 
Does this mean that art can be interpreted in any which way? Gadamer says no and 
notes that there is still a legitimacy to historical hermeneutics. The artwork still bears 
witness to its origins11. To the sceptic, who maintains that the work of art is only ever 
fully determined in its “own time,” Gadamer (2007a, 125; 1993b, 2) quips, is it really 
the case that once alienated from its lifeworld the artwork can only ever be an object 
of aesthetic enjoyment?

Gadamer (2007a, 126; 1993b, 2) continues to pursue this line of questioning 
in more general terms. He asks, is our primary concern art or aesthetics? In reply, 
he attempts to transform the traditional problem of aesthetics into a problem of the 
experience of art. In order to argue for the priority of art over aesthetics, he engages 
with Kant’s Critique of Judgement and shifts the question into one concerning the 
relationship between pure and dependent beauty. He presents us with two reasons in 
favour of the priority of art over nature. First, Gadamer (2007a, 126; 1993b, 3) claims 
that what really interests us “as aestheticians” is art. Secondly, he sides with Hegel 
and maintains that pure beauty is not really all that pure: beauty in nature must be 
seen as a reflection of beauty in art. To substantiate this claim, Gadamer quickly 

11 See also Gadamer (1989, 155–156; 1990, 160–161).
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considers how our sensibilities change with regard to nature and refers to landscapes 
as a case in point12.

His conclusion is that “We are justified, therefore, in proceeding from the work 
of art rather than from natural beauty if we want to define the relation between aes-
thetics and hermeneutics” (2007a, 126; 1993b, 3). In other words, for Gadamer, the 
phenomenon of art invites the question of hermeneutics. How does Gadamer reach 
this conclusion? The crux of the matter lies in a fundamental difference he sees be-
tween art and natural beauty. Art speaks to us. Natural beauty might appeal to us, 
but it does not, for Gadamer, “‘say’ anything in the sense that works of art […] say 
something to us” (2007a, 126; 1993b, 3). This distinction seems to be something of 
a self-evident presupposition for him, in that it is one that we simply “must admit” 
(2007a, 126; 1993b, 3). I, for my part, do not find this distinction self-evident, which 
is why I will come back to this issue. It is not clear how art “speaks”—or for that matter 
when. One could well argue that art does not “say” anything. What we first encounter 
in art is a dumb obstinate presence (Noë, 2015, 114).

6.1. The question of hermeneutics

After having argued for the priority of art (over aesthetics) and “established” 
the so to speak hermeneutical character of art, Gadamer continues by looking into 
the question of art in relation to hermeneutics. The question under consideration 
is, what is the place of art within traditional hermeneutics? Can we legitimately ap-
proach the question of the experience of art from within the framework of tradition-
al hermeneutics? In the simplest of terms, the traditional task of hermeneutics has 
been that of helping us to understand tradition. Art certainly belongs to tradition, 
but Gadamer is asking, does art fit the conception of tradition put forth by tradition-
al hermeneutics? 

In this regard, Gadamer critiques Droysen. Gadamer asks, do we recognize art 
among the objects investigated by the historian? According to Gadamer, Droysen’s 
hermeneutics makes room for (literary) sources and vestiges (or fragments). Art be-
longs to “a hybrid form” designated as monuments (Denkmäler) (2007a, 128; 1993b, 
4). Gadamer’s retort is that this may well be the case for the historian, but this does not 
capture the experience of art. Gadamer argues as follows:

the work “speaks” not only as remnants of the past speak to the historical investigator 
[…] What we are calling the language of the work of art […] is the language the work of 

12 See also Gadamer (1989, 59; 1990, 64).
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art itself speaks, whether it is linguistic or not. The work of art says something to the his-
torian; it says something to each person as if it were said especially to him, as something 
present and contemporaneous. Thus our task is to understand the meaning of what the 
work says and to make it clear to ourselves and others. (2007a, 128)13

What Gadamer is interested in is how the artwork manages to address each per-
son directly. Therefore, the experience of art he envisions seems to fall outside of the 
domain of traditional hermeneutics. To elaborate, the traditional task of hermeneutics 
is presented as that of bridging a personal or historical distance (Gadamer, 2007a, 124; 
1993b, 1). However, if art addresses us directly and speaks to us intimately, then what 
distance is there to bridge? Thus, the traditional task of hermeneutics does not corre-
spond to what Gadamer sees as the task of understanding. With the last quoted sentence, 
he is redefining the task of hermeneutics, defining it for his philosophical hermeneutics. 
To reiterate the key claim above, “our task is to understand the meaning of what the 
work says and to make it clear to ourselves and others” (Gadamer, 2007a, 128; 1993b, 4). 
This is the task of hermeneutics for Gadamer. Of course, the generality of this formula-
tion hardly indicates anything markedly different from traditional hermeneutics.

The expression “to bridge a distance” offers us an opportunity to point out a 
clear difference between traditional hermeneutics and Gadamer’s philosophical her-
meneutics. From Gadamer’s point of view, it would be misleading to follow this met-
aphor and claim that we first need to build a “bridge” in order to cross it—which is 
how he presents the position of traditional or historical hermeneutics. In this case, 
understanding would primarily be a task of placing ourselves in the other person’s 
shoes (e.g. resituating ourselves historically). Gadamer, conversely, claims that un-
derstanding is partly driven by an “anticipation of meaning” (2007a, 129; 1993b, 6). 
Language has already created our “bridge.”

6.2. To let something be said

Still, Gadamer does not discard the traditional definition of the task of herme-
neutics but appropriates it. Thus, I ask, where is there a distance to be overcome, a for-
eignness to be unveiled? Gadamer distinguishes between two types of distance. One 

13 „‚spricht es‘ nicht nur, wie die Überreste der Vergangenheit zu dem historischen Forscher sprechen 
[…] Denn was wir die Sprache des Kunstwerks nennen […] ist die Sprache, die das Kunstwerk 
selber führt, ob es nun sprachlicher Natur ist oder nicht. Das Kunstwerk sagt einem etwas, und 
das nicht nur so, wie ein historisches Dokument dem Historiker etwas sagt — es sagt einem jeden 
etwas, als wäre es eigens ihm gesagt, als etwas Gegenwärtiges und Gleichzeitiges. So stellt sich die 
Aufgabe, den Sinn dessen, was es sagt, zu verstehen und — sich und anderen — verständlich zu 
machen.“ (Gadamer, 1993b, 5).
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he disregards, the other he embraces. First, there is temporal or historical distance. 
Time makes the past world unfamiliar. On this point, Gadamer again “dismisses” the 
efforts of historical hermeneutics. Secondly, he notes that there is also an unfamil-
iarity lurking in what is explicitly said to us—something beyond the letter, beyond 
the literally declared. In Gadamer’s words, revealing the unfamiliar (Fremden) “also 
means apprehending what is said to us, which is always more than the declared and 
comprehended meaning” (2007a, 128)14. Here, more pointedly, is Gadamer’s task for 
understanding.

There are two aspects of this phenomenon (“apprehending what is said to us”) 
that need to be clarified. First, what notion of the “unfamiliar” is at play? Secondly, 
what precisely is the corresponding task of understanding? In more general terms, 
Gadamer can be said to distinguish between two kinds of foreignness: first, in relation 
to the other, and secondly—more importantly—in relation to ourselves. To introduce 
such a distinction into Gadamer’s hermeneutics is a delicate matter, in that it carries 
with it something of a psychoanalytic element. It implies that there is something of 
ourselves that is concealed to us. In Aesthetics and Hermeneutics, we find this element 
in the following passage: “The work of art that says something confronts us with our-
selves. That is, it expresses something in such a way that what is said is like a discov-
ery, a disclosure of something previously concealed” (Gadamer, 2007a, 129; 1993b, 6). 
This “psychoanalytic” aspect of Gadamer’s hermeneutics is more explicitly articulated 
in Hermeneutics and the ontological difference. There Gadamer states: “the problem is 
not that we do not understand the other person, but that we don’t understand our-
selves!” (2007c, 371; 1995, 70).

Problematic or not, Gadamer gives validity to this distinction by differentiating 
between two corresponding hermeneutical tasks. He notes that there is certainly a 
difficulty in understanding “a foreign or ancient language,” but harder still is letting 
“something be said to us” (2007a, 129; 1993b, 6). In short, hearing is easy compared 
to listening. Gadamer ties this notion of letting something be said to a desire for un-
derstanding. He says, “We cannot understand without wanting to understand, that is, 
without wanting to let something be said” (2007a, 129)15.

In sum, Gadamer is pointing to the phenomenon of “apprehending what is said 
to us,” which he ties to a desire for understanding. The difficulty this desire presents 
is to be found in ourselves. Thus, the hermeneutical task is formulated in terms of 

14 „meint auch das Vernehmen dessen, was uns gesagt wird. Auch dies ist immer noch mehr als sein 
angebbarer und erfaßter Sinn“ (Gadamer, 1993b, 5).

15 „Man kann nicht verstehen, ohne verstehen zu wollen, d.h. ohne sich etwas sagen lassen zu wollen.“ 
(Gadamer, 1993b, 6).
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letting something be said. What is so difficult about letting something be said? I would 
say that the difficulty addressed lies in lending validity to what the other has to say. 
This is not primarily a difficulty of (linguistic) comprehension: that is, understanding, 
word for word, what the other says. It is a difficulty we have with the other and the 
implications of what is said.

In “Hermeneutics and the ontological difference,” Gadamer ties this argument 
to the argument of Truth and Method and the central notion of understanding as a 
play of prejudices. He remarks that our desire to understand the other is accompanied 
by a resistance (Widerstand), a resistance tied to “our own biases” (2007c, 371; 1995, 
70). How do we suddenly find ourselves face to face with our prejudices? As I see it, 
lending validity to what the other person says, simultaneously entails that we question 
ourselves, our own rationale and way of thinking.

6.3. The model of speech: art “speaking”?

How can we concretely conceive this phenomenon of apprehending what is said 
to us, of letting something be said to us? To clarify this experience Gadamer reaches 
for the model of speech (Rede) and points to the following structure: “someone says 
something to someone else” (2007a, 128; 1993b, 5). To note, Gadamer is not talking 
of “speaking” in the narrow sense but broadly of significance: what says something to 
us16. Accordingly, Gadamer claims, “Whatever says something to us is like a person 
who says something” (2007a, 128; 1993b, 5). In other words, his claim is that when-
ever something addresses us, whenever we feel a sense of significance, we can under-
stand this experience on the model of speech.

Consequently, Gadamer appeals to this model in order to elucidate the expe-
rience of art. In his words, “what holds in this fashion for all speaking is valid in a 
special way for the experience of art” (2007a, 129)17. What is Gadamer saying? What 
does this “valid in a special way” mean here? He seems to say that “speaking” clarifies 
particularly well the experience of art. However, if we assume that the experience of 
art is synonymous with the experience of Betroffenheit, then his line of argument ulti-
mately indicates the converse: i.e. art—“being struck”—clarifies particularly well what 
saying something means.

Let me be more detailed. I am not arguing against Gadamer but merely trying 
to point out how the structure of speech is an odd one to apply to art—particularly as 
16 For a more elaborate account see Davey (2013, 140–164).
17 „Was so von aller Rede gilt, gilt aber in eminenter Weise von der Erfahrung der Kunst“ (Gadamer, 

1993b, 6).
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presented by Gadamer. First of all, Gadamer does not explicitly say how this model 
is valid, or how it describes the experience of art. We cannot really take it literally. A 
painting does not really speak. Yet, Gadamer maintains that his assertion is not met-
aphorical: “when we say that the work of art says something to us […] our assertion 
is not a metaphor, but has a valid and demonstrable meaning” (2007a, 126)18. At the 
same time, Gadamer literally says that when we experience this sense of significance 
it “is like” being addressed by another person. Does not this “is like” signal that a met-
aphor is in play? I think that this issue can be resolved if we are able to specify what 
the phenomenon is. Therefore, I claim that at issue cannot be speaking (in any real or 
narrow sense) but rather a sense of significance.

Considering more closely the structure of speech, I ask, who is this “someone” 
that speaks to us in the encounter with art? On Gadamer’s account it is not the au-
thor. He says, “Naturally it is not the artist who is speaking here.” He strongly argues 
against a reduction of the meaning of the work of art to the intentions of the author. In 
his words, “we cannot be satisfied with the cherished hermeneutical rule that the mens 
auctoris limits the task of understanding.” Gadamer’s reasoning is that the experience of 
art is characterized by “an excess of meaning,” which “leaves the mens auctoris behind 
it” (2007a, 130; 1993b, 7.) To clarify, as detached from its original context, the artwork 
becomes all the more underdetermined, while its meaning becomes overdetermined.

However, the applicability of the structure of speech is further complicated by 
Gadamer’s remarks in The Artwork in Word and Image. He points out that it is also 
unclear exactly what we perceive in the artwork. In his words, “when it comes to art, 
it is meaningless to ask the artist what he or she meant. Likewise it is meaningless to 
ask the perceiver what it is that the work really says to him or her” (2007b, 212; 1993c, 
388). Thus, it seems as if the particulars of the experience of art remain quite inde-
terminate. Therefore, in an attempt to specify the experience of art according to Gad-
amer’s model (“someone says something to someone else”), it seems that we cannot 
say who is saying something or for that matter what this someone is saying. Yet, this 
does not mean that what we are left with is an experience of the incomprehensible. 
What we are left with is an experience of being addressed—in all its stripped-down 
simplicity. My argument is that this is what Gadamer’s account of the experience of art 
emphasizes: in art we are struck by the meaning of what is said, even though we are 
left at a loss for words. And this experience clarifies, in essence, what saying something 
means.

18 „Jedenfalls ist es für das Kunstwerk keine Metapher, sondern es hat einen guten und aufweisbaren 
Sinn, daß das Kunstwerk uns etwas sagt“ (Gadamer, 1993b, 3).



302 PATRICK MARTIN

6.4. Sense and meaning

As a final step, let me introduce the distinction between sense and meaning, in 
my attempt to clarify Gadamer’s account of being struck. This distinction merits some 
attention in that Gadamer repeatedly “dismisses” meaning in terms of reference or 
sense. This gesture can be found, for example, when Gadamer distances himself from 
historical hermeneutics, in how everything familiar “is eclipsed” with art, and in how 
the emphasis is on apprehending a significance beyond the declared.

The distinction between sense and meaning is somewhat controversial in the 
reception of Gadamer’s hermeneutics. Particularly Hirsch (1967) is critical of Gad-
amer on this point in Validity in interpretation. I will not go into the details of Hirsch’s 
critique. Let me only point out that the distinction between sense and meaning can 
be seen as the distinction with which Gadamer opens up his philosophical project in 
Truth and Method. In the introduction, Gadamer (1989, xxii; 1990, 2) clearly estab-
lishes a contrast between scientific truth, modelled on correspondence, and an “ex-
tra-scientific” truth present in e.g. art.

It is tempting to superimpose upon this distinction (of sense and meaning) an-
other similar one: namely, the subject-object distinction. However, this supplementa-
ry distinction falters in that, within Gadamer’s framework, there is no place for purely 
subjective meaning. Gadamer does define meaning in contrast to objective reference 
(or sense). However, the contrary determination, meaning in terms of subjective sig-
nificance, fails us. Thus, in an attempt to clarify this experience of being struck, the 
subject-object distinction is of little use.

Michelfelder, in her review of Aesthetics and Hermeneutics, introduces the dis-
tinction between the personal and the communal. She (Michelfelder, 1997, 448) con-
trasts Gadamer’s account with that of Heidegger’s and emphasizes that the experience 
Gadamer refers to has the character of a personal address—“it speaks out at a personal 
level”—whereas Heidegger’s account of the Greek temple represents a communal ad-
dress. I do not see how this distinction clarifies the experience Gadamer is talking 
about. On the contrary, Michelfelder’s distinction is dangerously close to representing 
a distinction between the subjective and the intersubjective—with Gadamer unfa-
vourably placed.

What is the “meaning” we are supposedly struck by? I suggest that what strikes 
us are the implications of what is said. Gadamer says that the experience of art is a 
self-encounter. I would specify and say that as a self-encounter the experience of art 
instantiates a form of self-reflective application. If we are truly struck by the truth of 
what is said, if we take what is said to be the truth, then we cannot help but ask our-
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selves, what does this mean for me? If this is true, how must I rethink my life? In addi-
tion, I would say that as a self-encounter, what we encounter through art is not a “self ” 
acknowledged in advance. Art shows us a surprising image of the self, in face of which 
we are compelled to ask, must I change my life? Imhof ’s Faust shows us ourselves as 
non-responsive or indifferent visitors in a human zoo. Is this who we are? Is this me?

7. CONCLUSION

The purpose of this article was to offer a close reading and interpretation of Gad-
amer’s Aesthetics and Hermeneutics. The impetus for focusing on this essay was as a 
response to criticism aimed at Gadamer’s supposedly excessively hermeneutic account 
of art. The key question was, has Gadamer “hermeneutered” the aesthetic experience 
of art? I argue that the experience of Betroffenheit is both aesthetic and hermeneutic. In 
other words, I claim that Gadamer does not “reduce” away the aesthetic aspect of the 
experience of art but rather grounds this experience hermeneutically. Rhetorically one 
could ask, if art were not experienced as significant, would we even be touched by it?

The more problematic question is, what exactly is the phenomenon that Gad-
amer is talking about? In Aesthetics and Hermeneutics, the experience under discus-
sion is primarily referred to as “being struck by the meaning of what is said.” However, 
this experience could, given the descriptions Gadamer offers us, likewise be said to be 
one of aesthetic shock, or being overwhelmed and at a loss for words. Nevertheless, 
Gadamer clarifies this experience conceptually with the notion of contemporaneity. 
It implies that art speaks to us. Such a conception is not without its complications. In 
my interpretation, the experience of art addresses us and shakes us with a sense of 
self-implication. My argument is that Gadamer is working his way down to this sin-
gular aspect of the experience of art. At issue is the notion of contemporaneity. The 
hermeneutical significance of this notion is revealed in the experience of art.
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Gadamer, H.-G. (1993a). Die Aktualität des Schönen. In Gesammelte Werke. Bd. 8, Ästhetik Und Poetik 
1: Kunst Als Aussage (94–142). Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr.

Gadamer, H.-G. (1993b). Ästhetik und Hermeneutik. In Gesammelte Werke. Bd. 8, Ästhetik Und Poetik 
1: Kunst Als Aussage (1–8). Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr.
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Book review focuses on two books by Gunther Neumann, dedicated to the thought of Heidegger and 
Leibniz. If one of the books deals specifically with the understanding of freedom in both of the two phi-
losophers, then the other one deals more with Heidegger’s three approaches to Leibniz’s thought: (1) In-
terpretation of Leibniz in the context of the making of fundamental ontology and in Being and Time, as 
well as the reading of Leibniz after Being and Time; (2) Interpretation of Leibniz during the transition to 
Ereignis thought; (3) Interpetation of Leibniz in the framework of Ereignis thought. Author’s scrupulous 
close reading approach allows to show the changes in Heidegger’s approach to Leibniz’s philosophy, as well 
as sketch out the placement of Leibniz’s great themes on the horizon of Heidegger’s history of the truth of 
being. Author also shows that from metaphysics there stems a certain view in the modern philosophical 
discussions oriented on neurosciences—a certain view on the human being and on the freedom of will. 
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Данная рецензия фокусирует своё внимание на двух книгах Гюнтера Ноймана, посвященных 
анализу философии Мартина Хайдеггера и  Готфрида Вильгельма фон Лейбница: «Понятие 
свободы у Готфрида Вильгельма Лейбница и Мартина Хайдеггера» и «Хайдеггер и Лейбниц». 
В  книге «Понятие свободы у  Готфрида Вильгельма Лейбница и  Мартина Хайдеггера» автор 
проводит тщательный сравнительный анализ понимания свободы Лейбницем и Хайдеггером. 
В книге «Хайдеггер и Лейбниц» дана авторская интерпретация трех подходов Хайдеггера к ос-
мыслению философии Готфрида Вильгельма Лейбница: (1)  Через интерпретацию Лейбница 
в контексте создания фундаментальной онтологии и в «Бытии и времени», а также в результате 
хайдеггеровского прочтения Лейбница в период непосредственно после «Бытия и времени»; 
(2) Через интерпретацию философии Лейбница на переходе к мышлению со-бытия (Ereignis); 
(3)  Через интерпретацию философии Лейбница уже в  фарватере мышления со-бытия (Ere-
ignis). Скрупулезное авторское прочтение хайдеггеровскй интерпретации позволяет показать 
изменения в подходе Хайдеггера к философии Лейбница, а также определить место великих 
лейбницианских тем и идей в горизонте хайдеггеровской истории истины бытия. Автор также 
показывает, что из метафизики проистекает определенный взгляд на современные философ-
ские дискуссии, инспирированные нейронауками, — взгляд на человека и свободу воли. В этом 
контексте Хайдеггер предстает в качестве мыслителя, заглянувшего за пределы сплава метафи-
зики и науки, в котором понятие свободы было существенно ограничено. Хайдеггеру удается 
(благодаря радикальному вопрошанию бытия) перевернуть этот взгляд на проблему свободы. 
В  книге Г. Ноймана этот переворот становится главным предметом рассмотрения, ключевой 
проблемой философии, доступ к которой осуществляется через соприкосновение мысли Лейб-
ница и Хайдеггера.
Ключевые слова: М. Хайдеггер, Г. В. Лейбниц, свобода, метафизика, «Бытие и  время», критика 
свободы воли, мышление-со-бытия.

In the wide and varied field of contemporary philosophy different philosophers 
can be found—both ones that develop their own original thoughts in close connection 
with philosophy’s classical texts, and ones that take part in modern science’s method-
ological and/or conceptual discussions. If the former are more oriented on knowing 
the texts and context of philosophy, then the latter focus on the constellation of vari-
ous actual sciences, which poses its own (often very partisan and one-sided) criteria 
as to what can be called the contribution of philosophy, in a cultural context heavily 
influenced by science. Rarely does anyone succeed in joining these routes (dialogues 
with the classics of philosophy and with actual science), especially in a way where 
philosophy’s dialogue with science actually gains a new quality—illuminates whether 
it is “on the path of being, or nonbeing” (Heidegger, 1993, 38).
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Such a conjoining perspective is provided by the philosopher Günther Neu-
mann. He has studied physics and mathematics in the University of Erlangen-Nurem-
berg, philosophy in the University of Freiburg, been a stipendiary of MIT in USA, 
done physics research with the Fraunhofer Society and as a physicist been teaching 
in various universities. Parallel to aforementioned, he is also an editorial member of 
the “Heideggerian studies” and an editor of several volumes of the Complete works of 
Martin Heidegger, and currently a member of the Scientific board of Heidegger-Ge-
sellschaft. This feature of his academic life’s way has shown itself in publications: his 
books and papers deal with questions of mathematics and physics, and also with those 
of philosophy (modern metaphysics, philosophy of nature, phenomenology). In his 
previous (and highly acclaimed by colleagues) books the roots of European philoso-
phy are thematized—in the book Der Anfang der abendländischen Philosophie. Eine 
vergleichende Untersuchung zu den Parmenides-Auslegungen von Emil Angehrn, Gün-
ter Dux, Klaus Held und dem frühen Martin Heidegger (Neumann, 2006) and in the 
book on the basic questions of 20th century phenomenological philosophy Die phä-
nomenologische Frage nach dem Ursprung der mathematisch-naturwissenschaftlichen 
Raumauffassung bei Husserl und Heidegger (Neumann, 1999).

Bearing in mind that in the environment of modern philosophy and science 
there aren’t that many philosophers of this profile and calibre, attention should be 
directed on Neumann’s book Der Freiheitsbegriff bei Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz und 
Martin Heidegger. “Freedom” is a theme which has long been Neumann’s point of 
interest, and his newest book sheds light on several years of thought work in the field 
of the concept of freedom and the various interpretations of it (Neumann, 2019b, 
239–274).

In the book, freedom is looked upon as the “main problem of philosophy” (Neu-
mann, 2019a, 9). It should be viewed not from the point of view of earlier disciplines 
of philosophy (ethics or practical philosophy in general), but first of all phenomeno-
logically, i.e. to let the phenomenon of freedom appear descriptively. In describing 
the phenomenon and in conversation with the great thinkers of European philos-
ophy, the question of freedom is begun by Heidegger, thus establishing a durable, 
20th century continental philosophy way of thought. In this conversation, other great 
thinkers are subsequently involved—Kant, Schelling, Hegel, Descartes, but most of 
all Leibniz, in whose Monadologie and Théodicée Günter Neumann (following Hei-
degger) see a new turn in the understanding of freedom, based on the learning and 
critique of previous tradition. Furthermore, the author wants to show how much 
Leibniz’s take on the question of freedom is guided by his idea of mathematics, com-
putation and the concept of a possibly better world (Neumann, 2019a, 22). Neumann 



HORIZON 10 (1) 2021 309

has worked with Leibniz’s manuscripts, and came to conclusion that previously pub-
lished editions of the works of this great early modern thinker are erroneous, hence 
he took upon himself the work of translating anew and interpreting many important 
textual passages.

Comparing Leibniz and Heidegger’s take on the problem of freedom, Günther 
Neumann wants to show not only the main features of early modern philosophy, 
but also the notion of freedom used in the discussions of modern sciences, especial-
ly those of cognitive and neuroscience (Neumann, 2019a, 49  ff.; Neumann, 2019a, 
124  ff.), which the author deems too reduced, although the fact of it being in this 
reduced form also shows how it is influenced and created by specific early modern 
metaphysical motives. Author also turns against the critique of free will carried out 
by neuroscientists W. Prinz, G. Roth and W. Singer—not only because he sees the far 
reaching consequences of this critique in the philosophy and praxis of law, but also 
because he sees the historical roots of this critique.

Central to the book is the question how much and how pronounced, in each of 
the new turns of modern sciences, is the still active, historically begotten mechanis-
tic approach to man and freedom. Early modern metaphysical debates are far from 
being just “past,” they still determine the theoretical space in which the aspirations 
and solutions of sciences move around, casting their gaze both to nature, and to man. 
Depending on the understanding of freedom, certain view on nature (reality) and 
man emerges; the definition of freedom carries with it fundamental philosophical, 
anthropological, ethical and legal consequences. With a certain notion of freedom 
liberation can be achieved, but enslavement as well; creating cultural spaces, but de-
stroying them as well; creating liberating possibilities, but also creating monsters and 
caricatures of man.

G. Neumann book is a very thoroughly and precisely substantiated, argumenta-
tively written work, with the main aim of defending non-reductionist understanding 
of freedom. Principle of sufficient reason, problem of man arising in the light of the 
concept of freedom, placement and significance of freedom in monadology, relations 
of divine and human freedom, problem of joining the concepts of substance and free-
dom, division of various forms of freedom, appearance of evil in the solution to the 
problem of freedom—all these themes are shown by Neumann in the context of early 
modern metaphysics and in the perspective of Heidegger’s reading. He also gives an 
excellent insight in the question about freedom, as it is shown in Heidegger’s early 
way to Being and Time and in this epochal work. Author also gives specific attention 
to the notion of existential guilt in Being and Time (§ 58), as well as it’s readings (by 
B. Irlenborn), which he corrects, following a new interpretation of Heidegger’s work. 
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Günther Neumann is getting ready to publish more expanded research on the 
thought of Leibniz and Heidegger, but this book already shows the fruitfulness and 
importance of his way of thought. 

The book Der Freiheitsbegriff bei Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz und Martin Hei-
degger is a very good, non-trivial introduction in the philosophy of Leibniz and Hei-
degger. In it is very well shown both Leibniz’s thought exchange about freedom with 
Spinoza, Locke, Descartes and Molina, and also Heidegger’s turn to Leibniz, chang-
es in Heidegger’s perspective from Being and Time (1927) to his later texts and the 
“thoughtful fight” of the Master Thinker of Messkirch with the tradition of European 
philosophy for a more primary grasp of freedom—“Freedom is more primary than 
man within man” (Neumann, 2019a, 159).

In correspondence, the author has emphasised that he turned his gaze espe-
cially on Heidegger’s understanding of Leibniz’s thought since the extensive January 
2017 paper read in Rome’s Pontifical Lateran University. The Heidegger und Leibniz 
volume published in 2020  serves as a prelude to Hans-Christian Günther’s edited 
multi-volume guide to Heidegger—Das Denken Martin Heideggers. In this volume, 
the author focuses more on those aspects of understanding of Leibniz, that change 
(or stay intact) in Heidegger’s thought viewed through the perspective of immanent 
development. In this book the author manages to excellently show the three phases 
of Heidegger’s reception of Leibniz’s thought: (1) Reading of Leibniz in the phase of 
making and development of the project of fundamental ontology; (2) Reading of Lei-
bniz during the transition to Ereignis-Thought in the 30s; (3) Reading of Leibniz in 
the framework of the History of Being (30s and onward).

As in the case of other great Western thinkers, so in Leibniz’s does Heidegger try 
to unveil the “unsaid in what is said.” After all, it is not only about the “unfathomable 
variety of Leibniz’s positions and questions,” but also about the “thinking struggle,” 
about starting a philosophical conversation with Leibniz—to think about what Leib-
niz thought as monads, as Dasein.

In this conversation-struggle of several decades it is seen that Leibniz is a phi-
losopher through whose works and main concepts an approach to the core and ba-
sic movement of Western metaphysics is shown. The author of the book manages to 
show just how much Heidegger’s turn to Leibniz shows a perspective on technology, 
information, language, freedom, nature and other fundamental keywords of philoso-
phy. And it is not about a mere historical overview, but about the historical fate of the 
West, which Heidegger tried to uncover with the help of his approach of history of 
being, in which the transition from Leibniz to German Idealism to Nietzsche is shown 
(Neumann, 2020, 77).
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Both books by Günther Neumann in the field of their coordinated problem-
atics are a very valuable addition not only to the research of the thought of Leibniz 
and Heidegger, but also a strong addition to the acknowledgement of the scope of 
Heidegger’s thought—which is especially essential in a time where it has become far 
too easy to see behind every thought uttered by a thinker only a narrowly viewed 
“political” aspect. The editor of Heidegger Leibniz-Seminaries, and the editor of two 
complete volumes of Heidegger’s Vorträge as a part of Heidegger’s Gesamtausgabe, the 
connoisseur of Heidegger’s thought—Neumann with his books manages to keep the 
level of conversation at a very high bar, where a true thought exchange with and about 
Heidegger may begin.
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The review provides an outline of the collective monograph The Philosophy of Rhythm: Aesthetics, 
Music, Poetics, edited by Peter Cheyne, Andy Hamilton and Max Paddison, published by Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2019. Concept of rhythm is analysed from different perspectives—philosophical, musi-
cological and psychological. It considers a multidisciplinary approach and also includes both analytic 
and continental philosophical traditions. Rhythm is viewed as a pulse that is going through various 
metric structures including particular pieces of music, paintings, examples of poetry and philosophy. 
Twenty eight authors from the entire world discuss rhythm and specify definitions of rhythm. They try 
to give answers on crucial questions uniting experienced rhythm in philosophy and arts, thus giving an 
important contribution to rhythm studies. The book is organised thematically and based on different 
aspects of rhythm manifestations. The main questions of the research are as follows: How is rhythm 
experienced? Does rhythm necessarily involve movement? Why rhythm is so deeply rooted in human? 
How can static configurations be rhythmic? How does a rhythmic structure change from a stable pat-
tern to a flexible texture? All these questions concern two interwoven issues common for the volume in 
general: immanence of rhythm to arts and human experience of it.
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Обзор представляет собой описание содержания коллективной монографии «Философия рит-
ма: эстетика, музыка, поэтика» под редакцией Питера Чейна, Энди Гамильтона и Макса Пад-
дисона, опубликованной издательством Oxford University Press в  2019  году. Понятие ритма 
анализируется с разных точек зрения — философской, музыковедческой и психологической. 
Монография рассматривает междисциплинарный подход, а также включает в себя как англо-а-
мериканские аналитические, так и континентальные философские традиции. Ритм рассматри-
вается как пульс, проходящий через различные метрические структуры, включая отдельные 
музыкальные произведения, картины, примеры поэзии и философии. Двадцать восемь авто-
ров со всего мира обсуждают феномен ритма и  уточняют определения понятия ритма. Они 
пытаются дать ответы на важнейшие вопросы, объединяющие способы переживания ритма 
в философии и искусстве, тем самым внося важный вклад в изучение феномена ритма. Книга 
организована тематически, ее разделы основываются на различных аспектах проявления рит-
ма. Основными вопросами исследования являются следующие: Каким образом переживается 
ритм? Обязательно ли ритм включает в себя движение? Почему чувство ритма так глубоко уко-
ренено в человеческом существовании? Как статические конфигурации могут быть ритмичны-
ми? Как меняется ритмическая структура от стабильного рисунка к гибкой текстуре? Все эти 
вопросы касаются двух взаимосвязанных тем, общих для данной книги в целом: темы имма-
нентности ритма искусству и темы человеческого опыта его восприятия.
Ключевые слова: ритм, движение, время, пространство, искусство, философия, мультидисци-
плинарность, эстетика, опыт.

1. INTRODUCTION

The collective monograph The Philosophy of Rhythm: Aesthetics, Music, Poetics 
concerns different philosophical approaches and includes both continental and ana-
lytic traditions. The current review does not analyse all its chapters in detail but focus-
es more on the phenomenological point of view. The review is structured as follows: 
it gives a brief introduction on the concept of rhythm in philosophy; marks out the 
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contribution of the current volume; provides an outline on the content of its parts and 
concludes on the importance of research of rhythm in interdisciplinary philosophy.

Studies of rhythm relate to different spheres, but simultaneously they form a 
complex application of appropriate and encompassing philosophical technique. The-
oretical approach to rhythm transforms and changes together with the conceptual 
ambitions; therefore, they broaden the scope of the concept’s definition in corre-
spondence with the explored philosophical stances. Multidisciplinary approach deep-
ens understanding of rhythm and shows the role of rhythm in the world around us, 
it gives new opportunities for philosophical reflections and makes human activities 
clearer. In general, rhythm donates to metre, sequence, repetition, order, measured 
time and space, thus showing quantitative assessments. Differently from mathemati-
cally measurable world philosophy views immanence of rhythm and opens the deep-
est levels of human constitution. 

In the history of philosophy, the rhythm research is characterised by fluctua-
tions, it intensifies periodically, but then subsides again1. In recent decades rhythm re-
search has been activated, and several volumes, dedicated to rhythmology, have been 
written. French philosopher Pascal Michon2 has created an interdisciplinary research 
network: RHUTHMOS that could be considered as one of the most effective contri-
butions to contemporary rhythm studies.

1 The notion of rhythm is known from Ancient times. At the beginning, it was used as a technical 
term characterised by such sub-concepts as measure, number, periodicity. Ancient philosophers 
highlighted the main directions of philosophy of rhythm: the order of a sequence of time; tempo-
rary disposition of something flowing; a form that was itself changing during its manifestations; 
harmony and disharmony of internal and outer rhythms; rhythm of music and speech; rhythm of 
body and soul. In Ancient philosophy rhythm is mentioned as something flowing and changing 
(Heraclitus). Rhythm was viewed in relations with physical objects (Democritus) that gives im-
pulse for philosophy of nature developed by Diderot and Goethe, later by Nietzche, then Deleuze. 
Pythagoras and Platonic paradigm views rhythm in mathematical and universal aspect–rhythmic 
sequence of time-length is organised by number. Aristotle develops a poetic aspect of rhythm and 
gives impulse for rhythm analysis in mimetic structures (Kivle, 2020). From the middle of 18th cen-
tury, the concept of rhythm embraces philosophy, theory, medicine, art, language, natural sciences, 
linking rhythm to mathematical and numerical relationships, comparing music with rhythm in 
nature. Rhythm was shown to be documentable, visually depictable, and employable in identifying 
and developing processes by creating technological tools that show rhythms of mind-body interac-
tions. The several devices have been invented: Carl Ludwig’s kymograph (1846), for measuring of 
variation of blood pressure; Édouard-Léon Scott de Martinville’s phonautograph (1857); Helmholz’ 
myograph (1850) for muscle twitches. 

2 Pascal Michon—PhD , works at Education Nationalein Paris. He does research in Cultural History, 
Ethics, Aesthetics and Metaphysics, Conceptual History of Rhythm.
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Rhythm studies related to phenomenology have not yet been widely developed, 
except for some doctoral thesis on phenomenology of rhythm3 and some recent inves-
tigations in phenomenology of rhythm4. The reason of it may be in the fact that Hus-
serl does not write about rhythm directly. However, phenomenology gives an impulse 
for various interpretations of rhythm: rhythms of intersubjective communication; flux 
of internal time, time-objects; rhythms of internal constitution of man and rhythms of 
surrounding worlds; bodily and sensory perception of rhythm, etc. Phenomenology 
of rhythm is based on direct experience therefore giving feasibility for analyses of how 
rhythm is given, how its meanings are constituted and how rhythm differs from other 
meaningful phenomena. The contribution of Anna Yampolskaja5 could be mentioned 
there. Analysing Henri Maldiney’s6 views on aesthetical experience, she concerns the 
concept of rhythm and binds it with sensory perception that gives access to the world 
as a whole and also shows sensing as a holistic level of intersubjective communication. 

2. OUTLINE OF CHAPTERS

The multidisciplinary research Philosophy of Rhythm: Aesthetics, Music, Poetics is 
dedicated to various kinds of arts and views them in perspective of rhythm concept bind-
ing it with such notions as experienced time, space, sensations and body. The volume 
editors: Peter Cheyne7, Andrey Hamilton8 and Max Paddison9 stimulate a multidiscipli-
nary examination of particular manifestations of rhythm and focus on rhythm in its re-
lationship between everyday embodied experience, on the one hand, and the specific ex-
perience of music, dance, and poetry, on the other hand. Therefore, the main direction of 

3 Two dissertations are published in data base Proquest Dissertation Publishing (Al-Saji, 2002; Ver-
hage, 2008).

4 See (Yampolskaja, 2018; Kūle, 2011; Kūle, 2002; Wiscus, 2015).
5 Anna Yampolskaja — DSc in Philosophy, Leading Research Fellow at National Research University 

“Higher School of Economics” in Moscow.
6 Henri Maldiney (1912–2013) — the French phenomenologist, devoted his works to art and mad-

ness, and devised a phenomenology of feeling.
7 Peter Cheyne — Associate Professor at Shimane University, and Visiting Fellow in Philosophy at 

Durham University. He leads two international projects, one on the Aesthetics of Perfection and 
Imperfection, and the other on the 17th- to 19th-century Philosophy of the Life Sciences.

8 Andy Hamilton — Professor of philosophy at Durham University, UK. He specialises in aesthetics, 
philosophy of mind, political philosophy, and history of 19th- and 20th-century philosophy, espe-
cially Wittgenstein.

9 Max Paddison — Emeritus Professor of Music Aesthetics at the University of Durham. He works in 
critical theory, philosophy, contemporary music and popular music.
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the content of the volume is formed by binding internal rhythm of artworks with human 
experience. The volume is composed of five sections written by twenty eight research-
ers around the world from universities of various philosophical traditions: University of 
Dayton, Durham University, University of Leeds, University of Oxford, Harvard Univer-
sity, University of Sydney, University of London, Trinity College Dublin, University of 
Liverpool, Lancaster University, Uppsala University, Ohio State University, etc.

The introductory part Dialogue on Rhythm shows that philosophical knowl-
edge is always dialogical where not one view prevails. Debate between five Drama-
tis Personae (Skepticus, Dynamicus, Metaphysicus, Analyticus, Vitalia) is left open: 
rhythm is characterized exploring different philosophical approaches and viewed as 
an order within a human body, an intentional phenomenon, a movement-in-time, a 
movement-in-space, etc. At the beginning of the dialogue the discussion turns to the 
notion of intentionality:

Musical rhythm is intentional and apparently meaningful. But it seems obvious to me 
that there are non-intentional meaningless rhythms, such as a train running on a track, a 
heartbeat, or the drip of a leaky tap. We might call these natural rhythms and distinguish 
them from human rhythms like music and dance, without denying that making rhythms 
is natural to us. (Hamilton, 2019, 17)

In any case, rhythm is viewed as a movement of different dispositions and ca-
pacities. The conversation between Dramatis Personae tries to give clear meanings of 
used terms—in a Socratic way they maintain a dynamic dialogue trying to find the 
most apprehensive and precise definitions. They discuss proto-rhythm, movement 
in music, meaningful order, entrainment, rhythm as the order of movement, human 
movement, etc., thus accentuating problems going through the following parts and 
chapters of the book. 

The first section of the volume Movement and Stasis shows how rhythm is ex-
perienced through senses—experience of rhythm is also an experience of movement, 
and entity on which rhythm is founded form relationships with rhythm itself. The 
second section Emotion and Expression considers a relational perception of rhythm 
and views the inner constitution of human rhythm and its empathic relations to 
both—classical as well as popular music. The third section Entrainment and the Social 
Dimension covers such questions as social origin of rhythm and a neuro-psycholog-
ical approach to rhythm. The latest part of the volume Reading Rhythm focuses on 
literature. Comparing rhythm in different forms of literature it is seen how important 
the domain of rhythm remains in metrical imagination of the reader even in reading 
of abstract poetry.
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The fourth part Time and Experience: Subjective and Objective Rhythm binds 
rhythm with concepts of experience of time and space, music, graphic arts, body and 
movement. This part of the volume concerns phenomenology directly; therefore some 
chapters need a more detailed analysis. In chapter Time, Rhythm and Subjectivity. The 
Aesthetics of Duration Max Paddison analyses how experience of duration transforms 
in music, dance, literature, how rhythm is considered and how temporality is expe-
rienced within pattern of “rhythmicized duration.” Paddison bases on different phil-
osophical interpretations of time: Newton’s conception of absolute and mathemati-
cal time without relation to anything external. Bergson’s duration as not measurable 
flux of experience. Kant’s “insistence that time is not an attribute of the object but is 
something brought to it by the experiencing subject” (Paddison, 2019, 275). Husserl’s 
conception of “flow” of time as a continuum uniting lived experience and temporal 
arts. Paddison turns to Bachelard’s10 dialectical phenomenology as a particular rele-
vance to the temporal arts as well as to Deliege’s11 philosophy of experience of time 
as “dependent on the objects and events that occupy our consciousness.” (Paddison, 
2019, 287). Paddison explores examples from Messianen’s definition of rhythm as “the 
ordering of movement” that open rhythmical movements also in spatial continuum. 
In conclusion he binds rhythm with the hermeneutical and historical approach:

I have argued that rhythm needs to be understood not simply as an independent param-
eter but as a fundamentally structural dimension of the temporal arts. [..] I have also 
made the claim that our ideas of rhythm, seen in this larger context, are historical and 
metaphorical in character. (Paddison, 2019, 289)

The chapter, written by Salome Jacob12, Husserl’s Model of Time-Consciousness, 
and the Phenomenology of Rhythm, examines a model of temporal consciousness of 
the experience of musical rhythm. She focuses on the question: How is it that one can-
not think about rhythm in isolation from the temporal experience of it? In accordance 
with Husserl’s stances, rhythm is viewed as experienced in living present including 
flux of three phases: the retention, the primal impression and the protention, thus 
opening the rhythm of phenomenological time (Husserl, 1991). Exploring Husserl’s 
well-known example of listening to melody, it is shown as a continuum of perception 
in listener’s apprehension of temporal relations at each moment. “Husserl’s purpose is 

10 Gaston Bachelard (1884–1962) — French philosopher, the author of Dialectic of Duration (2000), 
The Poetics of Space (1957).

11 Célestin Deliège (1922–2010) was a professor of muscology at Le Conservatoire royal de Liège in 
Belgium.

12 Salomé Jacob — PhD, Doctor of Philosophy at the University of Durham.
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thus two-fold: to account for the experience of temporally extended objects and also 
to account for the experience of one’s ongoing stream of experiences” (Jacob, 2019, 
298). In experience of rhythm and melody a double intentionality synchronizes with 
pre-reflective level of bodily perception and a tacit sense of selfhood. Bodily move-
ments are spatial and temporal:

Admittedly, Husserl’s analysis of time cannot do all of the work. […] Bodily movements 
follow the expected sonic event and variations in the musical rhythm entail an implicit 
re-evalution of the bodily movements. This highlights the particularly rich and com-
plex phenomenology of rhythm, in which temporality interacts with the body. (Jacob, 
2019, 305)

Jason Gaiger13 in chapter Pictorial Experience and the Perception of Rhythm gives 
a view on how a painting may have a rhythm. He compares rhythmic temporal patterns 
of sounds with rhythmic spatial patterns of colours: “However, since reference to time 
is definitional for the concept of rhythm as it is employed elsewhere, we risk losing our 
grip on the meaning of the term if we apply it to spatial phenomena without any tem-
poral reference” (Gaiger, 2019, 311). For argumentation of spatial rhythm in graphic 
arts Gaiger explores examples of art history—paintings of Wassily Kandinsky, Sonia 
Delanay14, Raphael, and connects them with the vision research, that is: a process of 
viewer’s observation of artwork, a determinate sequence of viewing, eye-tracking stud-
ies, etc. Gaiger unites the pictorial structure and the perception of it by temporal expe-
rience, thus showing an aspect of methodological approach to rhythm studies—based 
on bilateral relations between work of art and human experience of it.

3. CONCLUSION

Binding theoretical approaches with practices, transformative and fluid process-
es with concrete patterns of rhythm, it is seen that two interwoven notions are com-
mon for all parts and chapters of the volume: rhythm immanence to art, on the one 
hand, and its temporal and spatial experience, on the other hand. The greatest contri-
bution of the volume is its multidisciplinary approach—it unites philosophers, psy-
chologists, musicians, literary theorists for opening of plural perspectives of rhythm 
research, and shows that the borders of philosophical studies should be revised and 
new areas for philosophical reflections about reality should be found. 

13 Jason Gaiger — Professor of Contemporary Art History and Theory at the Ruskin shool of Art.
14 Sonia Delaunay (1885–1979) — French artist, the first living female artist to have a retrospective 

exhibition at the Louvre in 1964.



HORIZON 10 (1) 2021 319

REFERENCES

Al-Saji, A. (2002). Rhythms of the Body: A Study of Sensation, Time and Intercorporeity in the Pheno-
menology of Edmund Husserl. Emory University, ProQuest Dissertations Publishing. Retrieved 
from https://datubazes.lanet.lv:3399/docview/305470809/5556BF8F281A489BPQ/11?accoun-
tid=27169

Cheyne, P., Hamilton, A., & Paddison, M. (Eds.). (2019). The Philosophy of Rhythm: Aesthetics, Music, 
Poetics. New York: Oxford University Press.

Gaiger, J. (2019). Pictorial Experience and the Perception of Rhythm. In The Philosophy of Rhythm: 
Aesthetics, Music, Poetics (307–331). New York: Oxford University Press.

Hamilton, A. (Ed.) (2019). Dialogue on Rhythm: Entrainment and the Dynamic Thesis. In The Philos-
ophy of Rhythm: Aesthetics, Music, Poetics (15–43). New York: Oxford University Press.

Husserl, E. (1991). The Phenomenology of the Consciousness of Internal Time. Dordrecht: Kluwer Aca-
demic Publishers.

Jacob, S. (2019). Husserl’s Model of Time Consciousness, and the Phenomenology of Rhythm. In The 
Philosophy of Rhythm: Aesthetics, Music, Poetics (291–307). New York: Oxford University Press.

Kivle, I. (2020). Choice to Be Happy: Rhythm of Flourishing in Aristotle’s, The Nicomachean Ethics 
and Hanna Arendt’s, The Human Condition. In Boudouris, K. (Ed.), The Possibility of Eudaimo-
nia (Happiness and Human Flourishing) in The World Today (139–148). Athens: IAGP.

Kūle, M. (2002). Rhythm and Eternal Recurrence. In Phenomenology and Culture (98–107). Riga: Uni-
versity of Latvia.

Kūle, M. (2011). Logos and life: Understanding of Rhythm. In Tymieniecka, A-T. (Ed.), Ontopoiesis 
Retrieving Geo-cosmic Horizons of Antiquity (675–683). London, New York: Springer.

Paddison, M. (2019). Time, Rhythm, and Subjectivity: The Aesthetics of Duration. In The Philosophy of 
Rhythm: Aesthetics, Music, Poetics (272–291). New York: Oxford University Press.

Verhage, F. (2008). The Rhythm of Embodied Encounters: Intersubjectivity in Merleau-Ponty’s Phenom-
enology. McGill University, ProQuest Dissertations Publishing. Retrieved from https://datuba-
zes.lanet.lv:3399/docview/304346782/1D31E4174E664427PQ/1?accountid=27169

Wiscus, J. (2015). The Rhythm of Thought: Art, Literature, and Music after Merleau-Ponty. University 
of Chicago Press.

Yampolskaja, A. (2018). The Problematization of the “Aesthetical Experience” in Henri Maldiney’s Phe-
nomenology. Horizon. Studies in Phenomenology, 7 (2), 414–429. https://doi.org/10.21638/2226-
5260-2018-7-2-414-429

https://datubazes.lanet.lv:3399/docview/305470809/5556BF8F281A489BPQ/11?accountid=27169
https://datubazes.lanet.lv:3399/docview/305470809/5556BF8F281A489BPQ/11?accountid=27169
https://datubazes.lanet.lv:3399/docview/304346782/1D31E4174E664427PQ/1?accountid=27169
https://datubazes.lanet.lv:3399/docview/304346782/1D31E4174E664427PQ/1?accountid=27169


320 JAROSLAVA VYDROVÁ

HORIZON 10 (1) 2021 : II. Book Reviews : J. Vydrová : 320–327

ФЕНОМЕНОЛОГИЧЕСКИЕ ИССЛЕДОВАНИЯ • STUDIES IN PHENOMENOLOGY • STUDIEN ZUR PHÄNOMENOLOGIE • ÉTUDES PHÉNOMÉNOLOGIQUES

https://doi.org/10.21638/2226-5260-2021-10-1-320-327

WITOLD PŁOTKA, PATRICK ELDRIDGE (EDS.)  
EARLY PHENOMENOLOGY IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE. 
MAIN FIGURES, IDEAS, AND PROBLEMS  
Contributions to Phenomenology, Vol. 113. Springer, 2020.  
ISBN 978-3-030-39622-0

JAROSLAVA VYDROVÁ
PhD in Philosophy, Senior research fellow.
Institute of Philosophy SAS. 
813 64 Bratislava, Slovakia.
E-mail: jaroslavavydrova@gmail.com

The collective volume Early Phenomenology in Central and Eastern Europe: Main Figures, Ideas, and 
Problems, edited by Witold Płotka and Patrick Eldridge, enriches the ongoing and highly topical re-
search of the history of phenomenology with the thematization of a specific period and localization 
of phenomenology. The authors of eleven chapters explore the emergence of phenomenology in local 
traditions outside the Germanophone area, its appropriation and development, describing the unique 
forms it acquired in individual environments. The book clarifies the characteristics of the early wave 
of phenomenology and provides a list of Central and Eastern European phenomenologists who par-
ticipated in it. On the one hand, the volume is a contribution to historiography, enriching the study 
of the history of phenomenology thematically and thus contributing to the development of phenom-
enology itself; on the other hand, it introduces its own set of philosophical problems. These concern 
methodology and the issue of the Central and Eastern European identity, which is examined through 
the prism of the development of local traditions of phenomenology. When exploring the latter it is 
useful to introduce the concept of the marginocentric. This concept, which originated in comparative 
literature, facilitates an understanding of the unique cultural configuration of a concrete tradition in its 
communication with internal and external environments.
Keywords: phenomenological movement, historiography of phenomenology, Central and Eastern Eu-
rope, early phenomenology, local tradition, marginocentric, Husserl, Husserl’s students.

© JAROSLAVA VYDROVÁ, 2021

https://doi.org/10.21638/11701/spbu02.2018.101


HORIZON 10 (1) 2021 321

РЕЦЕНЗИЯ НА КНИГУ ВИТОЛЬДА ПЛОТКИ,  
ПАТРИКА ЭЛЬДРИДЖА (РЕД.)   
EARLY PHENOMENOLOGY IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE. 
MAIN FIGURES, IDEAS, AND PROBLEMS  
Contributions to Phenomenology, Vol. 113. Springer, 2020.  
ISBN 978-3-030-39622-0

ЯРОСЛАВА ВЫДРОВА
Доктор философии, старший научный сотрудник.
Институт философии Академии наук Словакии.
813 64 Братислава, Словакия.
E-mail: jaroslavavydrova@gmail.com

Коллективный том «Ранняя феноменология в Центральной и Восточной Европе: основные фи-
гуры, идеи и проблемы» под редакцией Витольда Плотки и Патрика Элдриджа существенно 
обогащает имеющиеся в настоящий момент исследования весьма актуальным анализом исто-
рии феноменологии — он тематизирует особенный временной период (ранннюю феномено-
логию) и специфическую локализацию феноменологической философии (Центральная и Вос-
точная Европа). Авторы одиннадцати глав исследуют историю возникновения феноменологии 
в локальных традициях за пределами немецкоязычного пространства, детально анализируют 
её освоение и развитие, описывают уникальные формы, которые она приобрела в том или ином 
индивидуальном исполнении. В книге уточняются характеристики ранней волны феноменоло-
гии и приводится список феноменологов Центральной и Восточной Европы, которые приняли 
участие в  её возникновении и  развитии. С  одной стороны, книга представляет собой вклад 
в  историографию, поскольку она тематически значительно обогащает изучение истории фе-
номенологии, что в свою очередь способствует развитию феноменологии как таковой. С дру-
гой стороны, книга вводит свой собственный комплекс философских вопросов и проблем. Эти 
вопросы и проблемы касаются методологии и тематики центрально- и восточноевропейской 
идентичности, которые рассматривается через призму развития локальных феноменологиче-
ских традиций. При исследовании локальных феноменологических традиций нам представля-
ется продуктивным ввести концпеции маржиноцентричности. Эта концепция, зародившись 
в сравнительной литературе, облегчает понимание уникальной культурной конфигурации кон-
кретной традиции в ее связи с внутренней и внешней средой.
Ключевые слова: феноменологическое движение, историография феноменологии, Центральная 
и Восточная Европа, ранняя феноменология, локальная традиция, маржиноцентричность, Гус-
серль, студенты Гуссерля.

The collective volume Early Phenomenology in Central and Eastern Europe. 
Main Figures, Ideas, and Problems (2020) enables us to go back to the first half of the 
20th century in which a vital philosophical discourse took place that determined the 
future direction of phenomenology. The examination of this discourse has a funda-
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mental importance from the point of both historiography and phenomenology itself. 
The volume may be of particular interest to those readers, who are active in the con-
text of Central and Eastern Europe and their teachers or philosophical predecessors 
were inspired by or directly participated in the mentioned discourse. By means of a 
genealogy of phenomenology the issue of the identity and of the concept of Central 
and Eastern Europe arises, which is related to the dynamic of center/periphery and to 
the plurality of traditions that developed in its framework.

Eleven chapters and a comprehensive introduction by the editors Witold Płotka 
and Patrick Eldridge explore on the one hand the specific regional phenomenological 
initiatives that took place outside the dominant German stream, i.e. in Czechoslo-
vakia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Russia, and Yugoslavia. On the 
other hand, they examine a thematically diverse spectrum of early phenomenological 
research which they arrange chronologically. Such a view provides an interesting op-
portunity to examine not only the content tendencies in phenomenology but also the 
methodological framework for studying the history of the phenomenological move-
ment. The recent discourse in the Central and Eastern European studies of phenom-
enology has been characterized by lively and varied debates which have created space 
for further specialized research.

At the beginning of the volume the editors ask two legitimate questions: “How 
should we understand ‘early phenomenology’ here? And: Why is the heritage of the 
phenomenological movement in Central and Eastern Europe worth special atten-
tion?” (Płotka & Eldridge, 2020, 2). The relevant time framework starts with Hus-
serl’s Logical Investigations. As for the end of the period of early phenomenology—on 
which opinions differ—the authors subscribe to Moran’s and Parker’s determination, 
which they broaden due to the context of the localisation of their research. In concrete 
terms, the end of the early period is connected with Theodor Lipps’ students around 
the Munich Circle, Husserl’s students in Göttingen and Freiburg until 1933, and some 
of Carl Stumpf ’s students in Berlin. Eldridge and Płotka amend this list with another 
group: “scholars who interpreted and reacted to Husserl’s philosophy outside Germa-
ny before World War II” (Płotka & Eldridge, 2020, 2). They are interested in the work 
of Husserl’s Central and Eastern European students, who later promoted phenome-
nology in their home countries. A list of their names is provided (Płotka & Eldridge, 
2020, 3–4).

The authors of individual chapters present the atmosphere in which phenome-
nology developed, they describe specific regional situations including their political, 
social, cultural, and religious aspects. Each of the historical protagonists entered the 
ground of phenomenological research from a specific background, which had formed 
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his or her identity. The volume presents “a mosaic” of countries and traditions which 
captures the interesting relations and interactions between Husserl and the phenom-
enologists from Central and Eastern Europe. These interactions include debates on 
the issue of psychologism and the efforts to liberate phenomenology from its effects 
(Prague, Lvov-Warsaw School), as well as debates on the relations to different phil-
osophical traditions, such as for example Russian irrationalism. Phenomenology in 
Central and Eastern Europe is shown to be a varied “pluralistic movement, without 
a clear centre, unlike in Germany where Göttingen and Freiburg im Breisgau were 
obvious hubs. This lack of a centre, it seems, resulted in pluralistic interpretations 
and reinterpretations of Husserl which were not dominated by any ‘standard’ reading; 
in Germany, by contrast, the reception of Husserl was to some extent centralized, or 
dominated by such a reading” (Płotka & Eldridge, 2020, 6). This phenomenon could 
be further developed by a reflection on the relation between the centre (centres) and 
the local traditions, to which we will return at the end of our review.

Chronologically, we first find ourselves in Prague. Hynek Janoušek and Robin 
Rollineger describe the situation of the environment that was closely linked to Hus-
serl, and they focus on the activities of both the orthodox and the heterodox branch 
of Brentanism. These two braches are represented by Antony Marty and Christian 
von Ehrenfels respectively. An intriguing moment explored by the authors is the 
debate between Marty and Husserl. Against the background of this debate the au-
thors demonstrate the mutual influences concerning themes and problems that arose 
around Logical Investigations. Dariusz Łukasiewicz in the following chapter presents 
the situation in Poland focusing on the Lvov-Warsaw School and the question of truth, 
as well as on the relation between Edmund Husserl and Kazimierz Twardowski. The 
interaction with Twardowski may have had a fruitful impact on Husserl’s doctrine of 
anti-psychologism and on the application of his arguments within the LWS, which 
was inspired by Twardowski.

In Natalia Artemenko’s chapter we move thematically and geographically to one 
of the most significant figures of the Russian phenomenological movement: Gustav 
Špet. The central motive here is the research of the intersections between phenom-
enology and hermeneutics and the uncovering of new connections between them. 
“Špet was sensitive to the transformation of hermeneutics into a new philosophical 
direction with its own logic and its own research methods, and it was this sensitivity 
that enabled him to make a significant contribution to elaboration of hermeneutics” 
(Płotka & Eldridge, 2020, 61). In what sense was this so? The advantage of the phe-
nomenological attitude in the description of the phenomena of consciousness com-
plements the contribution of the hermeneutic approach in the description of social 



324 JAROSLAVA VYDROVÁ

and cultural phenomena or historical issues which Špet treated in an original way (for 
example, the heuristic meaning of historical-phenomenological studies, the applica-
tion of hermeneutics to phenomenological purposes, etc.).

Alexander Kozin introduces the personality of Semyon Frank, whose work con-
tributed to the development of phenomenological psychology. Through Frank’s activ-
ities Kozin presents the situation of the Russian philosophy at the end of 19th century 
and at the beginning of the 20th century. He situates Frank within the framework of 
phenomenological discourse, which is a rather complex matter. Inner life, the life of 
the soul, the grasping of the I—the specific sphere of human experience is in Frank 
connected with intuitivism. Frank sees in philosophical psychology and the research 
of intentionality a new way of linking normality and abnormality, turning the atten-
tion to the areas related to man, such as history, sociology or ethnography. This gen-
erates new impulses for psychology and gnoseology. Here an interesting connection 
with Husserl emerges: “Frank’s approach to abnormality is similar as it also defines 
abnormality in terms of limits or ‘borders’ rather than deviation” (Płotka & Eldridge, 
2020, 83). New inspiring topics come to the fore, such as emotions in children’s play 
and art, which can inspire a debate in the framework of philosophy of emotions. Koz-
in concludes: “Without using the phenomenological method or procedures directly, 
Frank alludes to them when he examines different facets which are tied to different 
kinds of consciousness, and which are built with great precision on psychological and 
philosophical ground” (Płotka & Eldridge, 2020, 90).

Dalius Jonkus’ chapter discusses the philosophy of Vasily Sesemann while focus-
ing on gnoseological issues, which are in the case of man-in-the-world characterised 
by relational aspects. This approach has the potential of grasping different nuances of 
man’s sitautedness which cannot be captured exhaustively by mere theoretical and ob-
jectifying approaches. Anthropological questions arise and it is intuitivism (“intuition 
which has a center and a periphery” (Płotka & Eldridge, 2020, 97)) that forms Sese-
mann’s thinking. The individual changes his or her attitudes, adopts different starting 
points and standpoints, and these enable him or her to focus on things from different 
angles. On the one hand, the focus limits his or her view, but on the other hand, it 
brings the possibility of new knowledge and perception.

In further exploration of the personalities of early phenomenology we move 
back to Poland and then to Romania, Latvia, Czechia and the former Yugoslavia. In 
such regional configuration the mosaic of phenomenological thinking gains an in-
creasingly multicolored image. We can identify two tendences: theoretical assessment 
of key philosophical concepts, their demarcations—which is important for early phe-
nomenological thinking—as well as a tendency to move the debate into new areas. 
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Let us look at three significant personalities starting with Roman Ingarden. Marek 
Piwowarczyk presents the origin and the formulation of Ingarden’s theory of object. 
We are able to follow the beginnings and the points of departure of this theory, we 
learn about the first definition of essence and the uncovering of the material-for-
mal structure of the object. The chapter by Viorel Cernica introduces Nae Inocescu, 
who was among the first philosophers who developed their own interpretation of the 
phenomenological method in Romanian philosophy. On the one hand, this method 
makes it possible to uncover such concepts as being, reality, image, object, and identi-
ty. On the other hand, it facilitates the exploration of topics that concern the being of 
man (Płotka & Eldridge, 2020, 131). Uldis Vēgners directs our attention to yet another 
figure, the Latvian philosopher Theodor Celms, and explores the realism-idealism 
controversy. He points out that the relevance of this controversy transcended the topic 
of the ontological status of reality and concerned “the meaning of phenomenology, its 
aims and scope” (Płotka & Eldridge, 2020, 147). Furthermore, Celms played a crucial 
role in this context: he was “the precursor” who identified the problem and “a moder-
ator who, while having an extensive knowledge of Husserl’s transcendental phenom-
enology, is capable of reflective distance and unbiased critical assessment“ (Płotka & 
Eldridge, 2020, 150).

We move on to the last three parts of the volume. Witold Płotka makes us ac-
quitained with the thought of Leopold Blaustein, which is characterized by a unique 
approach to the phenomenological method (that leads to descriptive psychology fo-
cused on lived experience) as well as a unique approach to the problem of content. 
At the end of his chapter Płotka enriches the dynamism of his analyses with the for-
mulation of a potential answer to Blaustein’s critique from a Husserlian perspective. 
Płotka finds Blaustein’s conception of imaginative attitude particularly inspirational. 
Karel Novotný in the following chapter leads us back to Prague explaining Jan Patoč-
ka’s early conception of natural world and its importance from the very beginning of 
Patočka’s explorations. We can track Patočka’s discussion of the issue of life and the 
relation of the subject to the living world back to his habilitation and even doctoral 
thesis. Novotný focuses on how “Patočka presents the fundamental layers of the rela-
tionship between human and world, and how these layers may be exhibited from the 
standpoint of a transcendental-genetic reduction” (Płotka & Eldridge, 2020, 194).

Finally, Dragan Prole introduces the context of phenomenology in the region of 
former Yugoslavia through Husserl’s student Zagorka Mićić. Prole explains how phe-
nomenology developed in this region and what kind of reactions it provoked (ambiv-
alent to dismissive to enthusiastic). Mićić authored one of the earliest introductions to 
Husserl’s phenomenology which was published in Belgrade. Just like in the previous 
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instances, the key question of the appropriation of phenomenology was its method 
and its possibilities, in other words, the plurality of its possibilities.

When reading the volume we encounter original and fresh interpretations by 
authors who have been professionally involved in the study of the history of phenom-
enology in Central and Eastern Europe for quite some time. They have also been able 
to elaborate a variety of philosophical topics on the basis of their research. Some con-
nections discussed in the volume appear natural and “are to be expected”. Other con-
nections are quite surprising and innovative (for example, the connection between 
Husserl’s borderline phenomena and Frank’s approach to abnormality).

The authors of the chapters do not deal with artificial connections but they 
do not limit themselves to a purely historical observation of phenomenological ide-
as either. Inspirations and inner connections reflect the vitality of this period of the 
phenomenological movement, some of whose lines have not come to an end yet and 
reach into the present. What captures the attention of the reader—even after a century 
of historical distance—is the authentic genealogy of the problems that the individual 
representatives of the early wave of phenomenology dealt with and the unique back-
grounds of their research.

To understand “local traditions”—the possibility to stay aside, on the borders—
can shed light on the thinking of the “centre.” Also, “local” traditions cannot be in-
terpreted merely as dependent on the centre. In other words, staying aside, not in the 
centre of the philosophical discourse and interpretation, can create a place of freedom 
of thinking (even in relation to complicated conditions concerning the political or 
philosophical backgroud). In this connection, after reading this volume, we can re-
turn to the introduction of the editors, who pointed out that “[g]iven the plurality of 
mutual connections and national diversities, one could argue that pre-World War II 
Central and Eastern Europe provided phenomenology with unique intellectual con-
texts that redefined the conceptual frameworks introduced in Germany by, i.a., Hus-
serl or Heidegger” (Płotka & Eldridge, 2020, 5). This encourages pluralistic interpre-
tations and developments, as the authors of this volume demonstrate. When reading 
the individual chapters, we are reminded of a specific concept used in comparative 
literature which might prove fruitful in our context: the concept of the “marginocen-
tric.” This concept is used to thematize an analogous issue in literature—to address the 
topic of “cities,” their special histories and situatedness (on borders, periphery but cre-
ating a significant realm of creativity). A unique configuration arises, which creates 
the identity of an environment, and a cultural paradigm is rewritten “from the mar-
gin, ascribing to it a dialogic dimension, both internally (in dialogue with other ethnic 
traditions) and externally (in dialogue with larger geocultural paradigms)” (Sabatos, 
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2020, 7–8)1. Something similar happened when phenomenology was created, appro-
priated and developed in the works of the presented philosophers and disseminated 
in the ensuing phenomenological traditions. A glimpse into the history of phenome-
nology thus becomes an exciting exploration of the debates which were at the heart of 
phenomenology and in which original Central and Eastern European philosophical 
thinking was born.
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Substituting the notion of time with the notion of pain in the celebrated saying 
of Augustine, Saulius Geniusas begins his investigation1, and the Augustinian struggle 
to express the seemingly inexpressible is both difficult and crucial. It is necessary for 
theoretical and empirical reasons. Geniusas focuses mainly on the theoretical ones, al-
though occasionally his book also deals with the therapeutic implications that follow 

1 Saulius Geniusas’ book “The Phenomenology of Pain” is based on his articles published in the 
2010s dealing with various aspects of the phenomenology of pain experience, articles reworked into 
a monograph, such as: (Geniusas, 2012, 2014, 2016, 2017a, 2017b).
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from his theoretical considerations. Pain, and especially chronic pain, is still a curse of 
our time, an embarrassing dilemma for medical professionals and a stigma in every-
day communication (Craig, 2009). Due to the joint efforts of various pain studies over 
the last fifty years it has been acknowledged that pain is much more than a biomedical 
problem, that biomedicine has no monopoly over pain analysis, that we need to open 
a dialogue between all the sciences that are in one way or another concerned with pain 
investigations (Morris, 1993; Khaidarova, 2013). 

Yet despite this acknowledgement, which we come across in philosophy as well 
as social and human sciences, Simon van Rysewyk, the editor of a rather recent an-
thology, Meanings of Pain, remarks that “preference for neurobiology continues to 
overshadow research and clinical attention to psychosocial factors of pain such as 
meaning” (Rysewyk, 2016, 2). The conventional definition of pain that was offered 
by the International Association for the Study of Pain (IASP) in 1979 and that is to 
this day approved by World Health Organization is criticized from time to time in 
philosophy and interdisciplinary studies2. According to this definition, pain is an “un-
pleasant sensory and emotional experience associated with actual or potential tissue 
damage, or described in terms of such damage” (as cited in Rysewyk, 2016, 1).

Geniusas also criticizes this definition, but his critique relies on phenomeno-
logical reasons: because this definition mixes apples and oranges by unjustifiably 
combining physicalist discourse with appeal to experience and especially because 
this definition does not clarify the specific character of pain experience. According 
to Geniusas, the nature of pain as experience has not been defined successfully either 
in the sciences or in philosophy, despite the repeated attempts to do this. The domi-
nant methodological paradigms in pain studies—naturalism and social construction-
ism—dwell only on mechanisms leading to pain and forming it (the neurological and 
cultural mechanisms accordingly), but say nothing about pain itself (Geniusas, 2020, 
145–151). These approaches uncritically and unjustifiably assume that we already 
know what pain is. Sociology and biology of pain must be founded in the analysis of 
pain as experience, and this grounding analysis must be undertaken by phenomenol-
ogy, which traditionally legitimizes itself though the task of founding other analytic 
approaches, which neglect reliance on immediate data. 

Methodologically, Geniusas offers an investigation that is based on classical 
Husserlian phenomenology and considers his own investigation a supplement to those 
rather sporadic phenomenology-oriented studies of pain that were published during 

2 The history of this definition, its criticism and the alternative pain definition suggestion see here: 
(Cohen, Quintner & Rysewyk, 2018). 

https://www.amazon.com/s/ref=dp_byline_sr_book_1?ie=UTF8&field-author=Simon+van+Rysewyk&text=Simon+van+Rysewyk&sort=relevancerank&search-alias=books
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the last two decades and were based on Martin Heidegger’s existential analytics and 
Maurice Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology of the body (Grüny, 2004; Olivier, 2007). 
Yet Geniusas is the first to have developed a systematic phenomenology of pain, which 
has never existed before the publication of this book as far as its conceptual scale and 
empirical base are concerned. His systematic approach is grounded in the resources of 
Husserl’s conceptual-analytical framework. On the one hand, this framework allows 
us to escape naturalistic objectivations. On the other hand, it equips us with a method 
for direct phenomenological description, directed at the phenomenon’s essence in the 
eidetic variation, as it manifests itself in embodied experience. It also enables us—due 
to the notion of the Lebenswelt—to clarify in what ways pain is rooted in cultural 
worlds. On the whole Geniusas’ book is characterized by continuous detailed argu-
mentation and clarification of the methodological steps taken in analysis: the choice 
of Husserlian methodology, the reasons why it is most relevant for the subject of his 
research, his own definition of pain, the solution to the Carl Stumpf—Franz Brentano 
long-standing debate over the nature of pain, etc.

I would like to point out that that author’s reference to the Husserlian tradition 
has not prevented him from developing his own methodological position, which is in 
a good sense ambivalent, or “oxymoronic”. His methodological approach is both fair 
to phenomenology and in some ways even too rigorously subscribes to the “die-hard” 
phenomenological research identity, yet it also takes into account various theoretical 
results that reach us from other sciences, which do not deal with the epoché and the 
phenomenological reduction. “Phenomenology need not be victim of its own purity: 
it must be open to the developments in other sciences—natural, social, and human…” 
(Geniusas, 2020, 12). Geniusas calls such phenomenology “dialogical” (Geniusas, 
2020, 12).

I want to dwell upon these theses in detail, since the author makes systemat-
ic clarification of phenomenological pain analysis one of the main objectives of his 
book, which is definitely an advantage. What is meant by “dialogical phenomenology” 
here? Both words matter, of course. On the one hand, it is strictly a “pure” phenome-
nological study of pain. I mean that firstly, in light of its adherence to the epoché, the 
study stays clear of references to the biology and sociology of pain, to “tissue damage”, 
neurological explanations, or pain interpretation as a natural thing. Secondly, due to 
its adherence to the phenomenological reduction, the study treats pain within the im-
manent “field of pure experience” (Geniusas, 2020, 16), and thirdly, due to the eidetic 
variation—the study is concerned with the discovery of the essential and invariant 
structures of the Heraclitean stream of experience, without which the phenomenon 
would lose its identity. Adherence to these three principles in their unity prevents 
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phenomenology from “misappropriations,” for example from a common pain talk 
in the first-person perspective, from the paradigm of introspective psychologism, or 
from various idiosyncratic singular descriptions. This adherence also lets us access 
intersubjective and verified knowledge about the essence of pain experience, even if 
this essence cannot be “accurate” and cannot be defined comprehensively. 

As we know, “morphological” or non-ideal, “non-geometrical” essences, i.e., 
essences implying sensuous embodiment, cannot, according to Husserl, be strictly 
shaped in eidetic mind and are “essentially and non-randomly ambiguous” (Husserl, 
1999, 155). Thus, Geniusas dispels some stereotypes connected with phenomenology, 
including phenomenology of medicine, with its common criticism: as immersion into 
subjective pain experience, which allegedly cannot be corroborated intersubjectively, 
for instance in a doctor-patient relationship (Gergel, 2012). Nevertheless, while criti-
cizing phenomenology of medicine in one regard, Geniusas agrees with it in another—
that phenomenology must not become “sectarian polemic” (Gergel, 2012, 1103), that 
it must not be methodologically and thematically isolated, which would result in neg-
ative consequences for phenomenology itself. On the contrary, phenomenology must 
become dialogical, and this is the other side of the coin. If phenomenology is practiced 
in an isolated way, it can result in psychologization and dependence on the phenome-
nologist’s cognitive abilities, which would limit the possibilities of eidetic variation and 
provide the false assurance that experiential essences have already been understood. 
For example, if we want to include in our imaginative variation of the essence of sound 
or color synesthesia, which is mentioned in empirical science and which does not ex-
ist in our subjective experience, this would mean that we, phenomenologists, need a 
methodological permission for this action. Geniusas calls this permission principle a 
“factual variation,” and he maintains that it must supplement the eidetic one.

Actually, Husserl does not exclude factual variations from phenomenological 
analysis. On the contrary, in Ideas I, for instance, Husserl discusses the use of “objects 
of art, especially poetry” for the phenomenological understanding of essences, as far 
as this understanding concerns the practice of “conjuring up representative details” 
of an object, its free variation in mind, and here, according to Husserl, nothing can 
compare with poetry (Husserl, 1999, 146). For Geniusas this combination of eidetic 
with factual variations has the status of a pure opportunity and it opens the way to 
cross-disciplinary and cross-cultural dialogue with positive sciences, the arts and other 
research fields. More specifically, it deals with pain experience, which is so complex 
and varied, as it refers to a variety of experiences, which are not always tangible sub-
jectively—from pain dissociation syndromes (congenital insensitivity to pain, asym-
bolia for pain, etc.) to masochism. 
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Geniusas finishes his explication and description of the methodological prin-
ciples required for the phenomenology of pain with a thesis, which states that static, 
constitutive eidetics of pain should be combined with genetic eidetics. Such a supple-
mentation enables one to incorporate intuitions that rely on pre-conceptual under-
standing of pain. “Genetic considerations arise from the need to supplement the anal-
yses of being with reflections on becoming” (Geniusas, 2020, 33). Eidetics is open to 
diachrony, if we mean both ways of genetic optics, suggested by Husserl, and includ-
ing epoché and in this case transcendental reduction: the psychological way leading to 
the temporally structured contents of transcendental experience, to the sphere of the 
formation of apperceptions, and the ontological way through the appeal to Lebenswelt 
as an intentional correlate of transcendental intersubjectivity (Geniusas, 2020, 35). 
Genetic eidetics enables us to open a dialogue between phenomenology of pain and 
cultural anthropology of pain, psychopathology and other disciplines.

Geniusas offers the following definition of pain: “pain is an aversive bodily feel-
ing with a distinct experiential quality, which can be given only in original firsthand 
experience, either as a nonintentional feeling-sensation or as an intentional feeling” 
(Geniusas, 2020, 42). The author substantiates each element of this definition in the 
course of analytical descriptions and historical-philosophical reconstructions, in par-
ticular commenting on the historic debate about the nature of pain between Husserl’s 
teachers Franz Brentano and Carl Stumpf3. The question behind this debate con-
cerned whether it was possible to consider pain to be an intentional experience or 
whether it was a plain empirical/material aspect of experience, which did not refer to 
anything. Brentano in his theory of emotions and affects maintained that pain was an 
intentional feeling (Brentano, 1996), whereas Stumpf, who is known to have been a 
follower of Brentano in many other regards, considered pain to be a non-intentional 
feeling-sensation (Gefühlsempfindung) (Stumpf, 1916, 1928). This debate within the 
phenomenological tradition did not reach any consensus: many phenomenological or 
phenomenology-oriented studies dealing with the nature of pain were in favor of ei-
ther Brentano’s (Olivier, 2007; Buytendijk, 1962) or Stumpf ’s position (Scarry, 1985). 
We can also see a personal “from…to” evolution as far as this problem is concerned, 
for example, in Max Scheler’s studies, who considered pain in his early works in ethics 
to be a non-intentional feeling, and in his later works to be a modality of suffering, 
understood as an intentional experience. 

3 For the history and twists and turns of this long-lasting indirect debate between Stumpf and Bren-
tano, the debate where the positions were specified, see here: (Fizette et. al., 2017)
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The phenomenological style of Geniusas’ analysis is characterized by regular 
systematic argumentation. The reader is offered detailed explications of conceptually 
incompatible and equally descriptively convincing arguments for both standpoints. 
For Stumpf, the interruption of intentional attitude in pain, distancing from objects, 
pre-reflective ambiguity of act and its object in pain experience, metaphoric reifica-
tion/objectification of pain in language etc; for Brentano, pain as a way to get to know 
your body and as a form of attitude to other objects, pain not only as noesis, but also 
as noema, etc. 

The book presents the thesis of the intentional nature of pain, including the 
consideration of its development after Brentano, in its full complexity. According to 
Geniusas, the intentionality of pain can be conceptualized in three ways: pain as an 
intentional feeling correlating with the body; pain as an intentional object (a body 
experiencing pain); and pain as a special atmosphere “coloring” all the intentional 
objects, which can be illustrated, for example, with the words of the Russian poet 
Vladislav Khodasevich: “And every sound is hard to hear, / And every ray for me is 
torture….” In my opinion, the third “variant” of pain intentionality can be understood 
as a modification of the first one. If we demystify the vague notion of “atmosphere” of 
its seemingly ontological status, which can be understood non-intentionally (Schmitz, 
2009, 23–27), then it can be said to concern pain as a sensual act, yet it will correlate 
not with the body where the pain is localized, but with any object being in the focus 
of “violated” attention (Olivier, 2007). 

On the whole, the Brentanian and Stumpfian positions being equally persuasive, 
Geniusas decides not to follow either of them but to provide reasons that underlie his 
proposed compromise solution: “pain is a stratified experience. This claim means that 
the experience of pain is composed of two fundamental strata: while its founding stra-
tum is non-intentional, the founded stratum is marked by intentionality” (Geniusas, 
2020, 44). Geniusas finds the theoretical resource for giving grounds to this reconciling 
solution in Husserl’s and Sartre’s works. In §15 of Husserl’s Fifth Logical Investigation, 
Husserl focuses on intentional and non-intentional feelings. Here Husserl mentions 
Gefühlsempfindungen and states that pain is not a feeling as act, that it “should not equal 
belief, guess, willingness etc., but such aspects of feelings as being rough and smooth 
[…] at best they represent the content or even the objects of intentions, but they are not 
intentions themselves” (Husserl, 2001, 367–368). Itself not being an act, pain and other 
similar “content of feelings” “undergo object ‘interpretation’ or ‘grasping.’ So, they are 
not acting themselves, but acts are constituted through them…” (Husserl, 2001, 367)

This position, which is usually mentioned in philosophical studies to support 
Stumpf ’s views, underlies Geniusas’ view that there is a specific conceptual pros-
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pect—an opportunity to understand pain as an ontologically two-edged phenomenon, 
i.e., both as a pure feeling and an intentional object (constituted in inner perception, 
with the help of localization, for example). In the first case we deal with pain as a 
simple phenomenon, in the second case (i.e., after its intentional transformation), as 
a complex, stratified phenomenon. However, these types of pain experience correlate 
not according to the principle of juxtaposition but according to founding relations. If 
pain is experienced intentionally (and according to Husserl it can also be experienced 
non-intentionally), this non-intentionality does not have to be represented (as Bren-
tano thought) but can be based on feelings which function as “representing content.” 

In addition, the simplicity of the pain phenomenon (pain as Gefühlsempfindung) 
gives ground to the issue (mentioned above in the definition of pain as “the original 
first-hand experience”) that pain can be given only directly, as a personal immanent 
and indubitable embodied sensation, comprised in the actual content of experience. 
Therefore, this experience can be non-thematic, pre-reflexive, passive, if we mean the 
experience of pain in the background, i.e., weak and short pain, which one puts up 
with and which one might not notice. Pain becomes thematic when there is an inten-
tional transformation, through which it acquires noetic and noematic characteristics; 
it happens, in particular, when pain becomes strong, excruciating and long-lasting: 
“The more obtrusive the pain, the more it has the tendency to change its character and 
transform itself into an intentional experience” (Geniusas, 2020, 60). The reflexive 
objectifying modification of the basic pain experience happens in the mind forcefully 
and unintentionally. 

Sartre undertook an analytical description of pain as a complex, hierarchical 
experience in the third part of Being and Nothingness, in the chapter Body, where he 
considered the reference to the phenomenon of “physical” pain (douleur) a paradig-
matic example for the phenomenology of the body, or the embodied subject. Sartre 
also uses the notion of “levels” while describing pain experience. At the first, basic, 
level, pain is given in the “unanimity of ‘experience’ and ‘living’,” it is lived as a feeling 
in “your body”, as a “pure affective quality” (Sartre, 2002, 334, 349, 350) At this level 
of “nonthetical self-consciousness” “pain is completely free from intentionality”, it is 
the embodied subjectivity itself and in plain experiencing causes suffering, but it is 
elusive (Sartre, 2002, 349, 351). At the second level, reflection renders pain a psychic 
phenomenon (mal), which has its manifestation and which begins to live its own life. 
Like a living being, it comes and goes, forming a “tune” of suffering. Noematically, at 
this level we experience the so called “animism of pain” (Sartre, 2002, 355). Finally, the 
third level is introduced by the alienating “for another” structure, which brings about 
the knowledge of our body, as it is given to others. We thereby acquire “our disease”: 
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“we transfer pain to Disease… another person is responsible for my disease” (Sartre, 
2002, 374). At this level the experience of pain includes the mechanisms of the alien-
ating body-for-another, i.e., mechanisms of feeling “acquisition” and mechanisms of 
“anticipation”: “a suffering body is a basis, material for alienating meanings which 
anticipate it…” (Sartre, 2002, 373). 

Despite the fact that Sartre reconstructs intentional levels of pain experience 
in a way which is rather different from Geniusas’, Sartre’s pattern serves a ground in 
promoting the thesis of pain as a complex and stratified phenomenon. Meanwhile, 
such spacious metaphors as levels, strata, layers can certainly set up naturalizing traps 
during analysis. However, bearing this in mind, it must be admitted that it is hard to 
think of better working notions to describe the constitutive processes which organize 
pain experience. 

The conceptual idea of pain experience as stratified and aversive and at the same 
time different from other unpleasant experiences (i.e., possessing a “special empiric 
quality”) is tested by the author when he turns to various data of factual variation, first 
of all those coming from cognitive science of pain, describing, in particular, dissocia-
tion pain syndromes—congenital insensitivity to pain, lobotomized, cingulotomized, 
and morphinized patients, and threat hypersymbolia. Geniusas argues, for example, 
that the first of the above-mentioned symptoms proves that pain experience cannot 
be replaced with pain behavior, that “sensory dimension is fundamental to pain ex-
perience,” that “there must be something about pain sensations themselves that mo-
tivates consciousness to apperceive them as painful” and to combine different pain 
sensations (fulgurant, lancinating, pounding, severe, throbbing pain etc.) into “whole 
pain experience” (Geniusas, 2020, 73, 74, 79) with a distinctive characteristic. In other 
cases, pathological block of “transition” from pain as a sensation to pain as an inten-
tional object shows the structural presence of such transition in stratified experience. 

However, it seems that analyzing the data of this factual variation the author 
does not consider them as milestones to the eidetic definition of pain which is still to 
be acquired, but evaluates them from the position of the already given definition. For 
this reason, some conclusions in the discussion with cognitivists are not absolutely 
flawless. 

For example, the phenomenon of threat hypersymbolia (when pain is experi-
enced without noxious stimulation and painful sensations), might invert the notion 
of founding relations in pain experience if they had not been defined already. In the 
next chapters, while considering the issue of the subject of pain experience, the author 
introduces the notion of the lived-body (Leib), which clarifies the notion of sensation 
from the phenomenological point of view. This clarification complicates the picture 
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of founding in pain experience. Besides, I find it very important that Geniusas takes 
such a risk, does not discard awkward facts, but on the contrary, deals with the issue 
that can question his own conception of the essence of pain experience. He actual-
ly introduces the phenomenological point of view into the broad discussion that we 
come across in various sciences, thereby suggesting that we recognize not only the 
biological but also the phenomenological meaning in these phenomena. 

Meanwhile, it is most likely that the author needs these supplements and the 
dialogue with specific sciences not only for the phenomenological founding of these 
sciences but also for the correction or at least problematization of the already existing 
traditional phenomenological concepts. For instance, while discussing the phenom-
enon of somatizing (description of psychic distress “in the language” of somatic com-
plaints) and psychologizing (manifestation of physical pain in the idiom of psychic 
complaints) and outlining the prospect of their interpretation in Husserl’s theory of 
the life-world, Geniusas problematizes Husserl’s idea of Heimwelt. There must be some 
reasons that explain how somatic phenomena can transfigure themselves into psychic 
phenomena, and vice versa (this happens with somatization and psychologization, and 
these transformations are typical not only for the period of chronic diseases). Cultural 
anthropology suggests that a “sufferer misrepresents the nature” of their experience, 
that through somatizing and psychologizing (Geniusas, 2020, 168) processes, the suf-
ferer reinterprets and disguises their experience, that is, the sufferer legitimizing some 
forms of expression and delegitimizing others, in conformity with what is acceptable 
in this or that society. In his turn the phenomenologist relies on such notions as the 
lived-body and embodied personhood, which let him explain the connection of pain as 
a somatic sensation and pain as an intentional feeling. He also has the genetic notion 
of intersubjective life-world, within which such disguising “pre-reflective modes of 
expression” can be explained (Geniusas, 2020, 180). However, what shall we do, asks 
Geniusas, with Husserl’s concept of Heimwelt as a homogeneous world of concord-
ant experiences (einstimmige Erfahrungen)? Husserl understands the “homeworld” 
not only as a cognitive construction, as a combination of what is accustomed and 
familiar, “the area of the closest familiarity” (Landgrebe, 2018, 277), but also as “the 
feeling of homeness,” family connection, i.e., emotional intimacy, togetherness, which 
is intuitively projected at the togetherness of family, tribe or nation. Common cas-
es of somatization and psychologization indicate that our accustomed and familiar 
home worlds can include discord, stigmatization, the delegitimizing of specific forms 
of experiential expression, therefore its living can include, according to Geniusas, the 
“feeling of homelessness” penetrating “personal worlds.” Even if we take into account 
the Husserlian notion of Heimwelt as a pure transcendental-constitutive intersubjec-
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tivity model, where such conflicts do not take place, we will still have to agree with 
Geniusas that this model of verification and traditionally understood eidetics of the 
“home world” becomes problematic and require further elucidation. 

Geniusas’ phenomenological style is not only marked by aspiration to maxi-
mum argumentation, but also by an amazing combination of a strict systematic and 
taxonomic writing, on the one hand, and regular polemics, on the other hand. Every-
where the book offers us classifications and typologies of concepts, possible solutions 
to this or that problem, and one of them is always phenomenological. Every chapter 
outlines its polemical targets. For instance, bringing the topic of possible reconcilia-
tion of two motives—the feeling of pain absolutism (its “inner” presence) and at the 
same time its experiencing as something localized (its “outer” presence), Geniusas at 
once introduces and describes six available theoretical solutions to this paradox. Here 
we will repeat neither these ways, nor their criticisms, but the important thing is that 
in this book, the phenomenological solution is always grounded (and this is logical) as 
the most adequate solution since it is grounded in the evidence of experience. 

To conceptualize this evidence Geniusas refers to Husserl’s phenomenology of 
the lived-body (Leib), as described first of all in Ideas II, i.e., to the understanding of 
the lived-body (or the embodied consciousness) as the field of sensings, to the notion 
of Empfindnis, which refers to special sensations experienced as localized “inside” the 
lived-body, and to those consequences, which result from Husserl phenomenology of 
the lived-body as a twofold constitutive unity: pain as “inner protest against its consti-
tutive appropriation” (Geniusas, 2020, 121). The issue how pain can be simultaneous-
ly absolute and unattended (lived in the background) brings the author to the topic 
of different forms of pain temporality, of immanent memories and their pre-percep-
tual influence on its intensity. This directly refers to the phenomenon of chronic pain 
and to its treatment in medical institutions. Phenomenology of pain thereby acquires 
therapeutic significance.

The author also relies on some of Husserl’s theses from Ideas II in his analysis of 
the subject of pain. This subject is not just a lived-body or embodied consciousness, 
it is rather the person, who undergoes the processes of depersonalization and re-per-
sonalization while experiencing chronic pain. Depersonalization is a disturbance of 
accustomed self-understanding, a relation to one’s body, to the outer world and other 
people. However, persons can reorganize their personality anew with their unavoid-
able reaction to chronic pain (the reaction being cognitive, emotional and corporeal). 

Actually, this consideration of chronic pain, its phenomenological description, 
its demarcation from other types of pain (transient and acute) is a great achievement 
of the book. Chronic pain is an “invisible epidemic” of our life, as David Morris has 
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rightly pointed out (Morris, 1993, 57). Chronic pain, which remains after it has per-
formed its alarm function, the pain which has become a pathology (Leriсhе, 1961) and 
is the most typical disease of our time, this chronic pain still “challenges” us—it chal-
lenges both our understanding and medical institutions and practices (Good et. al., 
1994). Geniusas is absolutely right to say that chronic pain brings into question the 
opposition between psychogenic and physical understanding of pain mechanisms, or 
as a lot of other researchers state, demonstrates the pain monism. However, Geniusas 
believes in his usual polemical mode that chronic pain also brings into question other 
distinctions at work in the phenomenology of medicine nowadays—the distinctions 
between illness and disease, healing and curing. He writes that “these distinctions, in-
troduced ‘to provide the phenomenology of medicine with its raison d’être’, have out-
lived their function and that, presently, they leave phenomenology with an artificially 
confined domain that it sooner or later must transgress” (Geniusas, 2020, 155–156). 

This is a bold statement which needs further discussion. I would just like to say 
that the principal differentiation between “illness” and “disease,” i.e., a health problem 
as a subjective experience and a health problem as a nosological category, is unlikely 
to have become out-of-date. It was grounded, first of all, by Leon Eisenberg and Ar-
thur Kleinman (Eisenberg, 1977; Kleinman, 1988, 14) for medical practice itself, in 
order to deal with the conflict of interpretations between the medical semiotics of a 
health problem and the meanings given to the patient during patient-doctor interac-
tions. This differentiation is especially important in “the remission society” (Frank, 
1997, 8), for which the most important problem of pain experience is connected with 
the issue of what happens to chronic patients outside the doctor’s offices. It does not 
mean that phenomenology should not deal with such a phenomenon as disease. What 
is more, the diagnosis establishment is an issue which is relevant for phenomenol-
ogy, especially social phenomenology. Nevertheless, the phenomenological study of 
illness and chronic pain as illness is to be continued. It is no accident that Geniusas 
also mentions narrative medicine and even traces together with it the “phenomenol-
ogy of listening,” and the grounding for narrative medicine. Its ethical and therapeu-
tic meaning is impossible without the differentiation between “illness” and “disease” 
(Lekhtsier, 2018). 

Geniusas’ book, The Phenomenology of Pain, is extremely informative. The au-
thor has studied a great number of works in phenomenology, anthropology, neurolo-
gy, cultural studies, medical psychology and other sciences. All the results of biology 
and sociology of pain that are referred to in this book are incorporated into the phe-
nomenological eidetics of pain while relying on all the necessary methodological pro-
cedures, based on immediate evidence of experience. From my point of view, the book 
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clarifies many principal issues connected with the phenomenology of pain. It is also 
its great merit that it outlines new prospects for a dialogue between phenomenology 
and the positivistic sciences of pain. The latter do not always refer to phenomenology 
as a methodological resource, of course, as it is done, for example, by an American 
anthropologist Byron Good, who introduces the notion of the “world of chronic pain” 
in his studies (Good, 1994, 123)4. Let us agree with Geniusas that phenomenology 
should always follow its mission of philosophically grounding the sciences in experi-
ence. 
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