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Transcendence is by no means totally absent from the literature on Heidegger yet, to the
extent that this discussion of transcendence does not result in a fundamental confrontation
with it, transcendence has nonetheless been continually passed over.  Accordingly,
transcendence has not been ‘passed over’ in the sense that it has been ignored, rather, it has
been passed over in the sense that it is discussed in the mode of ‘skirmishing with the
question.” In each case this lack of a complete and fundamental engagement with
transcendence is justifiable in varying degrees but with respect to the whole of Heidegger

scholarship it is a significant deficiency.

To skirmish with the problem of fundamental ontological transcendence bears no weight
against the severity of the problem itself. On those occasions where a more sustained attempt
is made to pose the problem, these attempts have remained more summaries than re-petitions
(Wiederholungen). Accordingly, these approaches pass over (reasonably or unreasonably)
what is worthy of questioning in the summarised texts, namely, what the latter aim at.*
Accordingly, these summaries appear to offer a more sustained analysis but essentially, they
too merely skirmish with the basic question. In these cases, to offer a summary is more a way
of coping with the essential and severe difficulty of the question than a way of confronting

that difficulty.

! For analyses of transcendence which are more accurately summaries of MFL cf. Emad (1981) 25ff. (albeit
interspersed with sundry principles from SZ 8§69 at 35ff.) & Hopkins (1993) chapter 8. Conversely, Hanley
(2000) 169ff. does this with multiple texts and with considerable paraphrasing (what is original here is more the
order than the content). Raffoul (1998) 145-165 does much the same, in a way which is mostly, but not perfectly
accurate (this points to both the boon and the problem of a summarising style: one can be mostly accurate
without being foundationally accurate, and perhaps more importantly, without bringing one’s foundations into a
unity). On the other hand, a text such as Kisiel (2005[2001]), knowing its bounds and not having the goal of
‘answering’ the question about transcendence so much as displaying the development of the problem in
Heidegger’s thought is characterised by a summary presentation of the problem in each relevant text.
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This treatment of transcendence is all the more confusing when we find in the Vom Wesen des
Grundes (which was first released in 1929) statements such as “the portion of the
investigations concerning “Being and Time” published so far has as its task nothing more than
a concrete, revealing project of transcendence (cf. §§12-83, esp. §69).”? In order to pass this
over one must assume that transcendence is used in a vacuous sense here. Yet that is entirely
impossible when one listens in to what Vom Wesen des Grundes has to say. Conversely, it is
possible, at least at first, to pass over 869 of Being and Time, ‘The Temporality of Being-in-
the-World and Problem of the Transcendence of the World.” After all, in accordance with the
SZ 869’s ‘laconic’ approach to the problem of transcendence it does not make transcendence
intelligible as a real problem in and of itself. But if transcendence becomes an explicit and
real problem with the 1929 release of Vom Wesen des Grundes, and a more perplexing
problem with the concurrent release of Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, it has become
impossible to ignore with the later release of every text in which transcendence is a central
and explicit problem (with the exception of the complete notes for the formulation of SZ 1.3
and the possible exception of Kants Lehre von Schematismus).® While we still await the
release of Heidegger’s retrospective analysis Anmerkung zu “Vom Wesen des Grundes”,
retrospective analyses of transcendence occur in texts such as the Contributions and the
Principle of Reason.* Thus, in sum, almost every relevant text for the question of what
Heidegger means by the word ‘transcendence’ in the late 20s has been released in German,
and indeed, for some time now the most important have even been translated into English for

the convenience of English language scholarship on Heidegger.

2 VWG (ER/D) 96-97infra / 162 infra (here and throughout where the same passage is referred to in VWG (ER)
and in VWG (D) this is because most parenthetical remarks in VWG (ER) are explanatory insertions by Malick;
in these cases then, reference to VWG (D) attests that the parenthetical remark is Heidegger’s)

® The latter, delivered in 1927, will most likely be released in GA84. The former belongs to the Nachlass and
may never be released in full. These notes were appended to the manuscript for LQT and are some 200 pages
long (Kisiel (2005[2001]) 211). Approximately 15% of these notes were published as AT. All texts which
attempt to explicate transcendence as a fundamental ontological problem belong to Heidegger’s work in the late
1920s (thus HCT’s concept is not the one discussed in SZ, BP, VWG, MFL etc.).

* However, the self-critique offered in PR is not particularly important for this thesis. The preface to the third
edition of VWG (VWG (EG) 97 et infra) refers us to pp 82ff. of the original (viz. pre-Gesamtausgabe) edition of
Der Satz vom Grund for this ‘self-critique.” However, a comparison of that passage (PR 44-49) with VWG (ER)
28-31, 120-125 etc. and indeed with MLF 814 shows that Heidegger’s self-critique only states that, while his
conclusions about the principle of sufficient reasons were correct in the early 20s (because at bottom they’re the
same as those of PR 44ff.) in the earlier work he didn’t tarry with the principle of sufficient reasons (but
approached it through a phenomenological detour), and that, according to the later Heidegger, it is
methodologically/hermeneutically better to tarry with the principle.
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What becomes more and more clear throughout this mountain of work is simply that
transcendence was a real question. And if, as Heidegger tells us, he could not make his
concept of transcendence intelligible to Scheler and Husserl, then we cannot assume that its
meaning is obvious.® Instead, we must assume the opposite and in this way it is already clear
that the question of transcendence requires methodical and sustained work.® But if
transcendence has not really been understood and the published part of Being and Time is

"7 this means that, to some

“nothing more than a concrete revealing project of transcendence
extent Being and Time has not been understood either. Conversely, it means that to determine
the meaning of transcendence we must place it within the hermeneutical circle of Being and

Time.

In reading these texts we find that transcendence is connected with world. Having read Being
and Time it is all too easy to think that we understand world in a final sense. SZ I.1.iii tells us
that the worldliness of the world is significance and this is then repeated throughout.® Yet the
Metaphysical Foundations of Logic tell us that we have not understood world primordially

when it chides that:

Had one the least sensitivity to method, one could conclude that this
basic constitution [viz. world, being-in-the-world] is obviously central
for a metaphysics of Dasein, that it returns continually and does so
even more primordially in the course of the interpretation [viz., Being

5 Cf. MFL 131, 167f. et infra, thus, cf. Scheler (1973[1927-1928]) 321-326 / Scheler (1976[1927-1928]) 211-215
vs. SZ (S/S) 209-212 (viz. because Heidegger’s reference to the above passage from Scheler in MFL 168 infra
has the potential to modify the meaning of MFL 167f.); Neither the above passage in Scheler nor the area of SZ
which Scheler refers to explicitly mention ‘transcendence’ (Scheler refers to Sz *“210ff.”; cf. Scheler
(1976[1927-1928]) 215). A reading of these passages show that the point Heidegger is making in his reference
to Scheler in MFL 168 infra is that Scheler misunderstands the character of the difference between world and
innerworldliness (and thus, that he misunderstands, the admittedly relatively ambiguous, use of Realitat in the
relevant passage of SZ). Exposition of the sense in which this is identical to the problem of transcendence would
need the resources of the Founding Analysis. But since showing Scheler’s mistake is identical to showing what
the transcendence of the world means, the Founding Analysis will show how Scheler went wrong simply by
gvorking through its allotted task (but not by dwelling on what Scheler said and discussing it thematically).

Cf. lbid.
VWG (ER) 96-97infra
8 57 passim.
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and Time]; this means the phenomenon comes more and more to light
as central.’

In the same area, Heidegger also links the above with the problem of transcendence, both in
and beyond SZ §69.° Thus, not only is SZ §69c intended to be a more primordial
formulation of world, but SZ 1.3 was itself to include an entire chapter entitled “Temporality
and Worldliness.”** Having had access to the notes for first formulation of SZ 1.3, Kisiel tells
us that the latter “would have taken its themes primarily from §69c of Being and Time.”*?
Kisiel also reports that these notes repeatedly refer to “69” (thus, to SZ §69)."* The
primordial question of world is somehow a question of transcendence — this much is already
clear in Being and Time. Thus, to the extent that transcendence remains covered over so too

does world, and thus being-in-the-world — that is, even the preliminary question of Being and

Time remains covered over.**

As was mentioned above, transcendence is not wholly absent from the literature on or
responding to Heidegger. Transcendence arises as a problem in Sartre’s original
existentialist-Husserlian-Heideggerian philosophy.*® Indeed, as in Vom Wesen des Grundes it
is also connected with freedom.'® But, of course, with the Letter on Humanism, along with
other texts, this particular approach to the problem in Heidegger has been definitively put to
rest (though it may still be useful for Sartre research).*” Transcendence sometimes becomes
an issue in the literature on Heidegger as part of a conceptual ‘rapprochement’ with Husserl,
who after all also uses the expression “the transcendence of the world” and the “transcendent

world” just as Heidegger does in SZ §69¢.'® Transcendence also comes up with respect to the

® MFL 167

19 bid. f.

1 Kisiel (2005[2001]) 211; Zeitlichkeit und Weltlichkeit

2 1bid.

3 1bid.

¥ Cf. SZ (S) 53ff., 180

1> Janicaud (2008[2002]) 25f.

16 Cf. Ibid. & Ruin (2008) 277f., 283

7 Cf. Ibid., LH passim & VWG (EG) 135 et infra.

8 Cf. Moran (2000), Moran (2007), Macann (1992), Carr (2007) esp. p 41, Overgaard (2004) e.g. 4-6,
Taminiaux (1994) 275ff., 284ff. etc., & Ideas | (E/D) 110f. 116 / 92, 96, HCT 99-102, 125 etc.
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problems of Heidegger’s Kantdeutung since Heidegger tells us there that Kant’s

transcendental philosophy is a fortiori philosophy of transcendence.®

The last guideline is perhaps the most prominent in the literature. Its biggest names are
scholars such as Dahlstrom, Malpas, Crowell and Blattner.?® There are significant differences
between them, so that, for instance Dahlstrom’s work is infinitely more subtle and sensitive to
the matter than Blattner’s. But this approach does not generally arise directly from a concern
for transcendence. Instead, the task is to make Heidegger intelligible — both historically and
‘in himself” — by reflecting his project off of those historical philosophies which are called

221

‘transcendental. Accordingly, in its most genuine form, this approach to Heidegger is

simply a matter of understanding the historical meaning of Heidegger’s thought.?

In these approaches, transcendence tends to be mostly subordinated to elucidating Heidegger
on the basis of historical concepts of the transcendental. Accordingly, transcendence becomes
a supernumerary problem.?® This approach to Heidegger may gain its warrant from the sense
in which human existence enters the centre of the picture for Heidegger, the sense in which he
speaks of ‘the possibility of” and the ‘conditions of possibility for’ and perhaps from the
systematic character of his endeavour in these respects.”* Then of course there are the
historiographical facts; Heidegger develops under Rickert and Husserl, and similarly, in the
late 20s Kant enters the centre of his work.?®> Kant, Husserl and Heidegger (at least in the late
20s) are all in their own words — and of course, in their own way of saying this —

‘transcendental philosophers.’?

9 KPM (T) 71, 74f., 93, 132, 138 etc.

20 Cf. Blattner (1999), Blattner (2004), Blattner (2007) esp. 21, Dahlstrom (2007), Dahlstrom (2001), Dahlstrom
(2005b), Crowell (1990), Crowell (2003), Crowell (2007), Crowell & Malpas (2007), Malpas (1997), Malpas
(2006), Malpas (2007).

2L Cf. Ibid.

22 \Which is, for example a primary goal of Dahlstrom (2005b)

2 |f the ‘the transcendental” says the central thing, and transcendence is to be yoked to the former, then the latter
is €0 ipso a supernumerary problem.

2 Esp. SZ passim.

% For an in depth analysis of Rickert’s place within Heidegger’s development cf. Farin (2009)

%6 Cf. The Founding Analysis herein, for Kant, cf. CPR (A/B) 11f., 15f. / 25, 29f., 73, for Husserl, cf. Moran
(2000) 47, Moran (2007) 135ff., 140f., 143, Dahlstrom (2005b) 30f. etc.

5



Introduction

Formulated in Kantian terminology, this transcendental interpretation of Heidegger is all well
and good as ‘analytic’ (after all, everything in the previous paragraph is true), but it
nonetheless falls down as ‘dialectic.” That is, when it wants to make something of its
discovery it comes into trouble.?” This ‘trouble’ becomes especially pressing whenever an
exegetical appropriation of the ‘a fortiori’ between transcendental philosophy and
transcendence is attempted.”® Speaking in fundamental ontological terms (thus in no way
yoked to an alternative “architectonic’) Heidegger says that the ‘transcendental’ is that which
“owes its inner possibility to transcendence.”®® But the specifically “transcendental’ reading
of Heidegger wants it precisely the other way around! It wants to say that transcendence
owes its inner possibility to the transcendental, because it wants the ‘transcendental’ to be that
to which, and in accordance with which everything is to be traced back (thus, inner possibility
as such). It wants to win the transcendental so that it can win it as the ‘condition of
possibility.”*® For this reason, the transcendental reading of Heidegger, insofar as it comes up
against transcendence, has to struggle with the sense in which its whole orientation amounts

to an inversion of what Heidegger had to say.*

Thus, as this approach gains more ground, its central difficulty starts to chafe. And so, in
response to this difficulty Chad Engelland has recently published an article called
Disentangling Heidegger’s Transcendental Questions.** There he works through a large

proportion of the problems which occupy this thesis. There, transcendence and transcendental

" The Kantian transcendental is given operative priority in the (immediately) following argument. For an
example of the difficulty in formulating a relation between Heidegger and Husserl’s transcendental cf. Crowell
(1990). Part of the difficulty here is that, in important respects, the Cartesian element is so ‘supercharged’ in
Husserl (above all in the Cartesian Meditations) and yet that element is so anathema to Heidegger. In this way,
the phenomenon of Husserl’s transcendental becomes foreign to Heidegger even if at a certain structural level
one may connect the two, and in this formality the connection tends, not to be wrong, and yet, all too easily
becomes vacuous.

28 Which will be shown in the First Stage of the Founding Analysis.

2 VWG (ER) 41

%0 Thus, Cf. esp. Blattner (1999) 4-6, 236f., Dahlstrom (2001) 418, Crowell & Malpas (2007) 1

31 Cf. moreover, BP 323f.

%2 Engelland (2012). Here, recognising that these questions are entangled and thus, in need of disentanglement
is the crucial first step to posing the question of transcendence.
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come together; they become a unified question.®* Yet another difficulty persists here. First
and foremost this difficulty is the sense in which transcendence resists thought, in which it is
continually a more difficult question than can be anticipated. This resistance shows itself
when Engelland defines the transcendence of Dasein as Dasein’s understanding of
otherness.>* This in turn is supposed to be an alternative to the epistemological subject-object
problem.®® But the question remains: doesn’t such an approach merely re-formulate the exact
same problem (albeit without appropriating an ontological commitment to substance
metaphysics)? And if this commitment to substance metaphysics is, or appears to be broken
where does the necessity and import of the problem of otherness come from? And what, in
any case does ‘otherness’ mean? And how could it possibly form the basis of a fundamental
ontological analysis of Dasein? After all, we are here talking about the being for whom
knowledge is a founded mode, and whose being-in is a Sein-bei qua familiar being-in-the-

world. %

The closest we get to an answer to these questions is Engelland’s consistent identification of
transcendence with the problem of beings which | myself am not.*” In terms of what
Heidegger said about transcendence this is not entirely without merit, since, it is true that for
Heidegger transcendence is connected with the discovery of innerworldly beings and of the
others.® But transcendence is not only connected with the openness of other beings.
Heidegger is so far from understanding transcendence specifically as a question of other
beings that he also speaks of it as the condition of possibility for the possibility of being a self

at all and this means that transcendence is equally the possibility of non-otherness, of

33 Cf. Engelland (2012) 79f., though earlier, Engelland allowed Dahlstrom (2001) and Crowell to speak for him
on the matter, cf. Engelland (2008) 33 infra. (In the later text, Engelland has allowed the ‘transcendental
problem’ to merge with Sheehan’s ‘dative of givenness’ and this contributes some part to the non-
foundationality of what is now signified by the word ‘transcendental’ for Engelland, cf. Engelland (2012) 78ff.)
 Which first occurs at Engelland (2012) 84, and has become the thematic definition by Ibid. 85f. and continues
to be so thereafter.

% hid.

%6 57 §812-13 et passim

¥ Engelland (2012) passim

% Cf. Engelland’s quotations of Heidegger in Engelland (2012) passim
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mineness.>® But this would seem to indicate that transcendence precedes the distinction

between ‘self’ and “other.”*°

Aside from transcendence formulated by Heidegger as a Kantian problem (which is a murky
business in principle) the clearest textual warrant for Engelland’s formulation of
transcendence as otherness comes from Being and Time where Heidegger says that something
like otherness must be traced back to transcendence; that transcendence makes otherness
possible.** As an attestation this remains unsatisfactory so far as the origin does not need to
‘exist’” in the same way as its ‘result’; that something makes something else possible does not
immediately yoke the former to the latter’s horizon nor does it imply an equivalence between
the two. Above all — and here the very real difficulty of understanding what Heidegger means
by transcendence comes to the fore — it remains unclear what transcendence means when
Engelland places Heidegger’s primary formal indication for transcendence from Vom Wesen
des Grundes (transcendence means surpassing beings as a totality) side by side with his
understanding of transcendence as a question of the understanding of otherness.* They stand
together in the one sentence, but the possibility of any intrinsic connection between the two
remains shrouded in mystery (especially, given that Dasein is a being and thus belongs to
‘beings as a whole’).** Thus whilst Engelland’s article discusses by far the greater proportion
of issues which arise in this thesis (many more than those just discussed), his grounding

orientation nonetheless differs quite essentially from that of this thesis.

Transcendence primarily comes up in the literature because it is connected with something
else. Thus, some literature on Heidegger still wants to understand transcendence as a question
of the transcendence of intentionality to its “transcendent’ object.** To be sure, one protests,

this is not to be understood in a Cartesian way because, for instance, this transcendence is not

¥ E.g. MFL 182, VWG (ER) 38f.
0 Moreover, ‘self and other’ is itself not a phenomenologically fundamental distinction as per SZ I.1.iv, 1.2.v &
864
*! Engelland (2012) 84-86
2 E.g. Engelland (2012) 85, 88 & VWG (ER) 36ff. etc.
43 H
Cf. Ibid.
* E.g. Holmes (1995), Kelly (1994)
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intermittent, it is instead, constant.** This focus on intentionality is continued with greater
subtlety by other readings which attempt a kind of rapprochement between Heidegger and
Husserl or a Husserlian/quasi-Husserlian reading of Heidegger.®® These can gain some
warrant from History of the Concept of Time and from certain passages in Being and Time and
the Basic Problems of Phenomenology.*’ Yet really, as will be shown, History of the Concept
of Time does not yet orient itself towards the understanding of transcendence which occupied
Heidegger during those heady years after Being and Time. It uses the same word but not the
same meaning. The warrant for the intentional reading of transcendence to be gained from
Being and Time speaks only of tracing intentionality back to transcendence: of grounding the
former in the latter.*® Whilst, the warrant provided by the Basic Problems of Phenomenology
is far more ambiguous than it at first appears when its context is considered.* What is far
less ambiguous however is Heidegger’s repeated and categorical denial that transcendence is

to be understood as a matter of intentionality.*

Similarly, Heidegger repeatedly connects transcendence with the problem of the
understanding of being.>* In the Basic Problems of Phenomenology, transcendence leads
forthwith to Temporalitat.®* In Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, transcendence is
synonymous with ‘ontological knowledge.”®® Thus, one solves the problem of transcendence

by identifying it with the ‘specific difference,” so to speak, between temporality and

® E.g. Kelly (1994) 1f.

“® E.g. Moran (2000), Hopkins (1993)

*"HCT 85 et seq., SZ (S/S) 363 infra, BP §9b

*8 |bid., on the reading this as binding the two cf. VWG (D) 133 et infra.

* Cf. Second Stage of the Founding Analysis

> Ibid.

51 BP 300, 302, 323, also e.g. MFL 16, 88, 135f., 141, 148, 153, VWG (ER) §§1 & 3, PIK 226 etc.

52 BP §§20b-21. Throughout, rather than, using capitalisation to distinguish Temporalitat and temporality, or
calling Zeitlichkeit ‘timeliness’ and Temporalitat ‘temporality’ | will use Temporalitat for the abstract noun and
‘temporale’ (the root ‘with-determining-article’ form of the German adjective associated with Temporalitat) for
the adjectival form of this term. This approach is justified to the extent that it is clearly visible (whereas, for
instance, one all too easily ‘misses’ the difference between ‘temporality’ and ‘“Temporality’) and because the
German and English are in each case relatively homophonous (viz. temporality and Temporalitit, temporal and
temporale). This seems to me the simplest solution to the problem of how one ought to render these terms in
English language Heidegger scholarship. Moreover, these two words are herein treated as ‘loan words’.
Accordingly, whereas other foreign language terms (except for Greek) will be italicised, Temporalitat and
temporale, like Dasein, will not be automatically italicised.

53 KPM passim
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Temporalitdt, or else, by understanding transcendence from the problematic of the

Kantdeutung.

In Being and Time, Heidegger says that ‘being is the transcendens pure and simple’>* and

later writes in the Letter on ‘Humanism’;

But whether the definition of being as the transcendens pure and
simple really does name the simple essence of the truth of being — this
and this alone is the primary question for a thinking that attempts to
think the truth of being.>

If one understands by this that the ontic-ontological distinction needs to be thought in its
unity, then we do not have to look that far afield for the thinking which finds this
identification problematic. Already in 1928, in the heart of the question of transcendence,
Heidegger says that being and beings belong together in the sense that the “ontological
difference is one!”*® And more properly, especially in Vom Wesen des Grundes, we find that

257

transcendence is ‘the ground of the ontological difference’’ in such a way that transcendence

concerns not only original ontological truth, but also ontic truth.®

The determination of being as the transcendens ‘just’ says that being is not a being; that being
‘transcends’ the ontic. The formulation ‘being is the transcendens’ simply states being’s
difference from beings; it states the ontological difference. It does so in the Introduction to
Being and Time. There, Heidegger must use what limited resources he has available to him to
open his question. And so, when the marginal note appended to the above passage from
Being and Time warns “of course not transcendens — despite every metaphysical resonance —

5559

scholastic and Greek-Platonic kowov...””” this is not a free floating warning. Rather, it refers

>*S7 (SIS) 38

*LH 257

*® MFL 157 cf. also VWG (ER) 26f. & BP 327

" VWG (ER) 28f., cf. also MFL 152f., etc. — but what is ground? This is precisely the question of VWG and
will be discussed in the Founded Analysis.

% Ibid., VWG (ER) 18ff. (and not merely, because Heidegger also speaks of ‘ontic transcendence’ which is
another problem entirely)

%957 (SIS) 38 infra
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to the fact that this ‘transcendens’ has been determined in the preceding analysis along the
guideline of the ‘transcendentals’ of scholastic philosophy, namely, those determinations of
the beingness of beings which surpass (transcend) even the categories in universality and
power (they are that which is ‘common’ to all beings as beings).®® This guideline gives us
being as the transcendens, the marginal note warns us not to over-interpret the significance of
that origin. For the same reason, Heidegger immediately also speaks of “the transcendence of

the being of Dasein.”®

That is, Heidegger does this because such a formulation is not
possible within the horizon of the scholastic transcendentia (the transcendentals) since the

latter experiences this ‘transcendens’ solely as a possibility of metaphysica generalis.®®

The determination of being as the transcendens makes being preliminarily visible as a
guestion and phenomenon. The statement “being is the transcendens pure and simple”
borrows the terminology of scholasticism. It is not immediately certain that this transcendens
thereby becomes terminology of Being and Time. With respect to the question of the
transcendence of Dasein — which is of course connected with the question of being — one
should not immediately seize on this connection in order to build from there; in the 20s at
least, one does not simply leap in to the question of being. Instead, one must develop the
phenomenon itself in order to first win the grounded capacity to pass judgement on the

matter.

Nonetheless, these connections, broadly put, lead to a common interpretation of

transcendence which says that ‘transcendence transcends towards being’ or something

80 Cf. SZ (S/S) 3, 14, Gracia (1992), BP189f., a brief look at Ibid. indicates quite clearly that there are many
interesting and important questions attached to the problem of these transcendentals and their place in the history
of philosophy. However, they are not immediately relevant to the present thesis and so must be passed over
here.

%157 (S/S) 38 (italics added) Thus, this phrase does not simply speak of the ‘transcendence of Dasein,” and not
only because Heidegger here inserts ‘the being of,” but also because of the context which, as discussed above, is
yoked to the scholastic problem. Thus, this phrase (‘the being of”) has the dual function of disrupting the
scholastic horizon of metaphysica generalis and of emphasising the ontological difference with respect to the
problem Dasein itself (and thereby the articulatedness of being). More generally, Dahlstrom (2005b) 34f., 52 is
right that the grammar of this phrase is troublesome. In the above it is hoped that elucidating the context of the
expression shows that the context is powerful enough to determine the phrase’s meaning.

62 Cf. Gracia (1992) read with respect to the above problems. This yoke is, in effect, the condition of possibility
for the fact that the transcendentals are transcendentals rather than categories etc.
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similar.®® If, as indicated above, transcendence and transcendental essentially belong
together, then the title of SZ | — with its talk of a ‘transcendental horizon’ — might be taken as
proof of such a simple relation between transcendence and being. This occurs in Engelland’s
interpretation of the connection between the transcendens schlechthin and the ‘transcendental
horizon.”® One then identifies SZ | with the basic answer to the question of the meaning of
being.®> That Heidegger calls the Basic Problems of Phenomenology a ‘new elaboration of
Time and Being’ and that it discusses Temporalitat (which we easily understand to provide

such an ‘answer’) would seem to further secure this inference.®®

Yet such quick and unmediated identifications of transcendence with being must take note
that, when discussing the title to SZ I, Heidegger italicises the word ‘question’; it is the
‘transcendental horizon’ for the question about being.®” Similarly, we find that SZ 11.1 was to
discuss Kant’s schematism as a ‘preliminary stage of a problem of Temporalitat.”®® Taken
together this already indicates that the historical problem is really nothing more than the first
irruption of the “yiyavtopoyia mept tiic odoiac,” the “battle of giants concerning being.”®® The
transcendental horizon — which must be understood to ‘owe its inner possibility to
transcendence’ — is nothing more than the secured form for the question of being. Its function
is to let the confrontation concerning being come to pass. And so, there is a reason why
Heidegger says in the introduction to Being and Time that the “question of being attains true
concreteness only when we carry out the destruction of the ontological tradition.””® In this
sense, treating transcendence as if it were the answer to the question of being is hasty indeed.
If one does this, the Destruktion of the history of being (SZ 1) becomes a merely negative

analysis and one comes to the same conclusion as Engelland and others, namely that the

63 E.g. Dastur (1999[1990]) 58 (but cf. also 57), Malpas (2006) 166-167, Malpas (2007) 127, Philipse (1998)
125f., Poggeler (1990[1963]) 54f., 72f. Richardson (2003[1963]) 35f., Shirley (2010) 39, Tonner (2010) 63,
Macann (1992) 133, Crowell (2007) 58

® Engelland (2012) 89- 95, cf. also SZ (D) 38

% Engelland (2012) 80f., 89- 95

®BP 1infra & §§21-22

®" Cf. VWG (ER) 97 infra

68 57 (SIS) 40

%957 (SIS) 2

057 (SIS) 26

12
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problem with transcendental philosophy is that it is inextricably ahistorical — whereas,
according to the above, it is more properly the intrinsic possibility for a truly historical

question of being.”

This is already indicated on the final page of Being and Time when Heidegger says:

The conflict with respect to the interpretation of being cannot be
settled because it has not yet even been kindled. In the end, one
cannot just “rush into” this conflict; rather, igniting this conflict
already requires a preparation. It cannot be “jumped into,” but the
beginning of the strife already needs preparation. This investigation is
solely underway to that.™

It is solely underway towards kindling the Auseinandersetzung with respect to being, and this
in terms of its history — it precisely does not stand at the precipice of the answer, of the
simple, straightforward answer to the question. At best — and this is all that SZ 1.2 hopes for —
it stands at the precipice for the formulation of the (intrinsically historical) question.
Heidegger does not jump into the fire (he can’t, there is, as yet no fire), he gathers the
firewood (and perhaps a few matches), he does not claim to have solved everything, he claims
only that he has hopefully made the question about the question possible. Accordingly, the
next step is to concretely and above all patiently make the question itself possible. And so,
even if one accepts something like the formula *Dasein’s transcendence towards the world
and the transcendens of being are the same,” it would be phenomenologically more grounded
and appropriate to follow the problem of the phenomenon of world as far as it goes, so as to
avoid posing a phenomenologically rootless question of being in connection with an opaque
understanding of the phenomenon of transcendence.’” After all, if a rootless question of being

were acceptable then the published portion of Being and Time would be unnecessary.

"t Engelland (2012) 92, 94-96

257 (SIS) 437

® Engelland (2012) is able to gain guidance from the later philosophy in order to ameliorate this difficulty.
However, so far as his analysis still has to strike up roots in the 20s, and indeed, has to refer itself to how
Heidegger attempted to win the question in the 20s (i.e. to win such roots) the project of questioning outlined
above remains unavoidable.
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The difficulty throughout is that one wants to take a shortcut to the problem of transcendence.
We know what intentionality is, transcendence is connected with intentionality, let us move
through there. We understand Kant, Kant is connected with transcendence and the
transcendental, let us pose the question by that means. Transcendence is connected through
Temporalitédt to being, let us put transcendence in circulation alongside Temporalitdt — here
one even takes a shortcut to transcendence through a question which is (or should be) even
more difficult! Alternatively, one takes a ‘reproductive shortcut’ to transcendence, for
instance, one reproduces the main steps of the Metaphysical Foundations of Logic
(transcendence as transcendere, transcendence is neither i6¢a nor getting outside subjectivity,
transcendence is not intentionality, transcendence and world, transcendence and freedom
etc.).”* But the Metaphysical Foundations is still heady, incomplete and not fit to be abused

in this way.

Fundamental ontological transcendence is the transcendence of Dasein. Over and over again
it is connected with world. In Vom Wesen des Grundes, which eschews the temporale
question, the central meaning of transcendence is world and thereby being-in-the-world."”
This connection is essential and occurs over and over when transcendence is posed as a
fundamental ontological question. But if we understand transcendence as intentionality or
comportment, the essential connection between transcendence and world remains in the dark.
At best we get a circuitous connection, for instance ‘world is that which ‘surrounds’
comportment.” But this is no better than defining world as the totality of innerworldly beings
— it commits basically the same fallacy. Equally, as this thesis will show, Heidegger is quite
forceful and explicit in saying that this is not what he means by transcendence. Similarly if
we understand transcendence as the understanding-of-being simpliciter — for instance, as

categorial intuition — the connection with world is again in the dark (it could not be

™ Cf. MFL passim
" VWG (ER) pass