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Disentangling Heidegger’s Transcendental Questions
By Chad Engelland,
John Carroll University
In the confusion and lack of
discipline in today’s “thinking,” one
needs an almost scholastic
formulation of its ways in the shape
of characterized “questions.”
—MARTIN HEIDEGGER1
In the last decade, Steve Crowell, Daniel Dahlstrom, Jeff Malpas, and others have given
much attention to the transcendental motif in Heidegger.2 They focus on the transcendental as
what is most fruitful in his thought. While their work is dogged by Heidegger’s own later
criticisms of transcendental thinking, several features of this reading are worth highlighting.
First, Being and Time, in which species of transcendental thinking proliferate, figures
prominently as their point of departure; for these scholars, it is a work of continued relevance.
Second, Heidegger’s transcendental thinking engages other philosophical traditions; for them, he
still has something to say within the conversation that is philosophy, for he does not simply
bypass or reject its history. Third, the seminal insight of Heidegger’s transcendental approach is
the “space,” “disclosedness,” or “topos” of meaning and being. Some want to see the persistence
of the transcendental motif in his later thinking, despite his protests. For the transcendental
motif, Kant naturally suggests himself as the nodal point for the inquiry.
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Independent of the transcendental motif, Thomas Sheehan has attempted a
demystification of Heidegger’s lasting topic, the Seinsfrage, in order to institute a new paradigm
in Heidegger research geared to the matter itself. Aristotle’s understanding of psyche as “a
paschein ti, a transcendental openness-to-receive” provides the inspiration for this approach.3
Sheehan applies what he calls “Heidegger’s razor” to the Contributions and indeed Heidegger’s
thinking as a whole. The razor says, with Heidegger, that the multiplication of names does not
undermine the simplicity of the matter or its questioning. Hence, Sheehan attempts to
“demystify” Heidegger by tracing back the “apocalyptic language” of the esoteric writings to the
demystified topic, namely, “the openness opened up by our essential finitude.”4 Sheehan
formulates Heidegger’s fundamental question as follows: “What is responsible for the
correlation between an entity’s givenness and the dative of that givenness?”5 The published
investigations of Being and Time, then, are preparatory. They display on the one hand the
phenomenological interpretation of being as givenness and on the other the dative of that
givenness as the open comportment called Dasein.6 Heidegger’s fundamental question concerns
the reciprocal relation of the two.
The transcendental approach rightly keeps to the domain disclosed in Being and Time,
but it does not fully clarify how the transcendental motif, which becomes the subject of
Heidegger’s criticism, is related to his later thinking. In the introduction to Transcendental
Heidegger, Crowell and Malpas observe that “while the idea of the transcendental is explicitly
disavowed in Heidegger’s later thought, there still seems to be an important sense (thought one
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that remains in need of clarification) in which that thinking retains a broadly ‘transcendental’
character.”7 Many of the contributors to that volume identify remnants of the transcendental that
persist in the later Heidegger; for example, Crowell identifies the commitment to thinking about
the space of reasons, and Dahlstrom the interplay of Dasein and being.8 Malpas’s suggestion
calls for particular attention. He distinguishes two senses of transcendence; on his view, the later
Heidegger suppresses one while retaining the other. He writes, “Heidegger’s abandonment of
the transcendental is thus an abandonment of the preoccupation with transcendence, not an
abandonment of the topology that is itself a crucial element in the idea of the transcendental and
that is even present, I would suggest, in Kant.”9 Like Sheehan, Malpas sees openness as the
enduring theme in Heidegger, but he emphasizes its transcendental origin. He also identifies the
problem with transcendence: it has two senses. “The problem with the transcendental, then, is
that in spite of its already topological orientation, it is nevertheless predicated on a way of
understanding being that is already disjunctive, already threatens the unity of being’s
occurrence.”10 His shortcoming, however, is that he does not distinguish the preparatory
question, focused on transcendence, from the fundamental question, focused on the topology of
being. As a consequence, the telegraphed shift from one question to the other, built into the very
framework of Being and Time, appears as the abandonment of transcendence rather than its
completion. From this perspective, the topological residue of the transcendental seems unrelated
to the issue of transcendence and the problematic of Being and Time. The work of these scholars
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makes much needed progress, but until Heidegger’s transcendental questions are disentangled,
transcendental philosophy will appear to be little more than a momentary phase in his thinking.
The demystification project clarifies Heidegger’s fundamental question across the rich
diversity of its forms, but it does not adequately formulate Being and Time’s preparatory
question and relate it to the fundamental question. Sheehan puts the preparatory question of
Being and Time as follows: “What is the dative of such givenness?”11 Heidegger sees the
preparatory question as the way to arrive at the site of the fundamental question, but this simple
formulation leaves its motivational importance in the dark. As a consequence, the preparatory
question appears incidental and the critical juncture of his path of thinking remains obscure.
Distinguishing the senses of the transcendental operative in Heidegger provide the resources for
puzzling out these issues.
While writing Being and Time, Heidegger has two transcendental questions, a
preparatory one about the timely openness of Dasein, and a fundamental one about the temporal
reciprocity of that openness and being. Once he was within the transcendental domain, thanks to
the success of the preparatory question, he can see the inadequacy of its terms for formulating
the fundamental question. He thereafter must sustain this ambiguity: to recommend the
preparatory question and its transcendental character in order to grant entry to its domain and yet
to deny the adequacy of the transcendental for formulating the fundamental question. This joint
affirmation and denial of transcendental philosophy makes sense only in light of a distinction
between his two questions. My aim, then, is not to criticize the transcendental and
demystification projects but instead to amplify, integrate, and extend their insights. The
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importance of the transcendental questions in Heidegger’s clarified path of thinking will then
come to the fore.
To this end, I must introduce an array of distinctions. In the ambit of Being and Time,
Heidegger employs three senses of transcendence. The first is the “transcendence of Dasein’s
being,” the subjectivity of the subject as that entity open to entities within the world. This sense
recalls and surpasses Kant but also Aristotle and Augustine. The second is the transcendence of
being, which Heidegger calls the “transcendens pure and simple.” This sense recalls and
surpasses the Aristotelian tradition. Finally, the “transcendental horizon” of time is that in terms
of which the particular transcendence of Dasein and the universal transcendence of being are
related.12 It is the horizon for the questioner who is Dasein and the questioned that is being; it
specifies the site, field, domain, or openness of philosophy. This sense was only obscurely, if at
all, glimpsed by Kant. The first is the target of his preliminary or preparatory question; the
second is the target of the traditional question of being; the third is the target of his fundamental
question, the toward-which or horizon of being. The first sense corresponds to divisions one and
two of the published Being and Time (SZ I.1-2); the second sense is subordinated to the third and
both correspond to the unpublished third division (SZ I.3). The three senses of transcendence are
deeply entwined with the division of questions and the very structure of Being and Time.
The introductory matter of Being and Time introduces a two-part work with three
divisions each, and yet the work which follows includes but two divisions of the first part (SZ
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I.1-2, not I.3 or II.1-3). From the first, systematic part, only two out of the three divisions
appear, and these divisions first pose (SZ I.1) and then answer (SZ I.2) the preparatory question
about Dasein. The third, unpublished division (SZ I.3) was to have posed and answered the
fundamental question about the meaning of being: “In the exposition of the problematic of
temporality the question of the meaning of being will first be concretely answered” (SZ, p.
19/40). The introduction accentuates but one question, the fundamental question about being’s
meaning; emphasis is placed on Dasein as the means to formulate the fundamental question, but
the specific question about Dasein itself is not formulated. Consequently, the work appears to
have only one question which it never gets around to asking. Commentators mishandle the
problematic in various ways; they fail to distinguish and relate the preliminary question about
Dasein and the fundamental question about the meaning of being. The analytic becomes
misunderstood as but an anthropology and his question about the meaning of being in general
becomes anthropological or purely aporetic.13 Disentangling Heidegger’s two transcendental
questions is the key to making sense of his program.
Along with the three senses of transcendence and the two principal transcendental
questions, another distinction is necessary. The insufficiency of the preparatory question, an
insufficiency indicated in its very “preparatory” character, differs in kind from the insufficiency
of the transcendental formulation of the fundamental question. While writing Being and Time,
Heidegger already knew the preparatory question was only a way, but he did not yet realize that
the fundamental question was finally more than could be said in transcendental terms. The
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failure to keep these two insufficiencies distinct leads to misunderstandings about the genuine
difference between Heidegger, early and late, a difference in terminology but not of domain to be
thought. The way to the domain of thought, early and late, is transcendental (SZ I.1-2). Only
later did he realize that the transcendental is not able to name all that shows up within that
domain (SZ I.3).
This study of the interrelation of Heidegger’s two principal questions is divided as
follows. First, I identify his two questions as they emerge in dialogue with Husserl and as they
are formulated most clearly in the book on Kant. Then I examine Being and Time and his efforts
to formulate the preparatory question in division one (SZ I.1), his efforts to give a preliminary
answer in division two (SZ I.2), and finally his efforts, which belong to the unpublished third
division (SZ I.3), to reverse the preparatory question into the fundamental question. I reconsider
the transcendental question in view of his later criticisms of it. He charges that transcendental
philosophy is a-historical, because its focus on research and projection neglects the thrownness
characteristic of fundamental moods, and he comes to doubt that Kant knew anything about what
Being and Time calls the temporality of being. Accordingly, Heidegger later regards the
“transcendental” division between system and history, SZ I and II, as problematical, and he
relocates the historical highpoint from Kant to the Presocratics. The question of SZ I.3 remains
the lasting topic, but SZ II comes to be folded into it. A key part of my strategy is to respect the
divisions of Being and Time even while reading his other works; this amounts to a kind of
topography of Heidegger’s questions.
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1. IDENTIFYING THE QUESTIONS
Transcendental phenomenology recovers the possibility of ancient ontology, but it does
so by neglecting the being of the transcendental ego. In contrast to the Neo-Kantian
epistemologists, Husserl and Scheler are noteworthy in their concern for ontology, but neither
gives a satisfactory account of the being of the human being as the dative of manifestation.
Heidegger would very much like to pose again the ancient question about being but he must first
appropriate phenomenology in such a way that he clarifies the being of the dative of
manifestation, the transcendental ego. The necessity for asking the preliminary question is to
remedy a lack in phenomenology itself, which reveals an even greater lack in the modern
epistemological tradition. This is how Heidegger sees things in the summer semester 1925
lecture course in which he clearly distinguishes between the preparatory and the fundamental
question.
Husserl’s transcendental phenomenological reduction uncovers a “veritable abyss”
between the absolute being of consciousness and the adumbrated being of reality.14 What the
phenomenological reduction reveals is a radical distinction in being. Husserl writes and
Heidegger quotes, “The system of categories most emphatically must start from this most radical
of all distinctions of being—being as consciousness and being as ‘transcendent’ being
‘manifesting’ itself in consciousness.”15 For Husserl, this distinction is founded on the basic
difference in givenness: consciousness is given without adumbration and transcendent entities
are given with adumbration. Heidegger appropriates this phenomenological difference while
transforming its terms. Specifically, he agrees that each of us is a dative of manifestation, but he
is bothered by the paradoxical fact that the dative of manifestation for the being of entities is also
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an entity. In his terms, each of us, Dasein, is both ontological and ontic. This peculiar
conjunction becomes his focus, and he purifies the Husserlian distinction with the following
question about the unity of the human being:
How is it at all possible that this sphere of absolute position, pure consciousness, which is
supposed to be separated from every transcendence by an absolute gulf, is at the same
time united with reality in the unity of a real human being, who himself occurs as a real
object in the world?16
He takes as his task thinking through this paradoxical conjunction, and it is this problematic that
provides the immediate context for appreciating his formulation of the transcendental question:
How must this entity, Dasein, be, in order to be open to all entities? Husserl did not realize that
intentionality “must revolutionize the whole concept of the human being,” as Heidegger would
say in 1928.17 We are not one natural kind among many, for we are as opened to things.
Heidegger does not just want to remedy this lack of philosophical anthropology in
Husserl. He also wants to continue on the path, which Husserl and Scheler have already blazed,
and work out the “system of categories” or the question of being itself. Such a question
concerns, among other things, basic distinctions in being. The dialogue with Husserl, then,
yields two neglected questions: “Two fundamental neglects pertaining to the question of being
can be identified. On the one hand, the question of the being of this specific entity, of the acts, is
neglected; on the other, we have the neglect of the question of the meaning of being itself.”18 In
Heidegger’s own terms, there is a question about Dasein and a question about the horizon of
being as such, though their inter-relationship in this text is somewhat unclear. On the one hand,
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they are two expressions of one fundamental question;19 on the other, they are independent of
each other.20
The preparatory question about Dasein fulfills a need Heidegger expressed in 1924 to
pose the question about the meaning of being in a concrete and not merely formal way. To do
so, he realized that he needed to enter into the right domain by means of specific preparation:
“Rather the task is to understand that this putting of the question concerning the meaning of
being itself requires an elaboration, an elaboration of the ground [Boden] upon which the
interrogation of entities as to their being is at all possible. We need to uncover and elaborate the
milieu in which ontological research can and has to move in general.”21 The emphasis on
domain was undoubtedly suggested to him by Husserl, who says in Ideas I that the reduction
achieves “the free vista of ‘transcendentally’ purified phenomena and, therewith, the field of
phenomenology in our peculiar sense.”22 Husserl thinks Kant was the first to correctly see this
field.23 In 1929, Heidegger says that Husserl’s phenomenology “created an entirely new space
for philosophical questioning, a space with new claims, transformed assessments, and a fresh
regard for the hidden powers of the great tradition of Western philosophy.”24 On the final page
of the published portion of Being and Time, Heidegger will recall the need to secure the domain
or horizon of question and answer (SZ, p. 437/487). This is the “field” for posing the cardinal
question (SZ, p. 27/49). The function of the preparatory question is necessary for a first
approach to the domain occupied by the fundamental question. Indeed, in the 1925 lecture
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course, what will become SZ I.1 bears the title, “Preparatory Description of the Field in Which
the Phenomenon of Time Becomes Visible.”25 Openness, target of both the transcendental and
demystifying approaches to Heidegger scholarship, first emerges out of the preparatory question
about Dasein.
Shortly after the 1927 publication of Being and Time, Heidegger had occasion to clarify
his relationship to Husserl in the failed attempt to collaborate on the Encyclopedia Britannica
article. Heidegger again agrees that the dative of manifestation differs in being from manifested
entities, but again pushes further to grasp the unity of the human as both the dative and an entity.
Now he can state that this is Being and Time’s central problem, targeted by the preliminary
question about Dasein:
What is the mode of being of the entity in which “world” is constituted? That is
Being and Time’s central problem—namely, a fundamental ontology of Dasein. It has to
be shown that the mode of being of human Dasein is totally different from that of all
other entities and that, as the mode of being that it is, it harbors right within itself the
possibility of transcendental constitution.26
He also puts the priority of Dasein in Husserlian terms. “Accordingly, the problem of being is
related—all-inclusively—to what constitutes and to what gets constituted.”27 Dasein is peculiar
in being the entity that constitutes other entities, i.e., allows them to show themselves from
themselves.
Two years later, Heidegger brought to print an “‘historical’ introduction” which aimed to
“clarify the problematic” of the published portion of that text.28 As Kant’s Prolegomena stands
to his Critique of Pure Reason, so Heidegger’s Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics stands to
his Being and Time. Heidegger will come to doubt the book’s worth as an interpretation of Kant
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but not as a presentation of his own questioning.29 In this book, Heidegger formulates his
preparatory or preliminary question of SZ I.1-2 in its clearest terms: “How must the finite entity
that we call ‘human’ be according to its innermost essence so that it can be at all open to an
entity that it itself is not and that therefore must be able to show itself from itself?”30 He
formulates his fundamental, cardinal, or lasting question of SZ I.3 as follows: “From whence are
we at all to comprehend the like of being, with the entire wealth of articulations and references
which are included in it?”31 While the preparatory question traverses entities toward being, the
cardinal question traverses being toward time. It is not the metaphysical question about entities,
for these have been transcended, but it is also not the ontological-transcendental question about
being. Rather, the question concerns that which engenders the meanings of being. The answer is
that time or more specifically the horizon of Dasein’s timeliness, temporality, is that out of
which we understand being. Heidegger becomes increasingly critical of the language he
employs but, as I will show, the critique relies on the initial success of the transcendental
program.
The dialogue with Husserl comes to expression in this encounter with Kant. We can only
rekindle the question of being if we pay heed to the being of the questioner of being. Husserl’s
wonder before the distinction between the dative and given entities is presupposed in the
preparatory question, which targets the specific being of the dative as that entity who is the
dative. Having now identified the preparatory and fundamental questions, let us see how they
illumine the structure of Being and Time.
29
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2. THE PREPARATORY QUESTION (SZ I.1-2)
At the outset of the first division (SZ I.1, §§12-13), Heidegger severely criticizes
epistemology and the traditional inquiry into the subject-object relation with its difficulties of
explaining how consciousness moves outside of itself to an object. More fundamental than the
epistemological subject is Dasein’s being-in-the-world or transcendence: Dasein’s “primary kind
of being is such that it is always ‘outside’ near entities which it encounters and which belongs to
a world already discovered” (SZ, p. 62/89). The essence of Dasein enables us to be such that we
encounter or access entities that are independent of us. That is, any actual intentional relation to
entities is founded on a prior power to dwell among them, expressed variously as being-in-theworld, transcendence, or openness.32 He identifies the Aristotelian enabling power of essence
and the Kantian condition for the possibility of cognition. He says that Kant’s concern for the
“condition for the possibility” is “the transcendental concept of essence.”33 We are open as disclosed, thrown open in our disposed understanding. At the heart of Heidegger’s preparatory
question is wonder about our essential openness to otherness.
In §§ 41-44 Heidegger points to the understanding-of-being and transcendence as the
preliminary answer to the preparatory question about our ability to receive entities: “…only if the
understanding of being is, do entities as entities become accessible” (SZ, p. 212/255). The
understanding of being comes about because Dasein projects possibilities for itself on the basis
of its being thrown into the world, and only thereby is it able to encounter other entities.
Accordingly, he defines “care,” the being of Dasein, as “ahead-of-itself-being-already-in-(theworld) as being-near (entities encountered within-the-world)” (SZ p. 192/237). In 1928, he
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clarifies his meaning of transcendence, the subjectivity of the subject, or being-in-the-world.
Our understanding of being steps beyond the entity and enables us to receive it in its otherness:
Because the step beyond [der Überschritt] exists with Dasein, and because with it
entities, which Dasein is not, are stepped beyond, such entities become manifest as such,
i.e., in themselves. Nothing else but transcendence, which has in advance surpassed
[übersprungen] entities, first makes it possible for these, previously surpassed as entities,
ontically to stand opposite [gegenübersteht] and as opposite to be apprehended in
themselves.34
We can encounter entities because we tend out beyond them and only thereby meet with their
otherness. In Being and Time, Heidegger follows Augustine in terming this phenomenon,
“care,” but he also finds points of contact with Aristotle’s phronetic “for-the-sake-of-which” and
Kant’s concern for a priori synthetic judgments.
Transcendence enables us to encounter entities, but what enables transcendence? The
unfolding of the preliminary question about Dasein finds itself confronted with “temporality as
the metaphysical essence of Dasein.”35 In SZ I.2, Heidegger does not leave the problem of
transcendence behind, but keeps it in mind throughout, explicitly dealing with it in § 69.36
Indeed, the clearest formulation of the transcendental question is to be found in that section,
although it is conflated with the possibility of science: “What makes it ontologically possible for
entities to be encountered within-the-world and objectified as so encountered?” (SZ, p. 366/417418).37 He says the answer is transcendence and its timely constitution: “This can be answered
by recourse to the transcendence of the world—a transcendence with an ecstatic-horizonal
foundation.” Transcendence is itself made possible by timeliness. Showing why and how this is
the case is his principal task in SZ I.2.
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Heidegger’s account of timeliness must account for transcendence in two ways. First, it
must display the origin of the transcending, the toward-which as such. Second, it must display
the origin of the determinacy of the transcending toward-which, whether to one’s own
possibilities in projection or making-present. Dasein, to encounter others, not only transcends
but it transcends in determinate directions. Timeliness has two essential characteristics which
account for the tendencies of Dasein as well at its determinacy. As ecstatic, timeliness originates
the tendencies, and as horizonal, it originates the determinacy of the tendencies. Timeliness,
because it ecstatically tends and tends horizonally, provides the matrix of possible relations in
which Dasein transcends toward itself beyond others. Let us take each of these characteristics in
turn.
Timeliness is ecstatic (§ 65). To secure the overthrow of the subject-object paradigm,
Heidegger must show the ground for both the dative and the manifesting entities, for both the for
itself and the in itself. Timeliness is a threefold unity which unfolds in three ecstases, the future,
the having been, and the present. The threefold unity corresponds to the threefold unity of care
as projecting in understanding, thrown in dispositions, and falling in making present.
Timeliness, then, unites and also specifies the matrix of relations of transcendence.
Future, having-been, and present, show the phenomenal characteristics of “towardsitself,” the “back-to,” and “letting-be-encountered-by.” … Timeliness is the originary
“outside- itself” in and for itself. … Timeliness is not, prior to this, an entity which first
emerges from itself; its essence is to unfold in the unity of the ecstases. (SZ pp. 328329/377)
Timeliness, as ectstatic, accounts for the transcendental openness of Dasein. It stands Dasein out
of itself in determinate directions toward its authentic self, its world, or entities in the world.
Timeliness is horizonal (§ 69). Timeliness is not ecstatic and as an addition horizonal.
Rather, as ecstatic it is horizonal. “Ecstases are not simply raptures in which one gets carried
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away. Rather, there belongs to each ecstasis a ‘whereto’ of getting carried away. This ‘whereto’
of the ecstasis we call the ‘horizonal schema.’” (SZ, p. 365/416).38 Heidegger himself will regret
using the word “horizon,” and many commentators follow suit, but he intends it to name
something essential to ecstatic timeliness. The word is dispensable, but the determinacy of the
ecstases which the word designates is not. He needs it in some form to account for the domain of
intentionality. He uses the language of horizon to articulate how the ecstatical unity of
timeliness accomplishes the opening up of the place, the world, the “Da,” which belongs to Dasein and in which other entities can be encountered.39 Ecstases alone do not grant the wherein of
world.
The horizon of timeliness as a whole determines that toward-which factically existing
entities are essentially disclosed. With one’s factical being-here [Da-sein], a potentialityfor-being is in each case projected in the horizon of the future, one’s “being-already” is
disclosed in the horizon of having been, and that with which one concerns oneself is
discovered in the horizon of the present. … [O]n the basis of the horizonal constitution of
the ecstatical unity of timeliness, there belongs to that entity which is in each its own
“here,” [Da] something like a world that has been disclosed. (SZ, p. 365/416)
With the horizon of timeliness, the answer to the question, “What nourishes the toward-which of
the understanding of being?” is achieved. Timeliness itself, in its ecstatic-horizonal constitution
enables and nourishes the toward-which of the understanding of being. By delimiting the
ecstases, the horizon provides the “enclosure” (der Umschluß) for understanding and thereby
enables transcendence.40 “Horizon” expresses the finis of finitude.
The finite entity that we call “human” must be according to its innermost essence timely
as ecstatic-horizonal so that it can be open to an entity that it itself is not and that therefore must
be able to show itself from itself. To receive what is, we must be ecstatically opened and
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horizonally related. “Timeliness ripens and unfolds itself” (Zeitlichkeit sich zeitigt), and this
process is the “primal event” (das Urereignis) of world-entry in which Dasein can meet with
entities.41 In unfolding, timeliness always already draws Dasein beyond entities towards
Dasein’s futural possibilities, and this surpassing enables entities to be present in their otherness.
Heidegger writes, “Being-in-the-world, transcending toward world, unfolds itself as timeliness
and is only possible in this way. This implies that world-entry only happens if timeliness unfolds
itself. And only if this happens can entities manifest themselves as entities.”42 To access an
entity, then, is not to have an idea of it or for it to produce causally a representation in us; rather,
to access is to draw something near and allow it to show itself as it is itself. Timeliness, then,
enables Dasein to transcend in the peculiar sense of being other than the epistemological dyad
immanent-transcendent. In transcending entities, Dasein is always already intimate with them.43
In the final pages of Being and Time’s published text, Heidegger looks back at the
preparatory question and forward to the cardinal question. He warns that however “illuminating”
the answer to the preparatory question may be, with its distinction between the being of Dasein
and the being of other entities, philosophy cannot rest content with it (SZ, pp. 436-7/487).
Instead, it must press forward within the space it has won and inquire into the cardinal question.
“[O]ur way of exhibiting the constitution of Dasein’s being remains only a way. Our aim is to
work out the question of being in general” (SZ, p. 436/487).44
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3. REVERSING THE QUESTION (SZ I.3)
The clarification of the preparatory transcendental question makes it possible to
understand its reversal and persistence in Heidegger’s clarified itinerary. The original intent of
SZ I.3 was to effect a shift from the question about Dasein and its preparatory attempt to clarify
being, to the question about being as such in terms of its temporal horizon. This shift involves a
reversal of perspectives. Instead of asking a particular question about the being of Dasein in
terms of timeliness, he poses the universal question of being in terms of temporality. In making
this shift, he does not leave the analysis of Dasein behind, but he takes it up as one of the
questions of being. The title of SZ I leaves for SZ I.3 the task of explicating “time as the
transcendental horizon of the question of being.” In 1929 he writes,
What has been published so far of the investigations on “Being and Time” has no other
task than that of a concrete projection unveiling transcendence (Cf. §§ 12-83; especially
§ 69). This in turn occurs for the purpose of enabling the sole guiding intention, clearly
indicated in the title of the whole of Part I, of attaining the “transcendental horizon of the
question concerning being.” All concrete interpretations, above all that of time, are to be
evaluated solely in the perspective of enabling the question of being.45
SZ I.3, then, must shift from the transcendence of Dasein (SZ I.1-2) to the transcendental horizon
for the question of being. The preparatory question about Dasein must yield to the cardinal
question about the horizon of being’s understandability. In 1927, he formulates the “beginning,
final, and basic question of philosophy,” topic of SZ I.3, in the following way: “Whence—that is,
from which pre-given horizon—do we understand the like of being?”46
Now, SZ I.3 was initially held back because of publishing constraints, then because
Heidegger was unsatisfied with its formulation, and finally because he was unsatisfied with any
formulations possible within the horizon of the work.47 My sole task here is to indicate how SZ
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I.3 was to shift from the preliminary question to the fundamental question, and then how the
fundamental question is related to the genuine intention of SZ I.3. I contend that his fundamental
question belongs to SZ I.3, which is to say, it remains accessible by means of SZ I.1-2 and
accomplishes the original intent of SZ I.3 to universalize the question about being. What is
changed is the language about condition for the possibility and essence and hence the basic
characterization of timeliness as that which enables Dasein to encounter entities.

3.1 From the Timeliness of Dasein to the Temporality of Dasein and Being
How, then, does the preparatory question about the transcendence of Dasein transform
itself into the cardinal question about the temporal relation of Dasein’s transcendence to the
transcendence of being? Heidegger selected the question about Dasein as the way to the
question about being, because entities with the character of Dasein have a special relation to the
question of being. “In the question of the meaning of being there is no ‘circular reasoning’ but
rather a remarkable ‘relatedness backward or forward’ which what we are asking about (being)
bears to the inquiry itself as a mode of being of an entity” (SZ, p. 8/28.). SZ I.1-2 looks forward
from Dasein to being; the task of SZ I.3 is, among other things, to look back from being to
Dasein, to show the temporal origin of existence. SZ I.3 also needs to show the genesis of the
other meanings of being, its modifications, and derivatives. The question drives us beyond the
question of “being as such” to the question of being’s origin: “From whence are we at all to
comprehend the like of being, with the entire wealth of articulations and references which are
included in it?”48

48

Heidegger (1991, p. 224/157).

19

How must we be to receive what is? is reversed into, How does the ecstatic-horizonal
unity of time engender the various meanings of being, including Dasein’s existence as opened to
that being? In §§ 6 and 83, as he looks forward to SZ I.3, he says that since timeliness grounds
Dasein, being must likewise arise in timeliness. “…time needs to be explicated originarily as the
horizon for the understanding of being, and in terms of timeliness as the being of Dasein, which
understands being” (SZ, p. 17/39). Heidegger’s indicates this shift as the turn from the
timeliness of Dasein to the temporality of being, the turn from Zeitlichkeit to Temporalität.
Thus the way in which being and its modes and characteristics have their meaning
determined originarily in terms of time, is what we shall call its “temporal”
determinateness. Thus the fundamental ontological task of interpreting being as such
includes working out the temporality of being. In the exposition of the problematic of
temporality the question of the meaning of being will first be concretely answered. (SZ,
p. 19/40)
To justify the turn from timeliness to temporality, Heidegger needs to show why timeliness itself
is the ultimate horizon and can thus serve as temporality, the “horizon for the understanding of
being.” Dreyfus, for one, says that Heidegger’s own principles render such a turn impossible, for
a deeper horizon could always become accessible.49 Indeed, Heidegger seems to admit as much
in Being and Time itself (SZ, p. 26/49). Why is timeliness ultimate? Because it is productive
and articulates itself ecstatically and horizonally. As such, it provides the context for all
understanding and its toward-which.
Because the ecstatic-horizonal unity of timeliness is intrinsically self-projection pure and
simple, because as ecstatic it makes possible all projecting upon . . . and represents,
together with the horizon belonging to the ecstasis, the condition of possibility of a
toward-which, an out-toward-which in general, it can no longer be asked upon what the
schemata can on their part be projected, and so on in infinitum.50
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The ecstatic-horizonal unity of timeliness, as the origin of the possibilities of understanding, can
serve as temporality and show the ways the various meanings of being originate. Timeliness is
the ultimate originary context, that which enables all understanding, and for that reason,
Heidegger takes it as the ultimate horizon. It is earlier than every possible earlier because it
enables all possibilities. This is just another way of saying that timeliness is the ground for the
apriori, for temporality, and only because of it are all possibilities apriori as well.51
In light of time as the horizon for the understanding of being, SZ I.3 was to undertake
two tasks. The first was to handle four sets of problems concerning being: (1) The ontological
difference; (2) The basic articulation of being; (3) The possible modifications of being and the
unity of its manifoldness; (4) The truth-character of being.52 The second was to work out the
phenomenological method, including its “apriori” terms as well as the continued priority of
Dasein even within the cardinal question. This last point calls for considerable amplification. In
shifting from the particular question about the being of Dasein to the universal question of being,
it turns out he does not leave behind the priority of Dasein but it obstinately announces itself in
every aspect of the universalized question of being. Heidegger’s new elaboration of SZ I.3 in the
summer semester 1927 lecture course makes this especially clear. Whenever he clarifies the four
systematically-related problem-areas of being, Dasein comes to the center again and again. He
seems uncertain regarding the phenomenological solution of these problems but not about the
priority of Dasein. The priority of Dasein is especially apparent in the truth-character of being:
It is precisely the analysis of the truth-character of being which shows that being also is,
as it were, based in an entity, namely, in the Dasein. It gives being [Sein gibt es] only if
the understanding of being, hence Dasein, exists. This entity accordingly lays claim to a
distinctive priority in the problematic of ontology. It makes itself manifest in all
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discussions of the basic problems of ontology and above all in the fundamental question
of the meaning of being in general53.
Dasein, the entity that is ontically distinctive in that it is ontological, thus introduces into the
domain of ontology an ineluctably ontic foundation. Husserl handled this entanglement by
sharply distinguishing the transcendental attitude and the natural attitude. Only within the
natural attitude are entities at issue; the transcendental attitude dispenses with entities and turns
to their givenness alone. But Husserl’s clarity on the issue involves the absurdity of an
unbridgeable chasm between the transcendental ego and the mundane ego. Again, Heidegger
regards this as a neglect of the specific being of Dasein, which can lose itself into the world
inauthentically or gain itself authentically as that for whom the world is disclosed. Hence,
Heidegger, in the crucial SZ I.3 speaks of “the ontic foundation of ontology.”54 In the Cartesian
Meditations, Husserl rejects this as the absurd position of “transcendental realism” in which the
dative of the world is also a “tag end of the world.”55 Now, Heidegger does not intend to “define
entities as entities by tracing them back in their origin to some other entities, as if being had the
character of some possible entity” (SZ, p. 6/26). What he has in mind is not an ontic
explanation, then, but an ontological one. Dasein, that entity that is ontological, is a necessary
but not sufficient condition for the givenness of being. “It gives being [Sein gibt es] only if
disclosedness is, that is to say, if truth is. But truth is only if an entity exists which opens up,
which discloses, and indeed in such a way that disclosing belongs itself to the mode of being of
this entity. We ourselves are such an entity.”56 Without the disclosive activity of such an entity,
ontology is simply not possible: “Ontology cannot be established in a purely ontological manner.
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Its own possibility is referred back to an entity, that is, to something ontic—the Dasein.”57 In the
domain of SZ I.3 it becomes necessary, then, to enact a third, even more radical interpretation of
Dasein.58 This is the analysis of Dasein qua transcendental ego, which is nonetheless necessarily
always also an entity. To be given, being needs a dative, and to be a dative, one needs to be an
entity. Heidegger will come to be somewhat troubled by this state of affairs, and I will return to
the point below.
Just what does the temporal repetition of Dasein reveal? In 1928, referring to SZ I.3,
Heidegger writes about how the play of timeliness enables the being of Dasein:
Timely unfolding [Die Zeitigung] is the free swinging of originary, whole
timeliness; time swings itself and swings itself back. (And only because of swing is there
throw, facticity, thrownness; and only because of swinging is there projection. Cf. the
problem of time and being indicated in Being and Time.)59
The more radical interpretation of Dasein, then, shows not only the unity of Dasein as timeliness
(SZ I.2) but the very emergence of the interplay of throw and project (Wurf-Entwurf) in the selfarticulation of time (SZ I.3). As ecstatic and horizonal, time “unfolds itself, swinging as a
worlding.”60 Time makes possible being-in-the-world, because it “is essentially a self-opening
and releasing [ein Sich-öffnen und Ent-spannen] into a world.”61 Heidegger can then conclude
that “time as pure self-affection forms the essential structure of subjectivity.”62 In Kantian terms,
this swinging is the interplay of spontaneous receptivity and receptive spontaneity characteristic
of the transcendental power of imagination.63 Temporality, then, enables the interplay of
thrownness and projection characteristic of that entity uniquely capable of understanding being.
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The first part, SZ I, takes as its point of departure the everydayness of Dasein before
tracing it back to timeliness and then the turn to temporality. The projected second part, SZ II,
moves from temporality to historicity, to show the ways researching philosophers have
approached the problematic of temporality. It provides “a phenomenological destruction of the
history of ontology, with the problematic of temporality as our clue” (SZ, p. 39/63). From 1925
to about 1930, he thinks Kant is “the first and only person who has gone any stretch of the way
towards investigating the dimension of temporality or has even let himself be drawn hither by the
coercion of the phenomena themselves” (SZ, p. 23/45). In contrast to this Kantian movement is
the tradition from which Kant himself was not able to break free: the interpretation of being as
presence which stretches from ancient philosophy, including Aristotle, through modern thought,
especially Descartes, and right up into Kant and Hegel.

3.2 From the Temporality of Dasein and Being to Ereignis
Heidegger’s dissatisfaction with SZ I.3, entitled “Time and Being,” had nothing to do
with its original aim to turn from projection upon the ultimate context to show the origination of
understanding from out of that context. The dissatisfaction, in other words, had nothing to do
with the shift from the question about Dasein’s timeliness to the question about the temporality
of being as such. In 1937-38, he writes, “For the inadequacy of the withheld section of ‘Time
and Being’ was not because of an uncertainty concerning the direction of the question and its
domain, but because of an uncertainty that only concerned the appropriate elaboration.”64 In the
Letter on Humanism, Heidegger says he held SZ I.3 back not because of a problem in the
telegraphed shift from the question of Dasein to the question about the meaning of being, but
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because of a failure of language to express this shift. “The division in question [SZ 1.3] was held
back because thinking failed in the adequate saying of this turning and did not succeed with the
help of the language of metaphysics.”65 In the preface to William Richardson’s book, Heidegger
takes pains to affirm the continuity of his project and the fact that “the turn” belongs to the very
structure of Being and Time and the turn from SZ I.1-2 to SZ I.3.
The thinking of the turn is a change in my thought. But this change is not a consequence
of altering the standpoint, much less of abandoning the basic question [der
Fragestellung], of Being and Time. The thinking of the turn results from the fact that I
stayed with the matter-for-thought [of] “Being and Time,” sc. by inquiring into that
perspective which already in Being and Time (p. 39) was designated as “Time and
Being.”66
As these texts amply show, the domain or site targeted by the preparatory question was not the
problem. Just what were these grounds of dissatisfaction which caused him to hold back SZ I.3?
The “remarkable back and forth relatedness” of the thrown project, Dasein, to being was
formulated inadequately.
The being of Dasein transcends entities and can therefore ask questions, and being is the
transcendens pure and simple (SZ, p. 38/62).67 The root of these two transcendencies is
temporality, which serves as the “transcendental horizon for the question of being” (SZ, p.
39/63). The transcendence of the questioner’s being and the transcendence of being as such
belong together and are made possible in the unfolding of timeliness. In “On the Essence of
Ground,” Heidegger says that Dasein’s transcendence allows entities to be discovered. A
marginal note expands this vision and introduces his later language:
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But Dasein and be-ing itself? Not yet thought, not until Being and Time, second half
[i.e., I.3 of the unpublished “second half”]. Da-sein belongs to be-ing itself as the simple
onefold of entities and being; the essence of the “occurrence” — unfolding of temporality
[Zeitigung der Temporalität] as a preliminary name for the truth of be-ing.68
The interplay of Dasein and being is intended in the very structure of Being and Time.69
Heidegger comes to balk at transcendental language and instead opts for new language
concerning the truth of be-ing. Transcendence comes to be renamed “event of appropriation”
(das Ereignis) as the correlation of Dasein and be-ing: “transcendence as the ecstatical—
timeliness—temporality” when approached “from the truth of be-ing” is “appropriation” (SZ, p.
440, marginalia).
Why Heidegger considers this change in terminology necessary can be understood by
considering the movement characteristic of transcendental terms. Central to transcendence is the
surpassing (Übersprung) of entities. The phenomenological researcher recovers such a
movement by resolutely resisting the falling tendency of Dasein. “…the question of being is
nothing other than the radicalization of an essential tendency-of-being which belongs to Dasein
itself—the pre-ontological understanding of being” (SZ, p. 15/35). In this way, the apriori
structure of transcendence, the schematism of temporality, is the correlate of the researcher’s
authenticity. The dynamic of research is squarely rooted in Dasein and its timeliness. On this
view, then, the variety of viewpoints in the history of philosophy has to be explained in terms of
the resoluteness of its philosophical researchers. The movement comes in transcending
(Schwung) entities, not in reciprocally relating (Gegenschwung) to be-ing. Even though Dasein
is thrown, research is projection, and it therefore cannot account for the historical horizons of
being-interpretations. The philosophers all transcended entities but in terms of various meanings
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of being. Heidegger accordingly thematizes the originary affectivity of the philosopher, which
he terms “need” (Not). The need arises in a disposition: “The need compels by disposing, and
this disposing is a displacing [Versetzung] in such fashion that we find ourselves disposed (or not
disposed) toward entities in a definite way.”70 Philosophy, then, arises from this affectivity:
“Philosophy, if it is, does not exist because there are philosophers, nor are there philosophers
because philosophy is taken up. On the contrary, philosophy and philosophers exist only when
and how the truth of be-ing itself appropriates itself [die Wahrheit des Seyns selbst sich
ereignet].”71
Another difficulty for Heidegger, besides the historically diverse meanings of being, is
whether the metaphysical tradition can contribute to the inquiry into the reciprocity of be-ing and
Dasein. Finding encouragement in his reading of Aristotle and Kant, he initially thinks that it
can. But their language of essence and condition for the possibility, articulated in the ontological
or transcendental perfect tense (Marginalia, SZ, p. 441-442) in the end is rooted exclusively in
what he comes to call the “mathematical.” This means that it begins from an entity and
therefrom projects being; consequently, it is ill-suited to name the reciprocity of Dasein and being. In Contributions, he writes, “Therefore, the effort was needed to come free of the ‘condition
for the possibility’ as going back into the merely ‘mathematical’ and to grasp the truth of be-ing
from within its own essential sway (appropriation).”72 Indeed, the language itself seems to make
be-ing into an “object” opposite Dasein, but this was never his intention. Consequently, in Being
and Time he intended something more than he could say in terms of its ontologicaltranscendental language. Thereafter, he dispenses with the mathematical tendency of research.

70

Heidegger (1984, p. 161/140).
Heidegger (1984, p. 105/120).
72
Heidegger (1989, p. 250/176). Dahlstrom (2005, pp. 37-44) and Malpas (2007, pp. 126-134) provide
helpful overviews of Heidegger’s criticisms of transcendental philosophy in the Contributions.
71

27

The need for inquiry is no longer rooted in the falling of Dasein but instead the historical
withdrawal of that which gives be-ing to Dasein. With a different disposition comes a different
essence of Dasein. In this way, Dasein belongs to be-ing and its need. Temporal horizon, then,
yields to appropriation, and transcendental research yields to a leap into the truth of be-ing.
Heidegger’s identification of the above two problems with transcendental thought,
research and the mathematical, likewise impacts what he envisioned for SZ II. He comes to see
that we access what Being and Time called the “temporality of being” by means of recalling the
history of being and by means of being appropriated by what yet needs to be thought. The
distinction between system and history, SZ I.3 and SZ II, stems from the problematic idea of
research and projection; Heidegger rather comes to emphasize that research is not due to the will
of the researcher but is made possible by thrownness and appropriation. The variety of beinginterpretations in the history of philosophy is not due to a lack of authenticity but instead to the
granting of different fundamental attunements out of which the various philosophers
philosophized. Heidegger can understand more not because he is somehow “more authentic”
than Descartes or Kant; he rather stands as the recipient of something newly given in such
attunements as angst and terror.73 A second problem with SZ II arose soon after the publication
of Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. Heidegger came to realize he had distorted Kant in
taking him to be at all concerned with the problematic of temporality. Rather, Kant, like those
before and after him, was concerned with entities alone. With this realization, however, the
transcendental language of Being and Time suddenly appears inappropriate for saying what he
wants to say. Transcendental research is ahistorical because it does not think about fundamental
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moods, and the height of transcendental philosophy in Kant does not consider what Being and
Time calls the temporality of being.74
In the Letter on Humanism, Heidegger clearly affirms that the transcendental formulation
arrived at the truth of being but its focus on research only allowed a portion of the field to come
to language:
In the poverty of its first breakthrough, the thinking that tries to advance thought into the
truth of being brings only a small part of that wholly other dimension to language. This
language even falsifies itself for it does not yet succeed in retaining the essential help of
phenomenological seeing while dispensing with the inappropriate concern with “science”
and “research.”75
With “truth of be-ing” Heidegger adopts and transforms language already part of his operative
vocabulary in Being and Time. He speaks of veritas transcendentalis, dislosedness of being, and
veritas temporalis (SZ, p. 38/62, and 1975, p. 460/323). Here the genitive is both subjective and
objective; it expresses the reciprocity of disclosedness (Dasein) and being. He does not see this
reciprocity as mechanical, a function of the methodological research activity of Dasein, but
instead as historical. The transcendental pathway (SZ I.1-2) is retained but only to motivate its
abandonment into the domain it discloses (SZ I.3). “Only provisionally the transcendental way
… in order to prepare the swinging around and leaping into” (1989, p. 305/215). Not
transcendence’s “swinging” (Schwung) and “leaping beyond” (Übersprungen) entities, but
instead the “swinging around” (Umschwung) and “leaping into” (Einsprung) the “reciprocity”
(Gegenschwung) of Dasein and be-ing. Be-ing needs Dasein and Dasein belongs to be-ing.76
The terminus of the leap, then, is no longer adequately expressed with the language of
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transcendental philosophy and its metaphysical heritage. Condition for the possibility, the
transcendental concept of essence, does not capture the historical emergence of that possibility.
The essence of Dasein itself proves to be at stake in the truth of be-ing. Heidegger’s anticipated
repetition of the Dasein-analytic in SZ I.3 occurs now in terms of the reciprocity of Dasein and
be-ing, named by the “truth of be-ing.”77 The shift is not from Dasein to be-ing but from Dasein
as the researcher into being to Dasein as the appropriated site or truth of be-ing. Here, the
question of the truth of be-ing is equally the question of the be-ing of truth.78 Instead of asking
about the horizon of reciprocity, he shifts to the historical happening of reciprocity and
formulates his fundamental question as follows: “How does the truth of be-ing sway?”79

4. THE TRANSCENDENTAL QUESTIONS CLARIFIED
Heidegger sharply distinguishes his grounding question about the horizon of being from
what he takes to be the guiding question in the history of metaphysical inquiry, “What is an
entity?”80 This question, he argues, interprets the being of entities as constant presence. The
preliminary question about Dasein is his own path for crossing from the first to the other
question, from the limited horizon of metaphysics to what he calls in Contributions “another
beginning.” As such it is properly placed, uncomfortably to be sure, between the guiding and the
grounding questions. The preliminary question targets Dasein’s ontic distinction of being
ontological. It is an entity open to the being of entities. The grounding question then asks what
is responsible for the correlation of Dasein and being, whether this be temporality or Ereignis.
Neither the preliminary question nor the grounding question is couched in terms of the guiding
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question of metaphysics. But there is no way to approach the grounding question except by
means of the preparatory question about Dasein. The preparatory question, then, is central in
motivating the shift from the question about entity to the question about the reciprocity of Dasein
and being.
Through the 1930s and later, Heidegger’s thought remains concerned preliminarily with
the “to be” of the dative for the givenness of entities and primarily the opening up of the domain
in which we can be the dative of being. The preliminary question considers our openness to
things and the primary question our openness as the site of being. The primary question is only
had by means of the preliminary question, but the primary question shows that the preliminary
question is inadequately put. Consequently, in Contributions, he can remark regarding the
difference between the openness and entities, a difference which only emerges in the
preparatory-transcendental question: “For as necessary as this distinction is (to think in
traditional terms), in order to provide at all a preliminary perspective for the question of be-ing,
just as disastrous does this distinction continue to be.”81 The success of the preliminary question
leads to its surpassing. He can cease to ask the preliminary question precisely because he moves
deeper within the domain it opens. The evidence suggests, then, that the first transcendental
question, though formulated in unfortunate metaphysical terms, does prove to be continually
relevant, because it engages the history of philosophy in a productive way.82 In Contributions,
he observes, “When coming from the horizon of metaphysics, there is at first no other way even
to make the question of being conceivable as a task.”83 The destructive program of SZ II, then,

81

Heidegger (1989, p. 250/176-7).
See Engelland (2008).
83
Heidegger (1989, p. 450/317).
82

31

receives its direction from the questioning belonging to SZ I.1-2, aiming as it does at the field of
SZ I.3.
At the outset, I identified two important threads among Heidegger scholars that have
emerged in the last decade: the transcendental motif and the clarification of his lasting question.
While both make welcome headway in understanding Heidegger, both approaches leave obscure
the role of the transcendental in the “turn.” Specifically, the transcendental program of Being
and Time appears fundamentally mistaken, and this appearance conceals the essential motivating
role transcendence plays in making a first approach to the space of the fundamental question.
The key to clarifying this matter is disentangling his two questions and showing their interplay,
especially in the troubled SZ I.3. The reconstruction of the preparatory question (SZ I.1-2) and
its reversal (SZ I.3) reveals that Heidegger’s later criticism of the (preparatory) transcendental
question in fact relies on the success of the question. Transcendental terms become translated
into the terms of Ereignis and its “reciprocity” (Gegenschwung). The intended “reversal”
(Umschwung) is accomplished, in part, by means of the “upswing” (Schwung) of Dasein’s
transcendence. The “leap” (Sprung) is prepared for by the “leaping ahead” (Übersprung) of
Dasein’s transcendence. Transcendence, then, is taken up into a more comprehensive movement
of reciprocity. It is not annulled but completed. In a certain sense, it is fitting to speak of
Heidegger’s cardinal question as a transcendental one, insofar as he realized transcendence was a
“preliminary name” (Vorname) for Ereignis; the appropriate name for this phenomenon only first
showed itself by means of the (finally inappropriate) transcendental approach.84 In the end, he
remains a “transcendental” thinker, in a sense peculiarly his own yet one undeniably indebted to
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the tradition that carries that name (Husserl, Kant, and more liberally Parmenides, Aristotle, et
al).
The project of these pages, recapitulating the transcendental and clarifying tendencies of
recent Heidegger scholarship, shows the need to distinguish and relate the “transcendental”
questions operative in Heidegger’s path of thinking. This distinction justifies two conclusions.
The transcendental motif continues to be important due to its essential role in his clarified
itinerary. The demystification project, approached transcendentally, lays bare the structure of
Being and Time as it reverses the first to the other transcendental question. How must we be to
access entities? Essentially opened up ecstatically and horizonally by timeliness. What is
responsible for the reciprocity of Dasein and being? The event of appropriation. The shift from
timeliness to appropriation (initially by means of transcendental temporality) happens within the
domain opened by timeliness, the domain that belongs “topographically” to the unpublished but
still fruitful SZ I.3.
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