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1. Phenomenology as Ontology and the Temporal Subjectivity

The school of thought inaugurated by E. Husserl aims to reestab-
lish a «first philosophy» directed, as a «rigorous science», toward 

«things themselves». Phenomenology therefore has a strongly theo-
retical approach, from which historical considerations are excluded, 
at least initially. Husserl understands phenomenology as knowledge 
of essences, and it is no coincidence that the logicist approach of the 
Logische Untersuchungen is then founded on a transcendental ego, 
understood as a radicalization of the Cartesian ego and the Kantian 
transcendental subject.

In his early encounters with phenomenology, M. Heidegger offers 
a perspective that aims to be faithful to that of his teacher, while at 
the same time overturning it. Heidegger’s Dasein is always already in-
volved and even compromised with the world, yet it also possesses a 
status that is structurally different from all other beings in the world, 
whose constitution of meaning is dependent on it.

The continuity between Husserl and Heidegger can be observed by 
analyzing «the principle of all principles» stated in paragraph 24 of the 
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first volume of the Ideen: everything that originally presents itself to 
intuition must be accepted simply as what is given, but only within the 
limits in which it is given.

«Every intuition that gives something originarily is a legitimate 
source of cognition, and everything that offers itself originarily to intui-
tion is to be accepted simply as it gives itself, but only within the limits 
in which it gives itself» [Husserl 1976, 51].1

Reduction is a «return to the things themselves», yet the things them-
selves are always limited, always only phenomena. Radical objectivism 
corresponds to an equally radical subjective limitation; data are never 
pure, but there is nothing beyond them. Intentionality expresses precise-
ly this connection between object and subjective perspective. Every da-
tum of cognition is formed within this process: it is constituted. There 
is givenness only by virtue of consciousness. There is no world without 
consciousness; and yet consciousness, which in principle could even be 
without a world, is by its very nature always already open to the world. 
The revolution of phenomenology resides at this point, which represents 
a radicalization of Kantianism and of its transcendental orientation. Sub-
jectivity is the condition of possibility for the givenness of phenomena, 
which, however, are always only such, that is, they have no reference to 
something like things in themselves in Kantian sense. That which makes 
appearing possible is immediately also that which limits it.2

From his earliest lectures in Freiburg, Heidegger defined this dy-
namic as that of scientific philosophy, which for him was synonymous 
with phenomenology and ontology as philosophy coincides for Heide-
gger with the science of being. Whereas all the other sciences concern 
themselves with beings, that is, with something whose sense is already 
fixed — a positum.

1	 The English translations of the texts from German are my own.
2	 On the reading of Heideggerian Dasein in continuity with Husserlian 
subjectivity, a vast body of literature could be cited; see, for example, Crowell 
2001. More generally, however, one can observe that a significant part of the 
phenomenological reception in France has shown a broad tendency to interpret 
phenomenology in a predominantly unitary and continuous manner (one might 
cite, for example – although the paths of these respective projects are of course 
also very different – Levinas 1949, Merleau-Ponty 1964, Marion 1989, and even 
Foucault 2021).



«Das Dasein ist seine Vergangenheit».

69

Philosophy is the science of being. By philosophy we shall henceforth under-
stand scientific philosophy and nothing else. Consequently, all non-philosophical 
sciences have beings as their theme, and these are already given to their gaze 
always as beings. They presuppose them; for them, beings are a positum. All 
propositions of the non-philosophical sciences, including the statements of math-
ematics, are positive propositions. We shall therefore call all non-philosophical 
sciences, in order to distinguish them from philosophy, “positive sciences”. The 
positive sciences deal with beings, that is, with domains that are in each case 
determinate, for example nature. Within these domains, scientific inquiry in turn 
delimits further determinate spheres: inanimate, physical-material nature, and or-
ganic nature. The sphere of living organisms is in turn articulated into still more 
specific fields of inquiry: the vegetal world and the animal world. Being as his-
tory constitutes another domain. Its articulations are the history of art, political 
history, the history of science, and the history of religion [Heidegger 1975, 17].

Philosophy thus concerns itself with the constitution of the sense of 
things, that is, with the way in which things come into view, and there-
fore are not already given to view. Phenomenological intentionality, in 
contrast to that of everydayness within the natural attitude, does not re-
ceive beings according to meanings already determined. The task of the 
epoché, as will be said, is precisely to call such meanings into question 
in order to test their grounding. This is the operation proper to philoso-
phy, that is, to phenomenology and—according to what Heidegger will 
maintain at least up to a certain phase—to metaphysics or ontology, 
namely, the science that concerns itself with the being of things, and 
thus with the determination of their meaning. Among the “positive” 
sciences Heidegger here places history. We shall see that this concerns 
a specific and constituted sense of history, to which Heidegger will op-
pose instead a constituting sense that is situated on the same plane on 
which philosophy moves as the science of being.

For Heidegger, that which allows the meaning of entities to be giv-
en is Dasein, which therefore represents their horizon: it is both their 
condition and their limit, precisely in accordance with the structure 
of Husserlian phenomenological consciousness discussed above. Da-
sein, as the condition for the constitution of the sense of entities, is the 
guarantee of the scientific character of philosophy. It can therefore be 
maintained without inadequacy that it still represents the transcendental 
condition for the givenness of phenomena.
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The relation to beings, for its part, belongs to a determinate being, namely to that 
being which we ourselves are, human Dasein. To it belongs that understanding 
of being which alone makes possible any relation to beings. The understanding 
of being itself has the mode of being of human Dasein. The more originarily and 
adequately we determine this being in its structure of being – that is, determine 
it in an ontological manner – the more securely we shall be able to grasp within 
its structure the understanding of being that is proper to Dasein, and the more 
possible it will be, in an equally univocal way, to pose the question: what is it 
that makes possible this understanding of being in general? From what, that is 
to say, from which preliminarily given horizon do we understand something like 
being? [ibid., 21].

If understanding is immediately anchored in the existential dynamic of 
Dasein, which in Heidegger becomes eminently concrete and more broad-
ly practical, thereby losing the predominantly theoretical, cognitive, and in-
tellectualistic attitude it had in Husserl, Dasein nonetheless still represents 
the horizon and thus the condition within which phenomena are given, and 
which must be grounded in a scientific manner. With a move that is still, 
even linguistically, of Kantian descent—as will be fully revealed in the 
Kant-Buch— Heidegger leads ontology back to the analytic.

Therefore, fundamental ontology, from which alone all the others can arise, must 
necessarily be sought in the existential analytic of Dasein […] It has now been 
shown, however, that fundamental ontology is in every case constituted by the 
ontological analysis of Dasein, and that Dasein will therefore function funda-
mentally as the being that is to be subjected, in a preliminary way, to inquiry 
concerning its being [Heidegger 1977, 18 and 19-20].

Dasein is still the condition of phenomena. Once again, in a man-
ner that appears to be faithfully Husserlian and—at least in its general 
traits—also faithfully Kantian, Dasein is both condition and limit. Indeed, 
Dasein is condition and, precisely for that reason, limit: in this sense the 
ambiguity of the phenomenon emerges, which is always everything that 
gives itself, without remainder, and at the same time is never the whole, 
because it represents a structurally limited dimension. Precisely because 
phenomena are conditioned and marked by finitude, their sense—ac-
cording to a further radicalization of Husserl and I. Kant—is located in 
temporality. With a move that he himself considers faithfully Husserlian, 
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already in his lectures of the early 1920s and then, of course, in Sein und 
Zeit, Heidegger finds the meaning of Dasein in temporality.

«As the sense of the being of that being which we call Dasein, tem-
porality is indicated. This demonstration must be confirmed through the 
repeated interpretation of the structures of Dasein (already provisional-
ly described) as modes of temporality» [ibid., 24].

If being is understood starting from Dasein, and if the sense of 
Dasein is temporality, then being itself is understood starting from tem-
porality. Temporality is the domain in which that process of constitution 
of sense inescapably takes place.

The original constitution of the being of Dasein is revealed, in the ontological 
analytic of Dasein, as temporality (Zeitlichkeit) […]. But if temporality consti-
tutes the ontological sense of human Dasein, and if the understanding of being 
belongs to the ontological constitution of Dasein, then the understanding of be-
ing must likewise be possible only on the basis of temporality. From this there 
arises the perspective for a possible verification of the thesis: the horizon from 
which something like being in general is understood is time. We interpret being 
from out of time [Heidegger 1975, 22].

It is time that makes possible the givenness of phenomena and, at 
the same time, structurally limits this very givenness. Not by chance, 
already for Husserl the deepest stratum of the constitution of phenomena 
is time. Time accounts for the givenness of phenomena in the present, 
and for the limit of this very givenness, which is structurally subjected 
to falling back into the past and to passing over into the future, both of 
which are, however, obviously absent. In particular, the presentation of 
phenomena according to adumbrations, such that only one “side” is ever 
seen perspectivally and never the whole, ultimately depends on time. 
But more generally, the presence bordered by absence that is encoun-
tered not only in perception, but in every form of cognition and in the 
overall experience of meaningfulness, is ultimately traced back to the 
constant and unstoppable sinking of every present instant into the past, 
always already projected toward the future. Time is responsible for the 
dynamic of presence and absence, light and shadow, in which being 
offers itself. Time therefore represents the most profound and intimate 
constitution of being of subjectivity and of its conditioning of the given-
ness of phenomena.
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2. Transcendental Historicity of Dasein

What has received little attention so far, however, is that in para-
graph 6 of Sein und Zeit, Heidegger seems to describe historicity as the 
specific temporal mode of Dasein.

«Every inquiry—and not least that which moves within the scope of 
the central problem of being—is an ontic possibility of Dasein, whose 
being finds its sense in temporality, which in turn is also the condition 
of possibility of historicity as a temporal mode of being of Dasein itself 
[…]» [Heidegger 1977, 27].

Historicity, however, does not seem to be one temporal mode of 
being of Dasein among others, but is described by Heidegger as some-
thing structurally—transcendentally—constitutive of Dasein. Dasein is 
always already anticipated by its past, which precedes it and conditions 
it in an inescapable way. Dasein in fact understands itself and being 
in virtue of the modes that have been handed down to it, that it has 
received, and that orient and influence its understanding and its act-
ing. According to Heidegger, there is no Dasein that is not historical, 
and the possibility of describing, narrating, or reconstructing history 
depends on this constitution of Dasein. History, that is, as an ontic dis-
cipline depends on the historicity of Dasein.

The determination of “historicity” precedes what is called history (the historical 
happening of the world-universe). Historicity means the constitution of being of 
the “happening” of Dasein as such, on the basis of which alone something like 
the “history of the world-universe” is possible, and also historical belonging to 
it. Dasein, in what it is as factical being, is in each case what it was and “what” it 
already was. Explicitly or not, it is its past. And this not merely in the sense that 
this past trails along behind it, as it were, and that it possesses something past 
as a property still at hand, which continues to have some effect upon it. Dasein 
“is” its past in the manner of its being which – briefly put – “happens” out of 
what is in each case its future. Dasein, with its own particular manner of being, 
and thus also with its own understanding of being, has grown into a traditional 
interpretation of Dasein and is permeated by it. On the basis of this interpretation 
it understands itself in the first instance, and within a given domain, constantly. 
Such understanding discloses the possibilities of its being and regulates them. 
Its own past (which always means that of its “generation”) does not follow upon 
Dasein, but already always precedes it [ibid., 27].
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Therefore, in that paragraph, a constant work of «destruction» (or, 
as it is perhaps better translated, «deconstruction») of history is pro-
posed as necessary, so that we can become aware of the constitutive 
limits that weigh on the meaning of beings, but also on the self-under-
standing of Dasein itself.

If, for the very question of being, transparency concerning its history is to be 
gained, it is necessary that a consolidated tradition be rendered fluid once again 
and that the concealments it has accumulated be removed. This task, which must 
be carried out along the guiding thread of the problem of being, is understood 
by us as the destruction (Destruktion) of the traditional content of ancient on-
tology, in order to trace it back to the original experiences in which those first 
determinations of being were achieved that subsequently served as guiding ones. 
This demonstration of the origin of the fundamental ontological concepts, as 
an exhibition of their “birth certificates,” has nothing in common with a crude 
relativization of ontological standpoints. Just as little does this deconstruction 
(Abbau) have the negative sense of disposing of the ontological tradition. […] 
Destruction does not aim at burying the past in nothingness, but has a positive 
intent; its negative function remains implicit and indirect [ibid., 30-31].

The passage on destruction is rightly famous, and rich in theoretical 
consequences, among which the Derridean proposal of deconstruction 
obviously stands out.3 But the point that is of interest to emphasize here 
is the following: historicity, as that specific declination of temporality in 
Dasein that immediately affects the constitution of the meaning of being, 
seems to express even more profoundly the intrinsic limit to the given-
ness of phenomena that had already been identified in being-there and its 
temporality. With respect to temporality, in fact, historicity immediately 
also engages the practical dimensions of acting, concrete, material, and 
bodily domains, as well as the plurality of subjects. It thus seems to ex-
press more adequately all those demands for an expansion of Husserlian 
formal and transcendental subjectivity that Heidegger intends to develop.

Not by chance, in his elaborations of the phenomenological meth-
od, Heidegger links destruction, together with construction (that is, its 

3	 On the origins of the term destruction in Heidegger, see Barash 2003 and Crowe 
2006. On its developments see Moran 1992 and, with particular reference to the Black 
Notebooks, we may also refer to Tommasi 2016.
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positive counterpart), to reduction as one of the “three fundamental 
components of the phenomenological method”. Reduction is defined as 
the passage from beings to being. But being always reveals itself as a 
“construction”. In order to show it as such, destruction must be carried 
out. Historical destruction thus seems to be the third and most funda-
mental moment of reduction.

The three fundamental components of the phenomenological method – re-
duction, construction, and destruction – essentially belong to one another 
and must be grounded in this reciprocal belonging. The construction of phi-
losophy is necessarily destruction, that is, a deconstruction of what has been 
handed down, carried out through a historical return to tradition. This does 
not mean denying tradition or condemning it to annulment; rather, it means 
positively appropriating it. Since destruction is part of construction, philo-
sophical knowledge proves, in its essence, in a certain sense, to be historical 
knowledge. The concept of philosophy as science, the concept of phenome-
nological inquiry, includes what is commonly called the “history of philoso-
phy” [Heidegger 1975, 31].4

Destruction as historical reduction is not a methodological step 
valid only in certain circumstances and for certain objects, namely 
those of tradition. Rather, it is a structural requirement, a fundamental 
moment of the phenomenological method. Phenomenology constitutes 
its objects against the background of their radical historicity and can-
not dispense with it. Thus, history and ontology are not two separable 
domains: phenomena are given within the limit of historicity, and the 
question of the sense of being is inevitably historical. There is therefore 
a structural bond between phenomenology, ontology, and history.

«The question concerning the sense of being, by virtue of the mode 
of accomplishment that is proper to it, that is, insofar as it is a prelimi-
nary explication of Dasein in its temporality and historicity (Geschicht-

4	 J.-F. Courtine has clarified the methodological triad reduction – construction 
– destruction by reconstructing the three-way dialogue between P. Natorp, Husserl, 
and Heidegger. He shows that Heidegger’s Destruktion is neither a reconstructive 
procedure nor a variant of phenomenological reduction, but a radical anti-objectifying 
move aimed at undoing the sedimentation of concepts in order to retrieve the enact-
ment (Vollzug) of factical life [see Courtine 2009].
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lichkeit), is of itself led to understand itself as historical (historisch)» 
[Heidegger 1977, 28].

But this nexus evidently cannot fail to involve Dasein as well, that 
is, the Heideggerian understanding of subjectivity. Hence the structural 
and “transcendental” historicity of Dasein, far from presenting itself as 
merely one possible mode among others, appears instead as a more spe-
cific and deeper articulation of its temporality. Dasein is intrinsically 
historical, and thus its constitutive relation to being itself is historical. 
Dasein and being, therefore, are historical, and it is within history that 
their correlation unfolds.

3. Historicity of the of Being and the Overcoming of Dasein

Paragraph 7 of Sein und Zeit, devoted to the «phenomenological 
method of research», can and must therefore be read in close continuity 
with paragraph 6. Heidegger reaffirms the coincidence of ontology and 
phenomenology («Ontology is possible only as phenomenology» […]. 
«In substantive terms, phenomenology is the science of the being of 
beings – ontology»). The motto is taken up once again: «as much ap-
pearance, so much being». Being and appearing are synonymous. Hei-
degger aims to overcome the Platonic and Christian model, denounced 
by Nietzsche, of dualism and of «backworlds».

Ontology is possible only as phenomenology. According to the phenomenologi-
cal concept of phenomenon, what shows itself is the being of beings, its sense, 
its modifications, and its derivatives. And showing itself is neither an arbitrary 
showing nor something like a mere manifestation. The last thing that the being 
of beings could ever be is something “behind which” there is still something 
“that does not manifest itself.” “Behind” the phenomena of phenomenology the-
re stands, in principle, nothing else [Heidegger 1977, 48].

This does not mean that phenomena are not phenomena, that is, 
that they are immediately a definitive truth. On the contrary, it means 
precisely renouncing the idea of a definitive truth in favor of a constant 
unveiling of different senses. The constant limit of phenomenological 
givenness identified earlier indicates exactly this dynamic. It is a con-
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stant process of constitution of sense that never finds—because structur-
ally it cannot find—a definitive fulfillment. There is nothing beyond the 
phenomenon, which is always anew constituted in its meaning through 
the changing of conditions. It is temporal subjectivity, and more deep-
ly historical subjectivity, with all that it entails, that is responsible for 
this state of affairs. Not by chance, the modes of covering of sense that 
render the phenomenon always such, that is, that structurally prevent 
even the merely theoretical givenness of a «thing in itself»—and here 
one can clearly register a surpassing of Kant on the part of phenom-
enology in its Heideggerian orientation—are described by Heidegger 
with essentially historical terms. The ways in which a phenomenon 
is «hidden» (verborgen), «covered over» (verdeckt), «distorted» (ver-
stellt), «buried» (verschüttet), and finally «forgotten» (vergessen) recall 
some of the technical terms that had been invoked in the paragraph on 
destruction, or in any case describe temporal or historical dynamics.

First of all, a phenomenon can be veiled in the sense that it has not yet been 
uncovered. There is neither knowledge nor ignorance that refers to it. A phe-
nomenon can then be buried. This implies that it was once uncovered, but has 
subsequently been covered over again. Such covering over can become total 
or, as usually happens, what has been uncovered is still visible, though only as 
appearance. Yet: as much appearance, so much “being.” This covering over as 
“displacement” is the most frequent and the most dangerous, because here the 
possibilities of illusion and confusion are particularly tenacious. The structures 
of being and the corresponding concepts, available though concealed in their 
rootedness, attempt to assert their claims, perhaps within a “system” [ibid.].

«As much appearance, so much being». This is the principle of phe-
nomenology, which Heidegger, via Husserl, takes over from Herbart, and 
which clarifies the dynamic of constant and inexhaustible constitution of 
sense through which phenomena offer themselves. In the passage from 
Kant to Husserl to Heidegger—whose traits of continuity have been em-
phasized above—a radicalization of the conditionedness and finitude of 
being is accomplished, a radicalization that is rooted in the temporality 
and historicity of the subject that experiences being itself.5

5	 Recently, F. Scagliusi has offered a convincing analysis that links, in Heideg-
ger, destruction in the historical sense to the destruction of factical life [see Scagliusi 
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How Heidegger represents a radicalization and a historicization of 
the trajectory of modern subjectivity as a whole, starting from the Car-
tesian move, can be seen in the reading of the 1929 inaugural lecture 
Was ist Metaphysik? Moreover, on the basis of what has been said—
namely, that if being and appearing are not distinct, and that «behind 
the phenomena of phenomenology there is nothing»—we can also un-
derstand the seemingly oracular language of this lecture («the nothing 
itself nihilates»).

The nothing is the complete negation of the totality of beings […] Anxiety re-
veals the nothing. Since beings as a whole slip away, and thus precisely the noth-
ing assails us, every attempt to say “is” falls silent in its presence. That, in the 
disorientation of anxiety, we often try to break the proper silence of emptiness 
with words spoken at random is nothing other than proof of the presence of the 
nothing. That anxiety discloses the nothing is attested by human beings them-
selves as soon as anxiety has passed. In the clarity of a gaze sustained by still-
fresh recollection, we must say: that of which and for which we were anxious 
was not “properly speaking” – nothing. Indeed, the nothing itself, as such, was 
present [Heidegger 1976, 107-108 and 112].

Heidegger proposes a reinterpretation of the process of phenom-
enological reduction in its Cartesian version: to annihilate, in the 
experience of anxiety, the validity of meaning of constituted beings. 
In the first of the Metaphysical Meditations, R. Descartes famously 
proposed the necessity of suspending trust in the truths of common 
sense offered by everyday life in order to seek an indubitable foun-
dational certainty. If the Kantian transcendental I took up this move 
and provided the guarantee of the ego cogito, Husserlian epoché and 
the reduction to the transcendental subject explicitly appealed to both. 
The procedure is then taken up by Heidegger in metaphysical terms: 
according to what had already been proposed in Sein und Zeit, phe-
nomenology as ontological science distinguishes itself from the ontic 
sciences, which deal with beings whose sense and validity are already 
constituted. But the metaphysical experience opened up by the lived 
experience of anxiety (or by other attunements of the same scope) 

2024]. Earlier, R. Cristin had already insisted on the connection between destruction 
and reduction [see Cristin 2003].
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nihilates the sense of being of beings. Things no longer have the 
taken-for-granted meaning given in everydayness—and historically 
received from the context of reference—but lose all value. For this 
reason it is the nothing—the nothing that, as seen in paragraph 7 of 
Sein und Zeit, stands behind the phenomena of phenomenology—that 
makes possible the manifestation of beings, that is, the fact that they 
are constituted in their sense.

Only in the clear night of the nothing of anxiety does the original openness of 
beings as such arise, whereby they are beings – and not nothing. This “and not 
nothing” that we add in discourse is not a subsequent explanation, but rather 
the prior making-possible of the evidential givenness of beings in general. The 
essence of the nothing as originally nihilating lies in this: it is first and foremost 
the nothing itself that brings Dasein before beings as such. Only on the ground 
of the original manifestness of the nothing can human Dasein direct itself toward 
beings and concern itself with them [ibid., 114-115].

For this reason the nothing is the proper object of metaphysics. It is 
therefore described as synonymous with being. In reality, these are two 
sides of the same coin: if being is the constant process of constitution of 
beings, the nothing is its negative aspect, namely the fact that no defin-
itive truth is given, no backworld, no thing in itself. Precisely because 
the nothing (understood as the absence of any definitive sense) con-
stitutes the background of phenomena, they can manifest themselves 
by being constituted, from time to time, in specific senses, that is, as 
determinate beings. The role of Dasein is exactly this.

The being of Dasein held immersed in the nothing on the ground of latent anxiety 
is the surpassing of beings as a whole; it is transcendence. Our question concern-
ing the nothing must present metaphysics itself to us. The name “metaphysics” 
derives from the Greek metá ta physiká. This strange designation was subse-
quently interpreted as the definition of a questioning that goes metá, trans, “be-
yond” beings as such. Metaphysics is the questioning beyond beings, in order to 
return to understanding them as such and in their totality [Heidegger 1976, 118].

Dasein is transcendence, that is, the constant surpassing of the giv-
en sense of beings in order to call their constitution of being back into 
question. This operation is structurally dynamic, inexhaustible, and 
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therefore historical. As radically historical, Dasein never finds a foun-
dation for beings. In anguish, it discovers their lack of definitive mean-
ing. However, this awareness opens up the possibility of participating in 
the infinite historical process of their constitution of meaning. Instead 
of the ego cogito as the foundation of metaphysics (Descartes) or tran-
scendental philosophy (Kant and then Husserl), Heidegger traces the 
process of the constitution of meaning back to a historical Dasein and 
its constant work of destruction and construction.

In his 1935 lectures on Einführung in die Metaphysik, all this 
emerges even more clearly: Heidegger reiterates the coincidence be-
tween being and appearing and describes this coincidence even more 
explicitly in terms of process. Being is a permanent historical un-
folding, within which Dasein itself manifests itself. Understanding 
how Heidegger described historicity as the intimate structure of Da-
sein and the condition of possibility of meaning therefore allows us 
to understand how historicity itself can become the true and only pro-
tagonist of the process of meaning constitution. Seynsgeschichte, the 
giving of being in terms of event, thus appears as a coherent outcome 
of that premise.

In the fourth part of the lectures, devoted to the limitation of being, 
Heidegger attempts to grasp the sense of being—pursued throughout the 
course and still not clarified—by starting from the terms that tradition 
and ordinary language normally oppose to it. A fundamental opposition 
is, of course, that between being and appearing. Being—namely reality, 
truth, objectivity—is different, and different is its appearing, namely the 
way in which it manifests itself, how we see it, perceive it, or know it, 
how it seems to be. Heidegger thus works on the Greek phainesthai and 
on the German Scheinen, deepening what had already been introduced 
in the cited paragraph 7 of Sein und Zeit.

On closer inspection we find three kinds of appearance: 1) appearance as splen-
dor (Glanz) and as shining forth (Leuchten); 2) appearance and seeming (Schei-
nen) as appearing (Erscheinen), the coming-into-appearance (Vor-schein) of 
something; 3) appearance as mere appearance, seeming (Anschein, as in “having 
the look of …”), which produces the illusion of something. At the same time, 
however, it becomes evident that the “seeming” mentioned in the second place, 
appearing in the sense of showing itself (Sichzeigen), befits both appearance un-
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derstood as splendor and appearance understood as seeming, and this not as an 
arbitrary feature, but as the ground of their possibility. The essence of appearance 
(Schein) resides in appearing (Erscheinen). This means showing itself, exhib-
iting itself, being set forth and standing before […]. Appearing here means as 
much as being [Heidegger 1983, 107].

Heidegger thus distinguishes three senses of appearing: a positive 
one (shining forth, standing out), a negative one (not truly being), and a 
neutral one. The latter is the originary sense. In early and pre-Socratic 
Greek thought, according to Heidegger, being and appearing were not 
opposed, but were two ways of expressing the same dynamic, more 
fundamentally articulated by the term physis, in which Heidegger dis-
cerns the very root of appearing itself.

Keeping in view what has been said, we can grasp the intimate connection 
between being and appearance. But in order fully to understand it, being itself 
must be understood in an equally originary way, that is, as the Greeks under-
stood it. We already know that being discloses itself to the Greeks as φύσις. 
The constantly self-unfolding prevailing (das aufgehend-verweilende Walten) 
is at the same time, in itself, the appearing that shows itself (das scheinende Er-
scheinen). The roots φυ- and φα- designate the same thing. Φύειν, the self-un-
folding that rests in itself, is φαίνεσθαι: shining forth, showing itself, appear-
ing. All those determinate aspects of being that, in the course of our exposition 
(and as a consequence of our reference to Parmenides), we have gradually 
mentioned – mostly limiting ourselves to enumerating them – already offer 
us, taken together, enough to form a certain idea of the word that the Greeks 
fundamentally use to indicate being [ibid., 108].

The term physis designates the dynamic of the constant self-un-
folding of being, which at the same time brings it to manifestation 
through Dasein. As Heidegger will explicitly emphasize when dealing 
with another limitation introduced after the Presocratics, but not origi-
nally present—namely that between being and thinking—Dasein itself 
is an epiphenomenon of this universal dynamic of self-unfolding that 
belongs to physis.

If, however, appearing belongs to being as physis, then human beings, as beings, 
must belong to this appearing. On the other hand, since being-human manifestly 
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constitutes a particular being, sui generis, within beings as a whole, the proper 
character of being-human results from the singularity of its belonging to being 
understood as prevailing appearing (waltendes Erscheinen). Now, however, be-
cause such appearing essentially involves apprehension, the receptive taking-up 
of what shows itself, it is to be held that precisely on this basis the essence of 
being-human is determined [ibid., 148].

Now, this dynamic that binds being and appearing, and that also 
involves the essence of being-human, is for Heidegger in itself histor-
ical. Moreover, another false limitation and spurious opposition is that 
which would oppose being to becoming. The nature of being is becom-
ing, and therefore in itself historical.

Let us think of the sun. It rises and sets every day. Only a minimal number of 
astronomers, physicists, philosophers – and even these only on the basis of a 
particular standpoint that is more or less familiar to them – immediately experi-
ence this state of affairs in a different way, namely as the movement of the earth 
around the sun. Nevertheless, the appearance that the sun and the earth assume 
– for example, the countryside at dawn, the sea in the evening, the night – is 
still an appearing. This appearance is not nothing. And it is not untrue either. 
Nor is it merely a simple appearance of relations of nature that are in reality 
constituted otherwise. This appearance is historical; it is history itself; it is 
disclosed and grounded in poetry and in saying, and is thus an essential aspect 
of our world [ibid., 112].

Taking up the spirit of the «principle of all principles» of phenom-
enology, and the considerations of paragraph 7 of Sein und Zeit, Hei-
degger affirms the coincidence of truth with phenomenality, with the 
givenness of things that admits no truth lying behind it and that is at the 
same time always limited. Now, this dynamic is defined by Heidegger 
as history. The correlation between Dasein and being is historical, and 
both of these poles are in turn taken up again and embraced by history.
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Abstract:
The text aims to focus on the historicity intrinsic to Heidegger’s Dasein in order to 
show: 1) that it constitutes not only a reversal, but also, at least equally, a coherent 
radicalization of Husserl’s transcendental subjectivity, and, by way of Husserl, also of 
Kant and Descartes, and thus of the entire modern tradition; 2) that, even more pro-
foundly than temporality, historicity expresses the very essence of «what we already 
always are», and is therefore decisive for understanding the way in which Heidegger 
describes the phenomenological method, insofar as this is rooted in a subjectivity 
constitutive of sense; 3) that it constitutes a decisive key to understanding the Kehre, 
which, starting from it, is again a coherent outcome. The historicity through which, 
in Heidegger, subjectivity receives the legacy of the modern tradition thus leads, in 
the final analysis, to an abandonment of its foundational role. Subjectivity is itself the 
result of a constitution of sense that precedes and determines it, and it is being itself 
that bears the essential character of historicity.

Il testo intende concentrarsi sulla storicità intrinseca al Dasein di Heidegger per mo-
strare: 1) che essa costituisce non solo un rovesciamento, ma anche, almeno in egual 
misura, una radicalizzazione coerente della soggettività trascendentale di Husserl e, 
attraverso Husserl, anche di Kant e Cartesio, e quindi dell’intera tradizione moder-
na; 2) che, ancora più profondamente della temporalità, la storicità esprime l’essenza 
stessa di «ciò che già da sempre siamo», ed è quindi decisiva per comprendere il 
modo in cui Heidegger descrive il metodo fenomenologico, nella misura in cui questo 
è radicato in una soggettività costitutiva di senso; 3) che essa costituisce una chiave 
decisiva per comprendere la Kehre, la quale, partendo da essa, è di nuovo un risultato 
coerente. La storicità attraverso la quale, in Heidegger, la soggettività riceve l’eredità 
della tradizione moderna porta quindi, in ultima analisi, ad un abbandono del ruolo 
fondante attribuito alla soggettività stessa. Quest’ultima è essa stessa il risultato di una 
costituzione di senso che la precede e la determina, ed è l’essere stesso che possiede 
il carattere essenziale della storicità.

Francesco Valerio Tommasi
Università di Roma - Sapienza, Italy
E-mail: francescovalerio.tommasi@uniroma1.it


