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Introduction
For a reader versed in the Anglo-Saxon tradition of political philosophy, the Czech philosopher, Jan Patočka appears as a paradoxical figure.  A champion of human rights, he seems to present himself and his philosophy in quite traditional terms.  He speaks of the “soul,” its “care,” and of “living in truth.”  Such concepts are intertwined with his insistence on the unconditional character of morality.  Yet, in his proposal for an “asubjective” phenomenology, he seems to undermine the notion of a subject of such rights.  Similarly, the “soul” that is supposed to be the unchanging object of our care is asserted to be “historical in all its being” (HE, p., p. 108).
  As for the truth that we are supposed to “live” in, it “is something not given once and for all,” but is also historical in its particular expressions (HE, p. 76).  How can such positions be combined?  How can Patočka acknowledge the historicity of human being and insist on the unconditional character of our moral obligations?  How is he able to speak of human rights and deny the subject of such rights?  This book is dedicated to answering these questions.  For the moment, however, I want to sharpen our sense of them.  
The best way to begin is with Patočka himself.  In both his personal integrity and the manner of his death, Patočka has been called a modern Socrates.  A spokesmen for the Charter 77 movement affirming human rights, he died of a massive brain hemorrhage suffered under police interrogation.  Having been questioned repeatedly over the preceding two months, he succumbed after an eleven-hour interrogation on March 13, 1977.
  Such an end was not unexpected.  The Charter 77 document issued on January 13th spoke of a need to accept “a certain risk” out of “respect for what is higher in humans.”
  By March 8th, this risk was clear.  In a document issued on this date, Patočka asserted “that there are things for which it is worthwhile to suffer,” namely “those which make life worthwhile.”  Without them, “all our arts, literature, and culture become mere trades leading only from the desk to the pay office and back.”
  His reference is to our human rights.  It is because they are essential to our humanity that it is worthwhile suffering for them.  Confronting them, we confront a moral imperative.  As the Charter states: “The idea of human rights is nothing other than the conviction that even states, even society as a whole, are subject to the sovereignty of moral sentiment: that they recognize something unconditional that is higher than they are, something that is binding even on them, sacred, inviolable.”
  This unconditionality comes from the absolute priority of the moral standpoint.  For the Charter, “the point of morality is to assure, not the functioning of society, but the humanity of humans.  Humans do not invent morality arbitrarily to suit their needs, wishes, inclinations, and aspirations.  Quite the contrary, it is morality that defines what being human means.”
  In dying for this morality, Patočka can be seen as assuming the authority of a Socrates.  Having been falsely accused, Socrates also accepted death rather than violate the moral stances that he had spent his life defending.  His action transformed him into an example of philosophical and moral rectitude that still resonates.  Patočka’s death, which is, in fact, the culmination of a life spent in what he called “living in the truth,” also stands as an example.  The effect of the ideas he advanced in the Charter 77 document is present, for example, in the “Charter 08” document calling for the observance of human rights in China.  Its leading spokesman, Liu Xiaobo, received the Nobel Peace Prize in 2010.  His time in prison also bears witness to the fact that human rights are worth suffering for.  So do those who were imprisoned, tortured, and died during the first wave of the “Arab Spring” of 2011.  For Patočka, human rights claim our unconditional allegiance because they are prior to us.  Were they posterior, it would be senseless to die for them.  We would be sacrificing ourselves for the sake of one of our effects or products.  As definitive of our humanity, however, such rights have a claim on us as humans.  The “truth” of the moral sentiments that they embody is not optional, not something we can dispense with and still maintain our humanity.  


This can be put in terms of the relation of human rights to Patočka’s account of the “care of the soul.”  For the Greeks, according to Patočka, the point of morality was such care; its object was the “health” of the soul, morality being what maintains this.  Thus, starting with Democrates, we have the conception of the soul facing a choice: “The soul … can either, in its care for itself, give itself fixed shape [feste Gebilde] or it can, neglecting itself and eschewing all education (έ, abandon itself to the indefinite, to the lack of limits inherent in desire and pleasure.”
  When it chooses the latter course, the soul undermines itself.  Abandoning itself to its desires, it loses its health.  Like a diseased body, it no longer maintains its shape.
  This implies that morality and the soul must be thought together.  In Patočka’s words, “The soul is that for which good and evil have a sense.  The soul can only exist if the good exists for its basic movement is towards the good.  But, to reverse this, the good, as the goal and endpoint of striving, only has a sense if there is such a movement of the soul.”
  For Plato, this good was Socrates’ constant goal.  The point of such striving was “to render our soul [into] that firm crystal of being in view of the eternity” that is one of the soul’s possibilities (HE, p., p. 82).  For Aristotle, the goal was not personal immortality, but rather to “care for the soul so that it could undertake its spiritual journey through the world … in complete purity and undistorted sight and so at least for a brief while achieve the mode of existing proper to the gods” (ibid.).  For the Romans, this care took on the form of “striving for the rule of law” throughout their empire (ibid., p. 83).  In Christianity, it assumed a religious form directed to the soul’s salvation.  According to Patočka, its continual practice shaped European self-consciousness.  In his words, “The care of the soul … gave rise to Europe.  This is a thesis that we can maintain without exaggeration” (ibid.). 


For Patočka, the concept of such care is intimately related to what he calls “living in the truth.”  If the object of our care is the maintenance of the soul in its “fixed shape,” living in the truth involves our perceiving the unchanging ideas through which our soul “first gains its own unitary core” (HE, p. 104).  The soul that perceives the unchanging itself becomes unchanging in its core.  As Patočka expresses this: “The soul directed towards fundamental principles [Gründe], which are constant and precisely knowable, acquires through this [relation] a fixed and clear form [feste und klare Gestalt]; it has its contours [Kanten].”
  The result for Socrates is an “individual immortality, [it is] individual because inner, inseparably bound up with its own achievement” in living in the truth of such ideas (HE, p. 105).
  For Christianity, the unchanging becomes God and our practice becomes one of “a self-forgetting goodness” (HE, p. 106).  But the principle is still the same.  It is our relation to the unchanging, that is, to a reality that is not subject to the transformations that mark physical reality.  This means that “[t]he soul is conceivable only if a being [ein Sein] exists that is not ‘physical,’ not bodily, not that of the world of things and events occurring about us.”
  The reference here is to the “fundamental ideas” composing the “true.”  For Patočka, “the soul is that by which and for which the true exists, that for which the true appears and is represented and expressed.”
  Given this, its health is tied to the true.  Whether or not we wish to affirm its immortality, its relation to the true, its “living in the truth,” is that which allows it to preserve itself as unchanging in its journey through time.  

The relation between these conceptions and Patočka’s insistence on the unconditional character of the morality underlying human rights seems readily apparent.  When we conceive of such morality as care for the soul, its character of assuring “the humanity of humans” is clear.  Such humanity is the very health of the soul.  As such, it is the point of human rights.  The violation of human rights is, then, not just the violation of such care; the states that engage in such violations undermine the humanity of their own citizens.  The imperative to resist them comes, then, from this humanity.  The truths that define our humanity—those having to do with the soul’s “fixed shape”—are unchanging.  As unaffected by the fashions of the times, they stand as a clear guide for our moral obligations.  Our relation to them is part of our “living in the truth,” i.e., our maintaining the relation to the unchanging that preserves us.


In spite of the obviousness of the above, there are a number of considerations that seem to undermine these conclusions.  The first is the doctrine of asubjective phenomenology that Patočka spent the last decade of his life developing.  He formulates it in opposition to Husserl’s subjective phenomenology.  According to Patočka, the latter takes the subject as its fundamental explanatory factor.  This means that “[t]he appearing of a being is traced back to the subjective (to the ego, experience, representation, thought) as the ultimate basis of its elucidation.”  By contrast, “[i]n asubjective phenomenology, we take the subject, like everything else, to be a ‘result.”  Its appearing results from the same “apriori rules of appearing” as govern other things.
  Such rules are those of appearing or manifesting as such.  According to Patočka, “manifesting is, in itself, something completely original.”  By this, he means that “manifesting in itself, in that which makes it manifesting, is not reducible, cannot be converted into anything that manifests itself in manifesting.”
  It is not some objective material structure.  It is also not the structure of the human mind.  Both exist and both can manifest themselves.  But “showing itself is not any of these things that show themselves, whether it is a psychic or physical object.”
  Thus, we cannot say that showing is some physical process.  It is also, however, not some mental, psychological process, both taken as existing realities.  Not only is it not these, it cannot be deduced from them.
  It cannot because such a deduction would already assume, in the content of its terms, the very showing that it was trying to deduce.
  


Husserl’s subjective phenomenology misses this point in trying to explain appearing in terms of subjective experiences and processes.  In Patočka’s account, Husserl was misled by the fact that for something to “manifest itself, it has to manifest itself to someone.”  From this, he drew the conclusion that “manifesting is always mediated by some kind of subjectivity.”
  To capture this subjective being “in the original,” he thought that we need only “the act of turning inward” to reflect on it.  This act, however, “does not exist.”  It cannot, since the mediating subjectivity the act aims at does not show itself.  What we find instead, Patočka writes, is that “mediating by the subject shows itself … directly in [the] things showing themselves to us…. for example, that we have a cup in its original which is always in radii of givenness, and finally crosses into deficient modes of givenness and then the surroundings and so on.”  These are what show themselves.  In other words, the supposed turn to subjectivity is a turn to such elements.  As Patočka adds, “only these indications, references, and this whole system of indicators is subjectivity, is us.”
  


This implies that what we are calling “subjectivity” has, in fact, nothing subjective within it.  The appearances and processes we ascribe to subjectivity are actually those of appearing itself.  What, then, is the subject to whom the world appears?  According to Patočka, it is simply a structural feature demanded by the structure of appearing as such, that is, only “a definite position that a being satisfies [ausfüllt], a role in manifestation in which it must function.”
  The “role” arises insofar as appearing implies a subject to whom things appear.  This does not mean that the subject determines manifestation.  Subjectivity, structurally regarded, is rather a part of the structure of manifestation.  Thus, for Patočka, the “cogito is not a being, but rather a component part of the structure of appearing.”
  In fact, when we focus on this structure, we attend, neither to the being that shows itself nor to the being to whom it shows itself.  Our attention is, rather, on self-showing [Sich-Zeigen] itself.  Such “self-showing,” Patočka claims,” is a dimension of the world [Weltdimension].”  It “is that which lets the thing [Ding], the matter [Sache] appear.”

Whatever we may think of this doctrine (which we will later consider in some detail), it tends to undermine the notion of a subject of human rights.  How can we speak of its “health” as a matter of its relation to the unchanging when there is nothing subjective in the content of its consciousness?  According to Patočka, the supposed “inner self-givenness” of this content comes from a “doubling of the characters of givenness that were not originally egological” (Erscheinen als solchem, p. 121). 
  This occurs when Husserl assigns these characters, which originally belonged to appearing things, “to the empty ego”—i.e., to the subject that is the empty point of reference demanded by the structure of appearing.  The claim, here, is that “perceptions, acts of thought, and so on with their hyletic data, presentations, etc.” are “not originally given.”  Originally given are “the things in their perspectives and characters of appearing, in their nearness and distance, in the optimum of fullness or disappearing fullness till they become hidden and disappear into an empty horizon, which is not, in fact, so empty.”
  This evacuation of subjective content ill accords with the notion of living in truth.  In fact, the notion that all the mind’s content is externally provided seems to point to the kind of passive self that Hume describes when he writes: “the mind is a kind of theater, where several perceptions successively make their appearance; pass, re-pass, glide away, and mingle in an infinite variety of postures and situations.”  According to Hume, “They are the successive perceptions only, that constitute the mind.”
  Patočka’s view of the subject as an inherently empty point of view with an essentially borrowed content seems to make it an equally passive receptor of an externally provided content.

Another consideration undermining our conclusions concerns Patočka’s conception of “living in the truth.”  The “truth” meant here may be unchanging, but it is not the truth that Plato expressed in terms of those pure conceptual units he called the “ideas.”  Socrates, whose life Patočka continually takes as the example of living in truth, has, in his account, “a knowledge of a special kind,” namely that of “learned ignorance” (NP, p. 180). 
  He knows that he does not know.
  Having been told by the Oracle at Delphi that he is the wisest person in Athens, Socrates is motivated to question other people about their “wisdom.”  Such wisdom is more than a knowledge of particular facts; it involves the relation of such facts to the whole.  Thus, in questioning politicians, he will not stop at learning the techniques for attaining and employing political power.  He wants to understand the nature of such power.  Even here, his inquiry does not stop since it continues with the question of the political realm as such.  His questioning thus evinces an expanding concern for the whole in terms of which things have their sense.  His ignorance, which is not factual, concerns this whole.  For Patočka, this means that “Socrates unveils one of the fundamental contradictions of being human, that between the relation to the whole, intrinsic to humans, and the inability, the impossibility of expressing this relation in the form of an ordinary finite knowledge” (NP, p. 180).  Through his continual questioning, Socrates “reaches a new level on which it is no long possible to formulate objective, factual, positive assertions but on which, for all his mastery of life, he moves entirely in a vacuum.”  This means that “[h]e formulates his new truth—since the problem of truth is what is at stake—only indirectly in the form of a question, in the form of a … negation of all finite assertions” (NP, pp. 180-181). 

The nature of this “new truth” contradicts our supposition of the passive self that we derived from Patočka’s asubjective phenomenology.  The “truth” is that of “human freedom.”  This is what “Socrates articulated …using the idea of docta ignoratia” or learned ignorance (NP, p. 195).  Such freedom shows itself in his questioning.  What it manifests is “the power of dissociation from mere givenness and presence, the power of liberation from the purely objective and given … the power of deobjectification and derealization, the power from which we derive all our ability to struggle against the ‘sheer reality,’ the reality that would impose itself on us as an absolute, inevitable, and invincible law” (NP, p. 199).  Such dissociation follows since to question something is no longer to accept it as given.  It is to free oneself from it in order to seek a reason for why it is as it is.  For Socrates, the search for this reason is the search for a whole, i.e., for the thing’s determining context.  Thus, political life is the determining context for the techniques of gaining and maintaining political power; but such life, which can be questioned, also has its own determining context, which can in turn be questioned.  There is, then, a double experience that marks our “living in truth.”  On the one hand, we have an experience of withdrawal, of freedom as “the deobjectifying power, the power which distances itself from any object whatsoever” (NP, p. 203). 
  Here, “the experience of freedom has no substrate, if by substrate we understand some finite and positive content, some subject, some predicate, or some complex of predicates.”  What we confront in freedom is “the negative character of a distance, of a remove, of an overcoming of every objectivity, every content, every conception, and every substrate.”  On the other hand, we also witness the transformation “of our experience of objects into an experience of the whole” (NP, p. 196).  The very distance that freedom imposes between us and our objects opens us up to this vision of the whole.  The latter is distinct from the objects and contents that refer to it.  As determining, it expresses the reason why they are as they are.  As locating, the whole gives them their sense as determined by their context.  Since our freedom allows us to distance ourselves from it, this whole can itself be called into question.  Its sense can be sought in terms of a greater whole.  Ultimately, according to Patočka, we are left in a position of “trusting in a truth that is not relative and mundane, even though it cannot be formulated positively in terms of contents” (NP, p. 205).   

In the Heretical Essays, this vision of this truth is described in terms of “a shaking of what at first and for the most part is taken for being in naïve everydayness, a collapse of its apparent meaning” (HE, p. 49).  The very fact that this truth cannot be formulated positively throws us back upon ourselves, that is, on our openness to it.  It reveals to us (as it did to Heidegger) that “[h]umans in their inmost being are nothing other than this ‘openness’” (HE, p. 5).  This openness is the openness of our freedom.  What it shows is that meaning cannot be thought apart from such freedom.  This is because meaning is meaning for someone.  But this “someone” is open to meaning precisely because he is free.  As free, he can step back from the thing and ask why it is the way is.  He can seek its meaning in terms of its relation to a locating whole.  Now, according to Patočka, the attempt to think meaning and freedom together confronts us with “the problematic nature of all meaningfulness.”  It reveals that “[t]hings have no meaning for themselves, rather, their meaning requires that someone ‘have a sense’ for them” (HE, pp. 56-57).  Such a sense rests on our freedom, on the remove, the distance that gives us our openness.  This signifies that “meaning is not originally lodged in what is but in that openness, in that understanding for them; an understanding, though, that is a process, a movement that is no different from the movement at the core of our life.”  This movement is that of our living in the truth.  It necessarily involves our freedom.  When Socratic questioning shakes the meanings that have guided our lives, we experience an absence of meaning.  But “this experience is at the same time the fundamental opening up for the wholeness of our lives, for the freedom of our own existence” (HE, p. 57).  The result is “a new mode of relating to what is meaningful.”  The dependence of meaning on freedom signifies “that meaning can arise only in an activity that stems from a searching lack of meaning, as the vanishing point of being problematic, as an indirect epiphany” (HE, p. 60-61).  

Thus, as we accompany Socrates in his constant questioning, we experience the question of meaning being posed in a context of greater and greater wholes.  In Plato’s Gorgias, to take just one example, the question of the rhetorician, Gorgias’ profession, becomes one of the nature of rhetoric itself, then of its role in political life, then of the nature of political life, then of the meaning of human life itself in terms of the question: how shall we live?  Each putative meaning becomes destabilized when the greater whole that locates it is itself called into question.  Our openness to such successively greater wholes is one with our ability to distance ourselves from the whole presently confronting us.  It is a function of the ability that we have through our freedom to call this whole into question.  According to Patočka, “this discovering of meaning in the seeking that flows from its absence, as a new project of life, is the meaning of Socrates’ existence.  The constant shaking of the naïve sense of meaningfulness is itself a new mode of meaning, a discovery of its continuity with the mysteriousness of being and what-is as a whole” (HE, p. 61).  

What we encounter here is not just Socrates’ existence as living in the truth.  We face the relation between meaning, freedom, and being as a whole that ultimately transforms meaning from a static acquisition into a way of life.  Here, the very freedom that allows us to raise the question of meaning also undermines the meaning that we acquire.  Dissociating us from the whole that gives sense to the part, it raises the question of meaning again and again.  The resulting movement, according to Patočka, gives rise to history itself.  Once it is introduced into society, it leads to a “global ‘conversion,’” one where “the shaking of the naïve certainty of meaning that governs the life of humankind” finds expression in “politics and philosophy” (HE, p. 61).  In both, “the result of the primordial shaking of accepted meaning is not a fall into meaninglessness but, on the contrary, the possibility of achieving a freer, more demanding meaningfulness,” one linked to an “explicit awe before being as a whole” (HE, p. 63).  Thus, in politics, “[h]umans who do not remain in the humility of passively accepted meanings cannot be content with their fated lot.”  They question their position in terms of a vision of a whole—that of the polis—where their situation would be different.  In the back and forth of political life, the res publica, i.e., the matters of public concern, are constantly debated.  The views of one side are called into question by the other.  Political life presupposes this questioning.  It exists in the clash of opinions, in the differing interpretations of a given situation and the opposing views on how to handle it.  The debates in which these are aired exhibit the public presence of the freedom from which such life lives.  In these debates, the practice of politics aims at something more than the particular goals that are at issue.  Beyond all the goals involving the economy, public safety, welfare, health and so on, politics wills its own continuance as a free activity.  This is because, as Patočka writes, “political life in its original and primordial form is nothing other than active freedom itself.”  It is a life “from freedom for freedom”  (HE, p. 142).  This is its meaning as a “way.”  The same holds for philosophy.  Here, however, what is at issue is not the problematic political whole, but rather the whole of what-is as such.  In Patočka’s words: “Just as in acting politically humans expose themselves to the problematic nature of action whose consequences are unpredictable and whose initiative soon passes into other hands, so in philosophy humans expose themselves to the problematic being and meaning of what there is” (HE, p. 63).  


The Heretical Essays was Patočka’s last completed work.  Reading it in the light of Patočka’s insistence on the unconditional character of human rights, we have to ask how far this character is consistent with his notion of meaning as a “way.”  Furthermore, the view of human rights as prior to society stems from the tradition that takes freedom as innate, not as something associated with historical events, such as the arising of the Athenian polis and the career of Socrates.  The social contract theorists, for example, took freedom as a feature of our being in a “state of nature” prior to society.  Thus, according to John Locke, the “state all men are naturally in … is a state of perfect freedom to order their actions and dispose of their possessions and persons as they think fit.”
  It is because they have this inherent, pre-social freedom that they can bind themselves to form the social contract.  For Hobbes, who considers the natural state of man a “war of everyone against everyone,” human freedom is also prior to society.   He writes that in this war, what is commonly called the “right of nature … is the liberty each man hath to use his own power, as he will himself, for the preservation of his own nature, that is to say, of his own life.”
  For both Locke and Hobbes, then, humans are naturally free.  This view, it should be noted, is not limited to the Anglo-Saxon tradition.  We also find it in Kant, who sees freedom as a correlate of our rational nature.  Whenever we employ our innate reason to universalize the maxim of our action—that is, whenever we ask what would happen if everyone acted in the way that we propose to act—we are using our reason to abstract this proposed act from the determining circumstances of every possible situation.  In other words, we are using it to apprehend the act as free from all specific external determinations.  We thereby grasp the possibility of our freely performing the act for its own sake.  This is the possibility of our acting independently of the particular rewards or punishments the act might carry with it in particular situations.
  The conception of political and civil rights that grows out of this view involves the necessary limitations on our original freedom once we enter into society.  In society, we no longer have a “perfect liberty” to use our power to defend our lives and interests.  We cede part of this to the state, i.e., to its laws, judges, and forces of public order, in exchange for its defense of our freedoms.  Such freedoms, such as those of expression, assembly, petition, etc., are maintained by us as rights.  The ideal here is the maximum amount of individual freedom consistent with the limitations imposed by our living together.  As Kant expresses this: “A constitution of the greatest possible human freedom according to laws, by which the liberty of every individual can consist with the liberty of every other … is …  a necessary idea, which must be placed at the foundation not only of the first plan of the constitution of a state, but of all its laws.”


Patočka does not avail himself of these traditional arguments.  In his view, human freedom, far from being innate, is historical.  It arises in the move from pre-history to history proper, a move that occurs with the shaking of our naively accepted meanings.  Far from being prior to society, specifically human freedom arises from social upheaval—precisely the upheaval that Socratic questioning exemplified.  For Patočka, then, the priority of human rights to “society as a whole,” i.e., the fact that the morality underlying them “defines what being human means,” must have a different basis.  Patočka suggests that this basis is our “living in the truth.”  Yet until we can gain a firmer grasp of his conception of who we are—that is, what being human means—this notion remains necessarily abstract.  When we turn to his asubjective phenomenology the question of our selfhood becomes especially puzzling.  Patočka’s remarks on this score raise the question: who or what is the subject of such rights?  Is it the “empty subject”?  Such a subject, understood as a point of reference for appearing, hardly seems like a suitable candidate for the “care of the soul” that Patočka takes as definitive of European humanity.  It certainly does not seem capable of exercising the heroic freedom that marked Patočka’s last months and hours.  Neither, however, does the Husserlian view of the subject as a pure consciousness apprehending the world.  Action, after all, is different from apprehension.  


The only way to resolve these issues is to explore the asubjective phenomenology that Patočka places at the basis of his understanding of what it means to be human.  As we follow the working out of his conception, we shall find that it leads to a conception of our selfhood that is distinct from the Husserlian view that focuses on our consciousness.  This, however, does not mean that he embraces the natural scientific conception that Husserl opposed.  What Patočka forged in the last years of his life was a new conception of human being, one that finds its origins more in Kierkegaard and Aristotle than in Husserl or Heidegger.  In what follows, we will try to show how his attempt to provide a new phenomenological grounding of philosophy leads to a new concept of human rights, one based on a selfhood that is capable of self-sacrifice for something higher than itself. 

Chapter 1

Husserl’s Phenomenology and Patočka’s Critique

Patočka first met Husserl in Paris in February 1929 when Husserl was giving his Paris Lectures.  A Ph.D. candidate at Charles University, Patočka was spending a year as an exchange student at the Sorbonne, where he attended the lectures of Alexander Koyré.  The latter, who had invited Husserl to give the Paris Lectures, introduced him to Patočka.  Their next encounter came when Patočka received a Humboldt fellowship to spend the 1933 summer term at the University of Freiburg.  Husserl responded cordially to Patočka’s request to study with him, writing, “I will gladly help you and will assign my assistant, Dr. Fink, to place himself at your disposal.”
  Husserl, who was born in Moravia, greeted Patočka as a countryman.  Their philosophical friendship developed to the point that Patočka spent his Christmas holidays as Husserl’s guest in 1934.  Husserl gave his guest the desktop lectern that he himself received from Thomas Masaryk, his old school friend, who was then president of Czechoslovakia.
  He also passed on a personal letter to deliver to Masaryk, which praised Patočka in the highest terms.
  Patočka later became Husserl’s chief contact in Prague, arranging for him a series of lectures that ultimately became his last work, The Crisis of the European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology.  Husserl sent Patočka a copy of this work and received from him a copy of Patočka’s habilitation thesis, which, like Husserl’s Crisis, focused on explicating the lifeworld.  Yet, in spite of these close contacts and their personal friendship, it was Patočka’s relation to Fink that was to prove decisive.  Husserl, as indicated, initially left Patočka in Fink’s care.  Influenced by both Heidegger and Hegel, Fink imparted to Patočka his own reservations regarding Husserl’s phenomenological reduction and his transcendental idealism.  As Karl Schuman reports, their frequent contacts “laid the foundation not just for the close friendship that was to develop between these two thinkers, but also contributed to the establishment of Patočka’s own, non-Husserlian position.”
 

§1. Husserl’s Phenomenology: A Brief Overview


Since so much of Patočka’s asubjective phenomenology is based on a critique of Husserl, to understand it, we have to grasp the basic concepts of Husserl’s phenomenology.  The first of these is the “epoché.”  The Greek equivalent of this term signifies a suspension or a halt, as in a march.
  Husserl uses it to designate the suspension of a thesis of judgment, that is, a putting out of action or “bracketing” the belief in the judgment’s claim.  The goal is to regard with unprejudiced eyes the evidence—for Husserl, the phenomena—that lead us to this belief.  We do this, as Roman Ingarden observes, to avoid committing the error of a petitio principii.
  This is the fallacy of assuming, as part of one’s demonstration, the conclusion that one wants to prove.  We commit it whenever we assume the validity of a thesis as part of the evidence brought forward for this validity.  We avoid it when we bracket this thesis, that is, make no use of it in our attempt to justify it.  Husserl’s reason for engaging in this procedure can best be put in terms of the paradoxes that he confronts in the “Prolegomenon” to his Logical Investigations. 
  They arise when we attempt to use the natural, scientific description of the world to explain our grasp of this world.   Science’s account of the world was, Husserl found, inadequate to explain how we came up with this account. Logical, mathematical relations could not be accounted for in terms of the material existence that science assumed was the reality of the world.  Similarly, material causality failed to explain the knowing relationship that somehow linked the mind to its objects.  At the root of these difficulties, Husserl found, were the assumptions natural science made about the nature of being.  After the Investigations, Husserl attempted to avoid all such difficulties by a general suspension (or epoché) of all the claims we make about what exists.  

Such a suspension can be understood as satisfying the demand of the Investigations that epistemology be taken as a prior science.
  This demand follows directly from the notion of knowing.  If knowing cannot provide its own standards, it cannot justify them.  At this point, it cannot even justify itself as knowing.  It cannot say that when it follows these standards, the result is knowledge.  Suppose, for example, we take the categories of evolutionary biology as definitive of knowing.  In Husserl’s words, we then assume that “man has evolved through natural selection in the struggle for existence and, with man, his intellect has also naturally evolved and, with his intellect, also all of its characteristic forms—in particular, the logical forms.”  Given this, must we not assume “that the logical forms and laws express the accidental peculiarity of the human species, a species which could have been different and will be different in the course of future evolution?”
  As Husserl elsewhere writes, citing the psychologist, G. Ferrero, this is to assume that “even logic alters with the development of the brain.”
  But if it does, what are we to say about the status of the logical reasoning that leads to the theory of evolution?  Is it not also relative?  The point is that when we apply the implications of the theory of evolution to itself—that is to its own status as a theory—we face the paradox that if the theory is true, then it must be false—i.e., it cannot claim to express an objective, non-relative truth.
  To avoid such self-undermining skepticism, we must have standards for knowing that can provide their own justification.  Such standards must be presuppositionless.  They must not presuppose any claims made with regard to the nature of being.  

Here, of course, we have to ask: where are we to draw such standards from?  How are we to understand our claims to know?  What, in fact, is their basis?  According to Husserl, the answers to such questions can only come from a study of the knowing relationship itself.  We make the claim to know something when we have evidence for this claim.  Knowledge, accordingly, exists in this relation between a thesis and the evidence that supports it.  The claim, for example, that humans have evolved is advanced by pointing to the fossil record that links us to earlier primates.  This depends on the claim that such linkages are signs of descent, that is, that common forms have common ancestors.  Darwin advances a multitude of evidence for this thesis, including mankind’s experiences with animal husbandry.  Such evidence, however, depends on prior claims or theses, each of which requires its own evidence.  The theory, thus, rests on a multi-level structure of theses and evidence, where theses at one level serve as evidence for the next.  The lowest levels, of course, are those of our direct perceptual experience.  When, for example, we experience a connected series of perceptions, perspectivally arranged, we feel justified in positing a spatial-temporal object, one that we are viewing from different sides.  The same holds for the positing of each of the various objects that give us our sense of a room as we walk about it.  Our claims about the room are based on the claims we make about such objects, which in turn are based on the claims we can make regarding the experience we have of them—i.e., the claim that such experience exhibits perspectival patterns.  Even this last claim, according to Husserl, must be justified.  Its basis is in our claim to grasp temporal sequences, a claim that requires its own evidence.

Husserl’s name for the process we have been describing is “constitution.”  The static relation of justifying evidence and justified claim or thesis, when thought of as a process, describes our activity of knowing.  Basically, this activity involves the layered positing of unities in multiplicity.  Different unities posited on one level become the multiplicity that supplies the material for the positing of a higher level unity.  Thus, our grasp of individual objects supplies the material for a grasp of a state of affairs involving their relations.  This can be joined with another state of affairs to provide the material—i.e., the evidence—for an apprehension of a more embracing state of affairs. Husserl’s “phenomenological reduction,” which consists in the repeated application of the epoché, undoes this process layer by layer by layer.  Thus, it suspends the thesis of an all-embracing state of affairs—for example, the one involving the claim that mankind has biologically evolved—to regard the states of affairs that most immediately support it.  It then suspends their claims in order to regard their founding evidence.  This process can continue until the reduction comes, through repeated applications of the epoché, to the immediate perceptual evidence that lies at the basis of all our claims.  

With regard to the reduction, several points should be noted.  The first is that its point is not to be skeptical with regard to some truth claim, but rather to exhibit its ultimate justification.  This involves, logically, showing that it does not involve a principio principii, i.e., it is not based on assuming, as part of its evidence, something that was to be justified by such evidence.  The phenomenological expression of this logical error involves our mixing up the layers of constitution. We do so when we assume as elements of the constituting layer elements that first have to be constituted through this layer.  Thus, the individual perceptions that constitute the appearing of a spatial-temporal object should not be confused with this object.  As Husserl notes, the perceptual appearance “does not itself appear perspectivally” the way that the object does.
  The spatial-temporal object can be viewed from different sides, an individual appearance cannot.  The object, in showing its front side, conceals its backside.  The appearance, not being spatial-temporal, has no physical sides.  The same point can be made by saying that the two have a one-to-many relationship.  The object’s presence is constituted out of the multiplicity of the appearances we have of it.  Strictly speaking, we do not “see” this object  We see, in a momentary, perceptual sense, only the individual appearances.  The object, in this sense, is only an “empty X,” a point of reference for an identified pattern of perspectivally arranged appearances.
  

A second point concerns a certain ambiguity that appears in this account of constitution.  We began by talking about the relation of thesis to evidence, but ended up describing the perceptual process.  We moved from talking about evidence for specific claims to speaking of material for the perceptual act, understood as a constitutive process.  For Husserl, this ambiguity is intentional.  It reflects his view that the relation we call knowledge, which involves the justification of claims by the appropriate evidence, characterizes the very structure of perception—this, at least, when we understand the perceptual process as a constitutive one.  Thus, for Husserl, the implicit “claim” of the perceptual process is its goal.  It expresses what the person engaging in it intends to see.  Its justifying “evidence” consists of the actual perceptions that would fulfill this intention.  An example will make Husserl’s position clear.  Suppose I notice what seems to be a cat crouching under a bush on a bright sunny day.  As I move to get a better look, its features seem to become more clearly defined.  One part of what I see appears to be its head, another its body, still another its tail.  They thus appear to fulfill my intention to see a cat.  Given this fulfillment, I anticipate that further features will be revealed as I approach: this shadow will be seen as part of the cat’s ear; another will be its eye, and so forth.  If my intention is correct, then my experiences should form a part of an emerging pattern that exhibits these features, i.e., that perceptually manifests the object I assume I am seeing.  If, however, my intention is mistaken, at some point my experiences will fail to fulfill my expectations.  What I took to be a cat will dissolve into a flickering collection of shadows.  

Knowledge, of course, does not just involve the relation of thesis to evidence, it also involves reason.  This, too, according to Husserl, characterizes the perceptual, constitutive process.  The process is inherently rational since the rules of rational inference are also those of constitution.  Thus, what cannot be rationally inferred cannot be constituted, i.e., brought to perceptual apprehension.  We cannot see—i.e., perceptually constitute—something inherently contradictory.  For Husserl, this implies that “a complete solution to the problems of constitution,” problems involving its founding and founded layers throughout its many-leveled structure, “would be equivalent to a complete phenomenology of reason in all its formal and material formations.”
  As is obvious, such assertions reinforce the priority of the epistemological standpoint.  The standpoint can only be prior if its inherent standards are determinative of our claims about being.  Such standards involve justifying evidence and rational inference.  They, then, must structure our positing of being.  According to Husserl, this involves taking “reason in the widest possible sense” as “a sense extended to all types of positing.”
  It also means affirming “that not just ‘truly existing object’ and ‘object capable of being rationally posited’ are equivalent correlates, but also affirming the equivalence of ‘truly existing object’ and the object which is capable of being posited in an original, complete thesis of reason.”
  If we accept this, then we will never face the paradoxes that we mentioned above.  We will never be in a position of affirming a position, which, if true, would undermine the evidence and the reasoning that led to it.  

As the example of intending to see a cat under a bush indicates, our perceptual intentions also function as interpretations.  It is because I intend to see a cat that I interpret one shadow as part of the cat’s ear; another as its eye, and so on.  If such interpretations are correct, i.e., receive perceptual confirmation, then what I intend to see actually appears.  Implicit here is a view of constitution, first developed in the Logical Investigations, which Husserl maintains throughout his career.
  In his view, all the levels of constitution, except for the lowest level, exhibit the same schema.  On each level, we find an interpretative intention, material undergoing this interpretation, and a constituted object that transcends this material.  The first two are immanent with regard to the level, the third transcends it.  Thus, according to Husserl, my interpretations of my sensations are what first yield the presence of a perceptual object.  In his words:

It belongs to perception that something appears within it, but interpretation  [die Interpretation] makes up what we term appearance—be it correct or not, anticipatory or overdrawn.  The house appears to me through no other way but that I interpret [interpretiere] in a certain fashion actually experienced contents of sensation. I hear a barrel organ—the sensed tones I take [deute] as barrel organ tones.  Even so, I perceive via interpretation [interpretierend] what mentally appears in me, the penetrating joy, the heartfelt sorrow, etc.  They are termed “appearances” or, better, appearing contents precisely for the reason that they are contents of perceptive interpretation.”
 


For Husserl, then, particular contents of sensation enter into the constitutive process when we interpret them as appearances of some object.  To take them as such is to place them in a framework of identity in multiplicity.  We do so when we continually take them in the same sense.  As Husserl writes in describing how “we suppose ourselves to perceptually grasp one and the same object through the change of experiential contents”: “different perceptual contents are given, but they are taken (interpreted, apperceived) [gedeutet (aufgefaßt, apperzipert)] ‘in the same sense’ ... the interpretation [Deutung] according to this ‘sense’ is a character of experience which first constitutes ‘the being of the object for me’”(LU, 3:397).  What we have, then, is a threefold structure.  On the objective side, we have the appearing object.  As a one-in-many, it is the intentional object understood as an appearing sense.
  On the subjective side, the side of what is “truly immanent” in consciousness, we have the “contents of perception.”  On the same side, we also have the “perceptual acts in the sense of interpretative intentions” (ibid.).  The acts make the contents intentional—i.e., make them contents “of” some object—by transforming them from senseless sense data into “representing contents”—contents which point unambiguously to the corresponding features of the object (LU, 4:609).  The acts do this insofar as their interpretative intentions assume that the contents have a single referent.  The assumption is that such contents will fit together to form the recurring pattern of perceptions through which a given object will exhibit its visual sense.


This assumption becomes confirmed or “fulfilled” as long as the contents experienced in viewing the object support a given interpretation.  As the example of seeing what appears to be a cat crouching under a bush makes clear, the notion of such fulfillment cannot be understood statically.  Fulfillment is part of a process, whose result is the coming to perceptual presence of the intended object.  This holds because the object, as something spatial-temporal, must be viewed from different sides.  As such, its presence is not the result of a single glance, but rather the result of an extended process of seeing, which usually involves our moving with regard to it.  For Husserl, only through such a temporally extended process can the object, as an X, i.e., as a reference point for a connected series of perceptions, be apprehended.  Now, as the example of the seeing the cat indicates, to interpret is to anticipate.  It is to expect a sequence of contents that will present the object.  This expectation, even if we are not directly conscious of it, makes us attend to some contents rather than others.  It serves, in other words, as a guide for our connecting our perceptions according to an anticipated pattern.  It also allows us to see the perceptions we have as either fulfillments or disappointments of our interpretative intentions.  Here, it should be emphasized that we are hardly ever aware of our interpretative intentions.  Our initial learning how to form them was part of our learning how to see.  As such, the process of forming them, like that of seeing, is largely automatic.  Optical illusions, however, which are constructed so as to equally support two conflicting interpretations, make this process apparent.  As we stare at an illusion, first one figure, then another seems to occupy our visual field.  The data remaining the same, the visual switchover is occasioned by a change in their interpretation.  
No mention of Husserl’s use of the schema would be complete without mentioning the limitation that Husserl places on its use.  This involves our grasp of time.  Husserl understands this in analogy with our apprehension of distance.  As an object gets smaller and smaller, we interpret the shrinking together of its features as the increase of its distance from us.  Here, the material to be interpreted consists of the perceptions of the object’s shrinking and gradual disappearance.  The interpretation takes this shrinking together as its increasing distance.  Now, as Husserl notes, it is also the case that “[i]n receding into the past, the temporal object contracts and, in the process, also becomes obscure” (Hua X, p. 26). 
  We interpret our experience of its fading as that of its temporal departure.  The result is the presence of the object in its temporal departure.  We experience this departure each time, for example, that we listen to a melody.  As the new tones sound, within a certain margin of diminishing clarity, the previous tones continue to be present.  This makes it possible for us to hear the melody, enjoying the relation of the tones.  The already sounded tones are not present the way the sounding ones are; rather, they undergo continuous modification.  They “die away,” they get fainter and fainter.  As Husserl insists, this dying away is not a physical phenomenon.  The tone that has sounded and yet is still present is not a “weak tone.”  It is not an “echo” or a physical “reverberation” (ibid., p. 31).  Yet, even though no sensuous contents are there to sustain its presence, we still have the experience of holding the tone fast for awhile, our grasp of it getting weaker and weaker.  For Husserl, short term memory or “retention” is this experience.  It is the experience of the dying away, of the fading of an initial impressional content (ibid.).  This dying or fading away is a continuous modification of what we retain.  Now, according to Husserl, this modification is the work of consciousness itself.  Consciousness first retains the impression it had of the tone, then retains this retention of the impression in a weakened form, then retains this retention of the retention of the impression in still weaker form and so on till the tone entirely dies away.  Our experience of this whole sequence is our retention of the tone in its dying away.
  Such experience provides us with the material for our interpretation of the tone as departing in time.  In fact, without it, we would have no sense of temporal departure and, hence, no sense of time as such.

With this use of schema, we come up against its fundamental limitation.  Having introduced it, Husserl immediately limits its application by observing in a footnote that “not every constitution has the schema: content there to be interpreted – interpretation” (Hua X, p. 7, n. 7).  This admission comes after he notes that the sensed content—das Emfundende—is a “relative term.”  This relativity follows from the fact that there are multiple layers of constitution and, hence, multiple layers of what counts as a sensed content for our interpretative acts.  Thus, what may serve as contents-there-to-be-interpreted (Auffassungsinhalte) on one level might very well be the result of an interpretation of lower level contents.  The process of unpacking these levels, that is, of proceeding to ever more primitive levels cannot, however, proceed forever.  To avoid an infinite regress, it has to “remain open whether the sensed content is itself already constituted” (ibid.).  It may be that we have reached the ultimate level.  If we have, then we cannot apply the schema—i.e., look for even lower level contents that would serve as the basis for the presence of the contents in question.  Such contents would just be irreducibly there.  They would be immediately experienced.  

Husserl later makes the same point by noting that if we do not limit our use of the schema, then every content entering into the schema—every founding content for a constitutive act—would itself be the result of a lower level constitution.  It would, in other words, be there for us through a previous consciousness, one that has its own interpretative act and sensed contents.  But then this previous consciousness, as there for us with its act and contents, could equally be considered as constituted by an even lower level consciousness, and so on indefinitely.  To avoid this, we have to say that there are simply unconstituted contents, contents that are simply there for us.  Such contents would be primally experienced.  As Husserl expresses this:

“If one says that every content comes to consciousness only by means of an interpretative act [Auffassungsakt] directed towards it, then the question immediately arises about the consciousness in which this interpretative act, which is surely a content itself, becomes conscious, and an infinite regress is unavoidable. But if every ‘content’ is inherently and necessarily ‘primally experienced’ [Urbewußt], the question about a further giving consciousness becomes meaningless” (Hua X, p.  119). 
What this signifies is that on the lowest level of constitution, the dichotomy between consciousness and content becomes collapsed.  On this level, the presence of the content is the consciousness of it.
  We have, in other words, a direct non-constituted consciousness of the fadings that constitute the retentional series.  Each fading is both an immediate experience and content-there-to-be-interpreted—that is, a founding content for a higher level apprehension of departure into pastness. 

I have emphasized this point about the limitation of the schema because Patočka, like many of his contemporaries, fails to grasp it.  In the chapter, “Analysis of Internal Time Consciousness,” of his Introduction to Husserl, he assumes that Husserl’s project of finding an ultimate founding layer of evidence for our assertions comes to grief in his analysis of retention.  Thus, for Patočka, the retentional “phase continuum” of retentions of retentions of some original content “is in turn extended, pointing to a quasi-temporal order, even though it is not an order of persisting events.  Each such order in which something unfolds in a continuity of perspectives is, however, eo ipso already an objectification that requires reflection on its foundation, on what makes it possible.”
  Each, then, as an extended objectification, i.e., as a one-in-many, requires for its presence a prior constitution of this multiplicity.  With this, we face the danger of an “infinite regress.”  The retention itself, to be present in reflection, must be an “object” and, hence, must be constituted in an “inner subjective stream,” whose elements to be present must also be objects, thus, requiring their own subjective streams for their constituted presence.
  Because of this, Husserl’s effort to find an “inevitable foundation” for the givenness of “the universe of objects” has to fail.  It has to since “[t]he principle of evident givenness, of the presence of things in the original, requires that the ultimate foundation be before us as object.”  Objects, however, are constituted.  Their very presence points back to something prior, which, if it could be brought to presence, would again point back to something prior.  Patočka, thus, concludes: “This ultimate foundation, however, is concealed, escaping our gaze, as precisely time consciousness demonstrates.  What our glance grasps of it is always already a phase in a stream and that means that it is always already somehow objectified” and, hence, requires its own prior constituting stream.
  

For Husserl, as we have seen, this regress is brought to a limit by the assertion that the retentional fadings are ultimate givens.  There are no contents prior to our consciousness of them.  At the ultimate level, we have a collapse of the distinction between consciousness and content.  This collapse indicates that the primal level of time constitution is that of appearing as such.  This sheer appearing, we should note, is prior to the distinctions we commonly draw between appearing, that which appears, and that to whom it appears.  This follows because, with the examination of retention, we are on a constitutive level prior to that of the appearing of subjects and objects.  For Husserl, in fact, the distinction between consciousness and its object, a distinction which makes consciousness into something subjective, is a result of the process of time constitution.
  The process, before it constitutes this distinction, is simply one of sheer appearing.  Patočka’s account of appearing as such is, as indicated, formed in opposition to Husserl’s phenomenology.  When we turn to it, we should not, however, forget that Husserl has his own, alternative version of sheer appearing.

There is one final point that is necessary in our review of Husserl’s phenomenology.  This concerns the twofold sense that can be given to the phenomenological reduction and, by extension, to constitution.  We can take the reduction, as we have so far, in a strictly epistemological sense.  So understood, it is a reduction of a thesis to its justifying evidence—i.e., to the experience that underlies its claim.  Such experience, understood constitutively, is also that through which the object of the claim appears.  Thus, my experience of redness and roundness is not just what underlies my claim that there is a red ball there; it is also through which the red ball appears.  Such experience, we can say, constitutes the sense of the object I experience—for example, the ball’s sense of being both red and round.  This is the sense that I express in my claim.  Such founding experience does not, however, constitute the object’s being.  To assert that it does is to move to the second, ontological sense of the reduction.  This sense, as Theodor Celms writes, involves the reducing or “leading back of objective (transcendent) being to the being of the corresponding modes of consciousness,” i.e., to its founding experiences.
  It thus implies, he adds, “the inclusion of the sense of the being of the reduced in the sense of being of the basis to which it is reduced.”
  Such an inclusion is evident when Husserl writes that “the whole spatial-temporal world, including humans and human egos as individual realities, has the sense of mere intentional being, that is, one that has the merely secondary, relative sense of a being for a consciousness.  It is a being that consciousness posits in its experiences, one that, in principle is intuitable and determinable as an identity,” i.e., as an identical point of reference, “for a … multiplicity of appearances.  Beyond this, however, it is nothing at all.”
  If we accept this view, then we are immune to all assertions that we have evolved as part of nature and, hence, our intellect and its forms are relative to our evolutionarily determined place in nature.  Consciousness, as the ultimate basis uncovered by the reduction, is not part of nature.  As Husserl expresses this: “The existence of nature cannot determine the existence of consciousness, since nature itself turns out to be a correlate of consciousness; nature exists only as constituting itself in the ordered connections of consciousness.”
  What such assertions signify is that the being of any existent thing, when reduced to its essential conditions, is only the being of the experiences and connections of experiences which allow of its positing.  The ontological claim of the second sense of the reduction is, then, “that the existence [Dasein] of the thing itself, the object of experience, is inseparably implicit in this system of transcendental connections [between experiences] and that without such connections, it would, thus, be unthinkable and obviously a nothing.”


Such statements, needless to say, proved to be controversial.  Many of Husserl’s followers, in fact, broke with him over such formulations of his “transcendental idealism.”  Two points, however, need to be kept in mind in speaking of this idealism.  The first is that the “consciousness” that such formulations refer to cannot, ultimately, be called individual.  It is not an embodied consciousness that is yours or mine.  In his late manuscripts of time consciousness, Husserl, in fact, speaks of “my ‘coincidence’ with others on the primal constitutive level, my coincidence, so to speak, before there is constituted a world for myself and others as a common world and, ultimately as a world for all of us.”
  This is our coincidence on the ultimate level reached by the reduction.  According to Husserl, “My being in the living, non-extended primal temporalization, [understood] as the primal phenomenal stream of life, precedes my transcendental being as an identical being in transcendental life, in the extended form of immanent time.”
  In such constituted “immanent time,” I am an identical being.  On the ultimate level, however, such assertions cannot be made.  Neither the evidence for them nor the individual subjectivity that such evidence would refer to have yet been constituted.  The second point is that Husserl’s transcendental idealism is uniquely suited to his affirmation of the priority of the epistemological standpoint.  Such priority is immediately assured when the processes by which we know the world transform it into our product.  At this point, nothing escapes the knowing process.  Its grasp of being itself is assured through its constitution of being.  The necessity of such a view may be seen in terms of the inference that a “genuine” epistemology is possible only if the epistemological standpoint has an absolute priority.  For Husserl, such priority demands that the accomplishment of knowing is not that of reaching some independent, transcendent object, but rather that of constituting the very being of what is known.  As Husserl puts this inference:  

Genuine epistemology only has a sense as a transcendental-phenomenological epistemology that, instead of dealing with contradictory inferences leading from a supposed immanence to a supposed transcendence … limits itself to a systematic explanation of the accomplishment of knowing, making this completely comprehensible as an intentional accomplishment.  This makes every sort of being itself [Seiendes selbst], be it real or ideal, comprehensible as a constituted product [Gebilde] of transcendental subjectivity, a product that is constituted in just such an accomplishment [of knowing].
 

Husserl adds that this “type of intelligibility [Verständlichkeit] is the highest conceivable form of rationality.”
  It is a rationality in accord with the inherently rational positing of reality.  

§2. Patočka’s Radical Critique


Given the traumas of the twentieth century, such a thoroughgoing rationalism was bound to provoke a reaction among philosophers who, like Patočka, experienced both World Wars and the resulting Soviet occupation.  How can such rationalism deal with the outbreaks of irrationalism that marked, for example, the rise of Nazism?  How can it deal with the catastrophes of twentieth century European history?  Husserl in his last work, The Crisis of the European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology, traces such events to Europe’s forgetting the goal that defined it: namely that of being the bearer of human history, conceived as the progress of reason.  For Husserl, Europe with its philosophical and scientific heritage, represents reason.  As Patočka writes, he sees “European history as a teleological nexus whose axis is the idea of rational insight and the life based on it.”  What “singles Europe out” is “the idea of a life in reason, the insightful life.”  This means that, for Husserl, “history, as an unfolding and gradual realization of this teleological ideal [of reason], is essentially the history of Europe” (HE, 44).  The theoretical background of such assertions is not hard to discover.  As Patočka observes, they arise from the only meaning history can have for phenomenology, understood as “a doctrine concerning not only the structure of what-there-is but also that it is, as well as how it manifests itself and why it appears to us the way it does” (HE, 45)  This all-embracing doctrine is that of constitution.  The fact that constitution is essentially a rational act, one that is constitutive of the very nature of what-is, means that what manifests itself in history must be understood in terms of either the progress or the regress (i.e., the “forgetting”) of reason.  The basic conception here, as Patočka writes, is that “[i]t is part of the nature of things that what-is thus manifests itself not only rationally but through reason” (ibid.).  Europe, with its rational culture, is the bearer of such manifestation.  Its telos or goal is to intersubjectively constitute what-is—both in its sense and its being—as rational.


Needless to say, this view ill accords with the actual history that Patočka endured.  It raises such questions as: Whence comes this blindness to the actual historical process, in particular, to the strife that it manifests?  What prevents Husserl from grasping the actual historical subject, the subject that through its “free acting and deciding” creates history?  The problem, according to Patočka, lies with Husserl’s method.  Its starting point is “the reflection of the impartial, disinterested spectator,” this being the phenomenologist that carries out the epoché.  Such a subject, having suspended all his claims about being, is by definition “fundamentally ahistorial.”  The result is that when he turns inward to regard his own “subjective structures,” he proceeds as if these “were binding for all phenomena and as if intentionality were the final word concerning the subjectivity of the subject” (HE, p. 46).  The historically acting subject, however, is precisely the one who does not engage in epoché.  Rather than bracketing his claims about being, he is passionately interested in the world—i.e., in the advantages and pitfalls it offers him and his adversaries.  

Husserl, then, is blind to history because his method cannot grasp this interest in being.  Heidegger, by contrast, rejects “the disinterested spectator as a presupposition for phenomenologizing” (HE, p. 46).  His starting point is Dasein, i.e., the human existence that is defined by such interest.  Heidegger expresses this by saying that “Dasein exists as an entity for whom, in its very being, such being is an issue” (SZ, p. 406).  This means that on a fundamental level “Dasein’s Being is care (Sorge)” (ibid., p. 284).  The object of such care is its own being.  It is the result of its projects, of the choices it makes in deciding not just what it will do but (as inherent in this) what it will be.  As Heidegger also expresses this: “‘The Dasein is occupied with its own being’ means more precisely: it is occupied with its ability to be.  As existent, the Dasein is free for specific possibilities of its own self.  It is its own most peculiar able-to-be.”
  This point holds in particular for our historical being, which is shaped by our choices regarding our political and social projects.
  As historical, Dasein is thus confronted with its freedom.  It can either accept the freedom inherent in its ability to be or it can seek to evade this.  In either case, as Patočka observes, what is at work here is “not consciousness with its subject-object structure, but something more fundamental, existence” (HE, p. 153).  Given this, Patočka asks, isn’t it “necessary to explain precisely history, that is, the most basic human achievement from this dimension of human being, and not from consciousness?” (ibid.).

The “dimension of human being” referred to here is that of our freedom.  Once we admit such freedom into our phenomenological analyses, the whole of phenomenology, starting with the epoché, becomes transformed.  Husserl writes that “the attempt to doubt everything pertains to the realm of our perfect freedom.”
  This means that “we can with complete freedom employ the epoché on every thesis,” setting it “‘out of action’”—i.e., suspending our belief in it.
  He does not, however, draw the radical conclusion implied by such freedom.  As Patočka observes, Husserl takes the epoché “as a specific philosophical act.”
  He does not see that its employment “is not a negation, but rather more negative than any negation, that it contains the negative, the not in the non-use, in the dis-connection” of a thesis.  This means that its use implies the “unique freedom of humans with regard to entities.” 
  Such freedom manifests “the negative character of a distance, of a remove” from entities.
  The epoché does not create such a remove.  Rather the “the act of the epoché, taken as ‘a step back from the totality of entities,’” is, in fact, “grounded in the unique freedom of humans with regard to entities.”
  This is our freedom to step back, to dissociate ourselves from them.


Husserl, as Patočka observes, resists this interpretation.  Interpreting the epoché as an act of consciousness, he naturally excludes the consciousness that performs it from its operation.  Being an action of consciousness, the epoché cannot bracket the being of consciousness without bracketing itself.  Thus, in seeking “for a residuum that is not submitted to the epoché,” Husserl claims to find this in an “in-finite, absolute consciousness that can be grasped in pure, immanent intuition and [as such] can be described with its intentional correlates.”
  The residuum, in other words, is one that satisfies his desire to find an ultimate ground of evidence and, hence, to realize his “ideal of philosophy as a strict science.”  If, however, the epoché is grounded in freedom rather than consciousness, no such residuum can be maintained.  The very freedom that exercises the epoché is not a thesis that can be bracketed.  It is rather “what characterizes humans as such; it is the basis for their being the place of appearing as such.”
  


There are two ways to see this.  The first concerns the epoché itself.  If we universally apply the epoché to every thesis about the being of entities, what remains is simply their appearing stripped of any assertion regarding their being.  The epoché, in other words, when pursued to the end, confronts us with appearing as such—as opposed to what appears.
  It abstracts the phenomenon of appearing from any question of the being of entities—including the being of consciousness.  Now, the epoché that allows this sheer appearing to appear is grounded not in consciousness, but in freedom.  Such freedom, as Patočka observed, has “the negative character of a distance, of a remove.”  The experience of freedom “has no substrate”; it has no “finite and positive content.”
  It is simply the “space” or the “openness” in which things appear.  Such openness is ourselves in our “unique freedom” with regard to entities.  This freedom has no substrate since our very “ability to be” implies our lack of any inherent character.  Unlike a thing that has specific properties, our character depends on our choosing a specific course of action.  It is by engaging in such a course that we provide an “openness” for things to appear.

To make this concrete, we have to turn from the freedom implied by the exercise of the epoché to the freedom employed by us in our daily choices.  In our being as “care,” we are, in Patočka’s words, “fundamentally interested” in our being.
  Because the “care” that we have for our being is matched by our dependence on the world, such care thrusts us into the world to satisfy our basic needs.  Doing so, it causes us to disclose the world.  It is such disclosure that makes us the place of the world’s appearing.  Thus, in our attempts to satisfy our needs, the wood from the forest becomes wood for building, for shelter and furniture.  It also becomes wood for heating, for making paper and so on.  Disclosing these uses of it, we do not just determine its appearing sense, we also change our environment.  This change affects our disclosive activities and, thus, the way that the world appears.  It also changes the way we appear, since we become the persons who have engaged in these activities.  What is crucial, here, is, as Patočka writes, the conception of “possibility as possibility of action, of praxis.” “The representation—the meaning, the understanding of the thing as something” arises from the “thing as the factual encounter with my factual possibility.” 
  So understood, things appear as means for my purposes: “the needle for sewing, the thread for passing through the needle,” etc.  In this, there is “a reciprocal mediation,” one where “I understand things from myself, from activity, but I understand myself, my activity from the things.”
  Thus, paper can be understood as something to write on, something to paint or draw on, as combustible material to start a fire with, material for making silhouettes, paper airplanes, and the like—given that I can engage in these activities.  But I can manifest myself as engaging in them only if paper has the possibilities of appearing as material to write on, to paint or draw on, etc.
   


This notion of pragmatic disclosure implies several limits on our freedom.  The first is that my freedom to disclose the world is tied to the world’s ability to offer me the means for my projects.  In Patočka’s words, “I would not have the possibilities [for disclosing things] if the means for such possibilities, for my goals, did not exist, which means that I could not appear to myself, ‘open myself,’ understand myself [with out such means], just as things could not show themselves, if my action [of disclosing them] did not exist.”  From the perspective of the things that offer me the means for my projects, then, “I do not create the possibilities, rather they create me.”
  They allow me to appear as the person engaging in the activities that they make possible.  The second limitation comes from my finitude.  Being finite does not just mean being limited by the world in what you can disclose.  It underlies the far more basic fact that you can only engage in one disclosive activity at a time.  Thus, you can either travel in one of two opposite directions on a road at a time.  The action by which you disclose one section of the road forecloses that which would disclose the other section at the same time.  Similarly, the action by which you exhibit paper as combustible by using it to start a fire prevents your also exhibiting it as material to write on.
  Given this, every disclosure, every exhibition of the appearing of the world, is also a concealment.  Our “being the place for appearing as such” is, by virtue of our finitude, also our being the place for concealment.  

For Heidegger, this finitude is behind our historicity.  He takes it as implying not just that we can do only one thing at a time, but that we can have only one general conception of being at a time.  According to Heidegger, such general conceptions guide our disclosive activities.  The most basic express our conceptions of the being of entities.  These vary historically, each age being marked by a specific understanding of being that becomes concrete in a specific standard for the real and a corresponding area of relations (Bezugsbereich) or place of disclosure set up in accordance with this standard.
  If, for example, our standard for the real is mathematically quantifiable nature, the area of relations will be given by the modern scientific laboratory with its various instruments and procedures.  If our standard is the mediaeval one of the divine being that incarnated itself in the saving presence of his son, then the cathedral, with its procedures for the celebration of the divine presence in the Eucharist, will function as the required area of relations.   To take one last example: if, as in Ancient Rome, the real is the political and the judicial, then the forum and the law courts with their procedures of interrogation and debate will serve as the privileged places of disclosure.  They will constitute the way we exist as an “openness” to being.  Because of our finitude, however, each such openness is also a concealment.  The standard of mathematically quantifiable nature is inappropriate for the disclosure of the political.  The same holds for the theological standards that dominated in the Middle Ages or, for that matter, the standard of “will to power” that Heidegger sees as dominating our present technological civilization.  

Behind this multiplicity of standards is what Heidegger calls the “ontological difference.”  This is the difference between being (Sein) and beings (Seienden).  Being appears to us only through the beings we encounter and take as “real.”  As such, its sense is taken from our standards for what-is, i.e., for what counts as a “real” entity.  For Heidegger, the historical succession of such standards does not just point to our finitude.  It indicates the finitude of being as such (Sein als solches).  There is no ultimate or true standard for what-is.  We cannot simply add together our various conceptions to come up with a more comprehensive view.  Being as such, in other words, is not like a physical object that we can view from different sides and so come up with a more adequate conception of what it consists of.   When Heidegger asserts that “being itself is in its essence finite,”
 he means that it is essentially tied to our finite freedom.  Not that it is grounded by our limitations, rather it grounds them in its own finitude.  Its own finitude is such that, in grounding our finite freedom, it distinguishes itself as being as such from the standards we have for it.  

With this, we come to our essentially historical nature.  For Patočka, as for Heidegger, this nature is founded, not on our consciousness, but rather on our finite freedom.  Such freedom points to the fact that “both human Dasein and being [Sein] itself … are finite.”  “This is the reason,” Patočka writes, “why every expressly human relation to being, every attempt to grasp being as such … is always historical, imperfect … The historical human being [geschichtliche Mensch], the person that lives, in art and philosophy … in explicit relation to being can only glimpse and thematize being as the being of beings; being as such … hides itself from him.”
  Given this, our “being the place for appearing as such” is also our being the place for the historicity of such appearing.  There is, in other words, a direct line of argumentation that links appearing to our disclosive activities and then to the historical nature of the standards that guide these activities.  The result is a doctrine of “truth,” understood as our openness to being, that Patočka calls “asubjective.”
  It is asubjective because it is not based on our being as consciousness but rather on our freedom.  The fact that such truth is historically determined follows from the finitude of this freedom.

Husserl’s failure to grasp this is, then, at the root of his failure to grasp history.  “Husserl,” Patočka writes, “never clearly saw that his epoché [in presupposing freedom] presupposed human finitude … The result is that he could not conceive historically either being or truth.”  Instead, he shrank back “before the abyss of finitude that appeared in the epoché, in its presuppositions and in the consequences of its unlimited application.” 
  He, thus, “never could break free from the ideal of philosophy as a strict science, that is, as a timelessly valid science capable of infinite development.”
  He could not because this ideal was tied to a consciousness that he looked to to provide him with the evidence that would justify all possible claims.  

For those who accept the insights of Heidegger, there are, broadly speaking, two possible attitudes with regard to Husserl’s phenomenology.  One can attempt to preserve the wealth of descriptions that he makes with regard to consciousness.  Those following this path believe that we can add Heidegger’s insights to Husserl’s phenomenology by delimiting their different domains.  We can rely on Husserl when describing our perceptual life in terms of the underlying acts of consciousness.  When, however, we come to the realm of our pragmatic activities and their determination of the phenomena, we can follow Heidegger.  In such a peaceful compromise, the activities of consciousness—i.e., the interpretative acts by which we constitute the perceptual presence of objects—underlie our pragmatic dealings with them.  Proponents of this view assert that we first have to see objects in order to treat them as pragmata—i.e., objects of practical use.  Patočka, however, is not one of these compromising spirits.  In spite of having written a book detailing the different facets of Husserl’s phenomenology, he considers Husserl’s account of constitution to be a mistake.  The fact that Husserl misconceives the epoché (and, hence, the resulting phenomenological reduction) means that the results Husserl supposedly obtained by their use are actually sheer constructions.   

Patočka does credit Husserl with the conception of appearing as such.  In his words, “The authentic discovery of the Logical Investigations was the field of self-showing, a field that must have its own definite structure if the thing itself is to present itself and appear.”
  This discovery, however, was immediately obscured by the Investigations’ schema of acts, sensations, and appearing intentional objects.  According to Patočka, what distinguishes these aspects is the difference between being experienced and appearing: “the sensations and the ‘interpreting,’ ‘apperceiving’ acts are experienced [erlebt], but they do not objectively appear [erscheinen]; they are not seen, heard, or perceived with any ‘sense.’  The objects, however, appear; they are perceived, but they are not experienced.”
  This introduction of non-appearing acts and contents is, in fact, a violation of Husserl’s “principle of principles”—which is to make the given, “as it is factually given,” the basis of all claims.
  According to Patočka, it is only by virtue of this violation that Husserl can subjectivize the account of appearing.  He does so by considering the “structures that can have no ‘intuitive’ basis”—i.e., the supposed acts and sensations—as subjective.  Thus, “[t]he non-intuitive, ‘inauthentic,’ ‘deficient’ mode of givenness is here claimed as an index of the subjective.”
  The result is a “fateful misunderstanding,” one where we ascribe the characteristics of appearing to subjective experience.  The fact, for example, that a box appears as the same in different perspectives is ascribed to my act of interpreting the contents its provides me.  Similarly, the appearing red of the box becomes the subjective impression of red.  In this process, as Patočka writes, 

‘[i]nterpretations,’ etc. are seen as verifiably subjective-immanent experiences because the actual characters that are genuinely intended do not correspond to anything independently real.  Since however the glance goes through these changes, follows their phases and their connected sequences, and does all this in the evidence of plain givenness and because one designates these characters as subjective, this experience is designated as a subjective grasping.  One, thus, attributes to the grasping of a subjective being … that which, as an evidential character, is appropriate to the sphere of experience in its showing and self-showing.”

Patočka’s point is that because no single view of the box corresponds to anything real—the box being none of its views, but rather the reality we are viewing—Husserl feels free to ascribe such views to the subjective.  They become the immanent data, the contents within consciousness that are there to be interpreted.  Similarly the fact that the appearing of the box occurs through such perspectival views is attributed to our subjective interpretation of these contents.

With this, we have the subject-object split.  The phenomenal sphere is split into the objective side, composed of “the appearing and its modes of givenness,” and the subjective side, composed of “the supposedly subjective basis of this appearing.”  This is the side of the “experience that is [supposedly] given to reflection.”  As part of this, Husserl “assigns to the reflective view the evidence that actually pertains to the showing and self-showing of the phenomenal field, i.e., to appearing itself in its appearing.”
  A sign of this procedure is the doubling of sensory contents, which Husserl came to call “hyletic data.”  Asking himself “whether the hyletic data belong to the immanent make-up of the experiences as such or, rather, pertain to the constituted as moments or parts of it,” Husserl ended up by ascribing them to both sides.
  According to Patočka, doing so, he acted like the proponents of “neutral monism.  He let the same thing appear twice in the different sense context” of consciousness and thing.
  What he failed to see is that “the supposed ‘interior self-givenness’ [of such contents] is only a doubling of characters of givenness that were not originally egological,” a doubling where we assign them “to the empty ego.”  This, however, implies that what is originally given are not “perceptions, acts of thought, etc., with their components such as hyletic data, representations of these, etc.”  Rather, “originally self-given are things in their perspectives and characters of appearing, in their nearness and distance, in the optimum of fullness or disappearing fullness till they become hidden and disappear into an empty horizon, which is not in fact so empty.”
  

This assigning to the subjective side what was originally given on the objective side transforms what Patočka considers to be the nature of phenomenology.  Its problem is no longer that of “describing and analyzing appearing as such” in terms of “the relation of perspectives, modes of givenness and what is given through these.”  It becomes, rather, the problem of the constitution of the appearing object.  The aim is to describe such constitution in terms of “originally, non-perspectivally and, hence, absolutely given experience.”
  Since such experience, understood as hyletic data, does not exist—it being, in fact, a construction—the inference is that “[t]he whole problem of constitution is fundamentally not solvable.”
  In fact, it is only by making use of “a crude metaphysical theory” that one can speak of the constitution of an objectivity in a consciousness composed of such absolutely given experiences.  To dispel the illusion of such a consciousness, one need only recall that “[t]he subjectivity whose immanence this [theory] appeals to was made possible only by the splitting of the phenomenal sphere.”  But such “splitting occurred because one could not see how the phenomenal sphere could be conceived as something independent and, hence, felt compelled to underpin it with a reality—the ‘interpretations,’ the ‘identical acts’ etc.”
 

According to Patočka, this supposed reality is simply a remnant of nineteenth century psychology.  It arises from a confusion of causal and non-causal modes of thinking.  “It is clear,” Patočka writes, “that precisely those things that Husserl, for example, took as self-given—perceptions, acts of thought, hyletic data—are not given, but rather are causally construed concepts that originate in the thought of a psychophysical interaction.”
  They arise because Husserl “has not separated the structure of the thing as obtained through inductive natural knowing from the structure of the appearing of the world and worldly things.”  Thus, empirically, the thing must send the subject data; empirically, the subject must somehow process it.  Conflating this empirical, causal process with the structure of appearing, one describes this structure as a function of a subject’s interpretative intentions “animating” the incoming hyletic data.  As Patočka remarks, the result is a multitude of unsolvable problems: “For it is not clear how the intention ‘animates’ the hyletic data so as to make the thing appear; and hyletic data do not exist as something given; rather, they are just the result of this causal thinking.”
  Thus, phenomenology falls subject to “psychological concept-formation.  It speaks of the essence of perception, memory, etc., which are not phenomenological concepts; it asserts a parallelism between phenomenology and (pure) psychology, which can pass over into each other through a mere change of sign—a highly suspicious process.”
  The result is that “concepts such as perception, which arise from the phenomena of appearing”—phenomena such as “perspectival unfolding, 0-point of orientation, nearness and farness, etc.”—“are combined with causal thinking” to the detriment of both.


It is important to realize the radical nature of this critique of Husserl.  It is a critique that undermines not just Husserl’s phenomenology but also descriptive psychology.  Both seem impossible since both proceed by reflection, and the evidence supposedly provided by reflection is simply a fiction.  In fact, we have no more access through reflection to the inner workings of our minds than we have to the workings of our digestive system.  As Patočka observes, actual “concrete subjects are things among things, standing, in fact, in a causal context [Kausalzusammenhang] with the other things of the world.”  Such a context includes things causally acting on our acting organs—Wirkungsorganen—and such action “can be inductively studied and analyzed.”  This, however, tells us nothing about “appearing as such,” which is “neither investigated nor seen” in such studies.
  Given this, how are we to understand the fact that all appearing is appearing to someone?  Who is this someone?  Is it a “concrete,” physical subject?  If we have no access to the inner workings of this subject, if it offers nothing to reflection, then how are we to understand Patočka’s alternative phenomenology?  How can it be both asubjective and include, as it must, an account of the subject engaging in this phenomenology.
  After all, the subject to whom things appear is not just demanded by the idea of appearing as such.  It is also, from a Husserlian perspective, required as the performer of the epoché—i.e., the act that first allows access to appearing as such.  To answer these questions, we have to turn to Patočka’s account of appearing as such.  

Chapter 2
The Idea of Asubjective Phenomenology

§1. The Radical Character of Asubjective Phenomenology 



As I mentioned in the Introduction, asubjective phenomenology does not begin with appearing to a subject, but rather takes its start from appearing as such.  In Patočka’s view, the radical performance of the epoché passes through the subject to disclose appearing as “something completely original.”  Its originality consists in its inability to be described in terms of what-is—that is, some structure or feature of an entity.  Appearing is not some physical or psychological process.  It cannot be converted into an account of a being.  To explain it in terms of what appears is to assume the very showing that the explanation is trying to account for.  As Patočka puts this, “I cannot go back to what appears to explain the appearing of appearing, since the understanding of appearing is presupposed in every thesis I might make about the appearing entity.”
 

According to Patočka, this point is continually ignored in the history of philosophy.
  Again and again, we find “that peculiar slide from the problem of manifesting to the problem of existence.”  This, for example, is apparent in Plato’s account of the divided line.  Each section of the line marks a distinct mode of appearing.   Shadows and mirror images appear differently than the objects that generate them.  A third form of appearing characterizes the way that mathematical objects show themselves; a fourth, the presence of the ideas.  Plato describes these different modes of appearing.  But then, as Patočka remarks, “instead of a completely autonomous problematic of manifesting, the problematic of a determined ladder of existents is introduced.”  Thus, “Plato,” in Patočka’s reading, “saw this fundamental difference [in manifesting], except he constantly interprets it as if it were a difference between various degrees of existents and not a difference between stages and aspects of manifesting as such.”
  The same transformation appears in Husserl.  It occurs when he interprets his description of the “how” of appearing as a description of how transcendental subjectivity experiences its world.  By equating the phenomena with the experiences of a subject, they are subjectivized.  As a result, the phenomena are also ontologized: they are understood as beings—as existing perceptual experiences.  The result, according to Patočka, is that the description of the phenomena becomes a description of “a subject whose accomplishment are the phenomena.”  Modes of givenness become ontologized as modes of transcendental subjectivity, the latter being understood as a being.


For Patočka, by contrast, the fact that manifestation is something “completely original” means that it forms its own category, one that is distinct from being.  In his words, to assert that “[t]here is a structure of appearance’ does not signify ‘there is a being, a this-here, which one can call appearance.  Appearing as such is not a being and cannot be referred to as a being.”
 In other words, what concerns us here is not “given as a being, rather it is the givenness and modes of givenness of a being, which modes themselves cannot be designated as beings.”
  These “modes of givenness” form a separate non-ontological category.  


If we accept this, then two radical consequences follow.  The first, which Patočka does not mention, is that all attempts to explain consciousness, understood as a field of appearances, in terms of the physical processes of the brain are bound to fail.  There is no “explanatory bridge” linking perceptual appearances to the structure and processing of our perceptual and mental apparatus.  Thus, we cannot reduce such appearances to the causal workings of this apparatus in its relations to the world.  Neither, however, can we reverse this and attempt to explain the physical processes of the world that includes this apparatus in terms of consciousness as a field of appearances.  Such an attempt, which is that of Husserl’s phenomenology, denies that these physical processes are the primary reality.  It asserts that what is real in the primary sense are appearances understood as the experiences of “pure” consciousness.  It is out of these that we constitute what we take to be the physical world.  The two positions are opposites, the first reducing consciousness to the physical world, the second reducing this world to consciousness.  Both, however, assume that we can provide an explanatory bridge between appearances and material nature.  They share the assumption that appearing has to be explained in terms of what appears—be this the processes of material nature or those of the subjectivity that is apprehended through reflection.  Ontologically speaking, this is to suppose that appearing as such is not an independent category, but rather must be explained in terms of what appears.  


If we deny this, the second radical consequence of Patočka’s position becomes evident.  It is the non-ontological character of appearing as such.  As Patočka expresses this, “‘There is a structure of appearance’ does not signify ‘there is a being, a this-here, which one can call appearance.  Appearing as such is not a being and cannot be referred to as a being.”
  In other words, what we are concerned with here is not “given as a being, rather it is the givenness and modes of givenness of a being, which modes themselves cannot be designated as beings.”
  These “modes of givenness” form a separate category.  This consequence implies a radical reformulation of the history of metaphysics.  It goes far beyond Heidegger’s attempt in Being and Time to determine the “kind of being” that Dasein possesses by breaking the tie between being and presence. 
  This Heideggarian “destruction” of the “traditional content of ancient ontology” is insufficiently radical.  A truly radical reform would break the tie between being and appearing.  It would entail our abandoning the attempt to speak of appearing in terms of being, i.e., to link it to some ontological commitment.  It does not matter whether this be a commitment to the being of Husserl’s absolute subjectivity or to the various physical structures and processes that make up a natural scientific account of subjectivity.  For Patočka, all such attempts commit the category mistake of conflating the question of appearing with that of being.  They all go astray in their not taking appearing as its own category.  To take it as such—that is, to strip it of all ontological commitments—is, in Patočka’s view, the true meaning of the epoché’s suspension of the thesis of the being of the world.

§2. The Apriori of appearing


When we do examine appearing as such, we find that it has an apriori structure.  The most obvious element in this structure comes from the fact that appearing involves appearing to some one.  This implies, with regard to ourselves, that “appearing requires man, he is appearing’s destination.”
  This requirement is not a dependence, but rather a structural feature of appearing as such.  It is matched by man’s requiring appearing.  The contents of his consciousness are, in the first instance, externally, rather than internally, provided.  They come from what appears.  Thus, without something appearing, he has no consciousness and, hence, has no being as an “ego” or subject of consciousness.  In Patočka’s words, “There can be a ‘me’ [moi] provided that something appears to me, provided that I can relate to myself through the appearing of something else.”
  This “self-appearing,” which is a “self-relation through appearing,” is prior to consciousness.  As a structure making consciousness possible, it is aa independent of consciousness as inanimate things are.
  In itself it is “a fundamental law of appearing”—the law, namely, that “there is always the duality between what appears and the one to whom this appearing appears.”  Thus, for Patočka, it is not man “that creates the appearing, that performs it, that ‘constitutes’ it, that produces it in some fashion or other.  Rather, appearing is appearing only in this duality.”
  What we confront here is, in fact, a “world-structure,” one embracing both things and subjects.
  Since it is the basis of the world’s appearing, the objective sciences in their predictions presuppose it.  Their possibility of being confirmed by empirical evidence occurs within the limits of this structure.  Thus, the phenomenological investigation of this structure yields not just a contribution to the “metaphysics” of world-structures, but also an “intuitively accessible apriori” that forms “the basis for the objective sciences.”
  


How are we to understand this apriori?  In a text dating from 1973, Patočka suggests that the world-structure acts as a quasi-Kantian apriori.  He quotes the well known passage from the Critique of Pure Reason, where Kant asserts that either the object makes possible its representation (Vorstellung), or the reverse.  In the first case, the determination is empirical, it depends on the particular, empirically given object.  In the second, it is apriori.  This is not because the subjective representation creates the object but because it is “only through the representation that it is possible to know [erkennen] anything as an object.”
  Thus, for Kant, the syntheses that underlie the subjective representation are necessarily required for the object to present itself.  As such, they are apriori determinative of the way in which the object is represented and known as an object.  Now, according to Patočka: “If we replace ‘representation’ by ‘appearing of the world,’ we have something similar to Kant”—i.e., an a priori determination.  The new a priori, however, is “without the pretension of constructing the synthetic apriori subjectively from intuition and concepts in the Kantian sense.”  It is, in other words, an apriori whose referent is not the subjective act of synthesis, but rather the appearing of beings as such.  In a subsequently crossed out passage, he adds that in this new apriori, “we replace transcendental subjectivity with the lawfulness of appearing as such, whose apriori character is revealed by the epoché, namely in an intuitive manner.”  We thus take “appearing as a specific world structure, which apriori determines in advance being as such, without itself being actual” (i.e., without its being a being).
  The result, he writes, in the text that he keeps, is “a lawfulness that, since it cannot be grounded or drawn from the object and since, nevertheless, it determines experiential, natural and scientific knowing, is suited to form not a subjective, but rather a metaphysical basis of experiential knowledge.”


As Bruce Bégout observes, the strategy for uncovering this apriori is to investigate our subjective experience and purify it of its references to a subject.
  Thus, the horizonal character of our experience, with its structures of near and far, presence and absence, is taken as a character of appearing as such. 
  We can proceed from appearing to us to appearing as such since the structures of the latter determine the structures of the former. 


This raises the question of the nature of this determination by the structure of appearing.  For both Kant and Husserl after his Logical Investigations, the determination of the possibilities of experience is through synthesis or constitution.
  The structures of the latter determine what we can or cannot experience.  If, however, we do “replace transcendental subjectivity with the lawfulness of appearing as such,” then such lawfulness must have an inherent, determinative force.  This force must apply not just to the objects that appear, but also to the subject to whom they appear.  What is the nature of this subject?  Under what sort of determinations do its experiences stand?  To answer these questions, we have to return to Patočka’s distinction between the “empty ego” and the “full subject.”  The actually experiencing subject cannot be the “empty ego.”
  This is only a structure demanded by appearing itself.  It is a point of view around which what appears necessarily centers itself.  As we earlier cited Patočka, this empty subject simply designates “a role in manifestation.”
   The “full subject” who does take up this role and experiences the world is the concrete individual.  This subject, however, is causally determined.
  The full or concrete subject, thus, seems to suffer two distinct determinations: It is formally or “ideally” determined by the “world-structure” of appearing as such.  It is also, however, submitted to the causal relations that determine it as a “thing among things.”  


It is interesting to note that Husserl, before he adopted Kant’s position on synthesis, also embraced a similar double determination.  Thus, in the Logical Investigations, he accepted the view that all real relations—including those involving our real act of judgment—are causally determined.  As a consequence, he could assert, “My act of judging 2 x 2 = 4 is no doubt causally determined.”  “This, however,” he immediately adds, “is not true of the truth 2 x 2 = 4.”
  This follows because the formal or “ideal relation between contents of judgment” on which this truth depends is not “the real relation between the act of judgment and its law-bound [causal] conditions.”
  There is, in fact, a double determination of the subject.  While its act is causally determined, the contents realized by this act are, in their relations, ideally determined.  As Husserl describes this ideal determination: 

The extent, accordingly, to which the logical laws, and, in the first instance, the ideal laws of authentic thinking, also claim a psychological meaning, and the extent to which they govern the course of actual mental happenings, is at once clear.  Each genuine ‘pure’ law, expressing a compatibility or an incompatibility grounded in the nature of a given species, will, in relation to a species of mentally realizable contents, limit the empirical possibilities of psychological (phenomenological) coexistence and succession.  What is seen to be incompatible in specie, cannot be brought together, be rendered compatible, in empirical instances.
 
The unanswered questions of the Logical Investigations concern this “psychological meaning.”  How can the same set of mental acts be subject to both causal and logical laws?  How can a causally determined subject grasp an apodictically certain set of logical relations?  As the Husserl scholar, Theodor DeBoer, puts this question: “on the one hand, these acts are empirically necessary and determined; on the other hand, an idea realizes itself in them through which they claim apodictic validity.  How can both these views be combined?”
  This is a question that every attempt to apply a determining structure of appearing to a causally determined world must answer.  At the heart of the issue is the status of the embodied, concrete subject.  How can we conceive it so that it seamlessly combines both determinations?  The question remains even when we admit, as Husserl later realized, that we must distinguish between the causality existing between  physical bodies and that by which we “hold sway” over our bodies. 
  The very fact of having a body with specific sense organs points to the organic determination of the structure of appearing.  How can we combine this with the determination exercised by an ideal structure?
§3. The Double Determination


Patočka’s solution to this problem involves radically separating the two determinations.  Referring to the Kantian alternatives of either the object’s making possible its representation or the representation’s making possible the object, he writes that “in the first case, the relation is empirical because it is causal; in the second, it is non-empirical—non-causal.”  The suggestion of the second is that there are in the heart of the real, not just causal relations, but “non-causal and irreal relations.”  For Kant, these relations are those of the rules of synthesis carried out by the transcendental imagination.  For Patočka, however, “Kant’s ‘imagination’ with its syntheses is not a subjective power, but a fundamental structure of the arrangement of appearing.  The ‘syntheses’ are the laws of the unfolding of the appearing of both the subject (so that it can become unitary, can direct itself to the unitary) and objects.”
  If we make this translation of Kant’s conception of synthesis, then the laws in question become those of appearing itself.  Similarly the non-causal, “irreal” relations structuring synthesis become those of appearing itself.  Given this, we can assert that the “phenomenal connection” is “totally different than the real-causal connection.”  The latter concerns “operant action,” that is, things actually acting on one another.  Phenomenal connections, by contrast, pertain to appearing as such.  The two “can interlace and interpenetrate each other, but they can never be the same.”
  This is because the “phenomenal connection implies both the ir-real, the non-existent, and the being that exists … in a unique sequence.”
  


To understand their relation, we have to return to Husserl’s attempt to relate the real and the ideal (“irreal”) determinations of the subject.  Ideal determinations are those specifying possibilities—the possibilities, on the one hand, of “the course of actual mental happenings” and those, on the other hand, of the objects that we perceive.  Now, according to Husserl, the “species” that ground the “pure laws” of the compatibility of contents are simply “pure” or “ideal” possibilities.
  This does not mean that the species are merely possible in the sense that they can or cannot be.  What is possible in the sense of being merely possible “is the existence of objects falling under the relevant concepts.”
  The possibility of a species refers, here, not to actual existence, but rather “to the possible being of empirical individuals falling under the universals.”
  This means, he writes:

This “it exists” has here the same ideal sense as it has in mathematics.  To bring it back to the possibility of the corresponding individuals is not to reduce it to something other, but merely to express it through an equivalent phrase.  This is so, at least when possibility is understood as pure and, therefore, not as empirical possibility, and when it is understood as “real” in this sense.

Husserl’s point is that empirical possibilities, since they are drawn from experience, presuppose the existence of a range of actual instances.  They are, in their content, determined by this range.  A pure possibility, however, does not in itself contain the thought of the real existence of its instances.  Like a mathematical definition, it defines its range of possible instances rather than being defined by it.  


This point can be put in terms of Frege’s argument that to define something mathematically is not to create it.  This follows because the concept that is specified by the definition does not have the properties of the objects instantiating it.  For example, the concept “square” is not a square concept.  We cannot predicate of it the property of squareness.  Similarly, the concept “black cloth” is not itself black or made out of cloth.  Given this, the definition of a concept does not involve the assertion, in a positing sense, of a single object that has the properties defined by the concept.  The concept that is asserted does not have the properties, and the existence of the corresponding objects is not asserted.  In Frege’s words: “Whether such objects exist is not immediately known by means of their definitions … Neither has the concept defined got this property, nor is a definition a guarantee that the concept is realized.”
 


What, then, do we affirm in asserting a concept?  For Husserl, to assert a concept expressing a species is to assert a specific rather than a numerical unity.  To be a numerical unity is to be a single individual, while to be a specific unity is to be a one-in-many.  Thus, the being or existence of a species represents the possibility of being-one-in-many.  The guiding insight here is that the species must itself first be one before it can be one-in-many.  For Husserl, this means that “[u]nity as such grounds possibility.”
  Unity, in other words, represents the original possibility of a species’ being one-in-many.
  The insight, we should mention, has especial force in the case of complex species.  What it states is that the component elements of such species must themselves be unifiable before they can have the possibility (as a unified, complex species) of unifying a range of instances.
  As is obvious, the priority of specific over numerical unity is inherent in this schema.  To put this in the Fregean terms of concept and object, we can say that the concept qua species must be one in order to specify an unambiguous unitary range of objects.  If the species is complex, then the unifiability of its contents expresses the prior or “pure” possibility of objects instantiating it.  

Given this, it can be argued that the ideal and real determinations of the contents of our experiences do not come into conflict.  The assertion of an ideal possibility does not make any assertions about the reality of such experience.  It only asserts that, if we actually experience some object, the contents we experience must be compatible with each other, i.e., be capable of being unified into a coherent experience.  Contradictory predicates, such as squareness and roundness are, thus, excluded.  The contents that embody them cannot be joined together to form a coherent whole.  For Husserl, the ideal determination of our experience also includes the necessity that the contents that we experience join together to form an “independent” whole, i.e.,  one whose presence requires no further types of contents.  Thus, we cannot experience the pitch of a sound without also experiencing its loudness.  Both pitch and volume require the experience of temporal duration.  Similarly, we cannot experience a color without extension.  A colored sound is not a coherent experience.  An experience of extension must also be present.
  Now, the specification of a coherent whole does not imply that such a whole actually exists.  For this, causal determinations must enter in.  Such determinations, however, do not conflict with the ideal determinations of this whole.  They only specify the conditions of its real existence.
 


Patočka’s account of causal and non-causal relations may be considered to be a variant of the above.  He begins by associating the “structure of phenomena” with “possibilities.”
  He writes: “The original possibilities (the world) are simply the field where the living being exists, the field that is co-original with it.  To specify the original possibilities as a field of appearing does not, perhaps, exhaust the world’s definition; but it also does not falsify it.”
  As the last line implies, there is, here, a subtle difference between the original possibilities of the world and those embodied in the field of appearing.  On the one hand, we have, “the impersonal order of the totality of possibilities, possibilities not pertaining to any being in particular.”  On the other, we have “my totality of possibilities as a selection made from the sphere of the first.”
  The “impersonal order” involves pure possibility.  It forms “a simple field of specific legalities”—legalities such as those that Husserl specified.  The second set of possibilities thinks these legalities in relation to us, i.e., in terms of our possible experience.  In neither case, however, is there any assertion of existence.  Possibilities, like appearances, have acausal, irreal relations.  The legalities they embody do not imply actual existence.  Thus, there is no question of an “idealism” that would derive the world from them.  In Patočka’s words: 

The structure of appearing escapes the difficulty proper to every idealism insofar as it conceives appearing as inherently autonomous.  This is because appearing, if it is to exist, has to be caused.  Since the structure of appearing is fundamentally irreal, simply being the world of the possible, it cannot be taken as the rule [règne] of some sort of ideality, that of a subjective being, etc.  Appearing as such is a simple field of specific legalities.  But in no sense is it an autonomous reality.  It can neither produce nor explain such reality.

To move from appearing, considered as pure possibilities, to the appearing that exists, we have to speak of “the working, active body.”  This is the sentient body that is distinguished from a mere body “by the fact that the whole surrounding perspective appeals to its activity, provokes or dampens it.”
  It is this body, with its perceptual and mental apparatus, that perceives.  Such apparatus is necessary for appearing to exist.  Its various processes cause such existence.  But, as Patočka remarks, such “[c]ausality in no way signifies the creation of the appearing as such, but rather the adaptation of the organic unity to the structure of appearing, which co-determines the world and in the certain partial sense grounds it.”
  

One way of understanding the above is to note that if appearing is a world-structure, then the evolution of organic beings would take account of it.  Their evolution would involve their adapting to this structure if such adaptation offered a survival advantage.  The evolution of sensory organs and central nervous systems would, thus, provide them with the causally determined apparatus that would make the structure of appearing applicable to their organic functioning.  Their actual functioning would cause actual appearances to exist.  Now, to derive the structure of appearing from this apparatus is rather like deriving the formal laws of mathematics from the causal mechanisms of a particular type of calculator.  It is, in fact, to reverse the actual relation.  The calculator was constructed to follow the laws of mathematics in giving correct calculations.  Similarly, our brains and sensory organs were adapted to take advantage of the structures of appearing.  The distinction that is at work here—and which Patočka implicitly assumes—is the one Husserl makes between conditions of validity (Geltung) and those of applicability (Anwendung).
  As Husserl observes in the Logical Investigations, the two involve very different laws.  The formal laws of arithmetic, for example, give us the conditions under which additions are valid.  Calculations which violate them are invalid.  Quite different laws are at work when we make these laws applicable to adding machines.  A mechanical adding machine uses the laws of the gear and lever, a modern calculator uses those of electronics.  Yet both instantiate the same mathematical laws.  To apply this to appearing, we can say that the structure of appearing, understood as “a field of specific legalities,” involves validity.  Applicability pertains to the causal processes that instantiate them.  For Husserl, an example of such legalities involves the fact that we apprehend objects by identifying perspectival patterns of appearing and assigning them referents.  Doing so, we interpret the perceptions of a given pattern as perceptions of a given object—for example, of a box that we turn in our hands, viewing it first from one side and then from another.  Now, if this is how we actually see objects, this process must be one that is instantiated in our embodied being.  The laws of applicability for such interpretive functions are thus biological ones—those having to do with our brains.
  These, however, are not the laws of appearing as such.  They do not concern the “specific legalities” involved here, such as the necessary connection between the appearing of a spatial-temporal object and a perspectivally structured pattern of perceptions.  For Patočka, the affirmation of this legality holds independently of its particular biological instantiation through a particular causal process.  As silent on the latter, its obtaining—i.e., its ideal determination—in no way conflicts with their obtaining—i.e., their real causal determination.  

Has Patočka succeeded in overcoming the objection that DeBoer put forward?  Can we actually speak of a “double determination,” both real and ideal, both causal and non-causal, of one and the same concrete subject?  Patočka’s solution, based as it is on the insights of the Logical Investigations, suffers, in fact, from a serious difficulty.  As we recall, Patočka criticized Husserl for not taking into account the implications of the freedom presupposed by his phenomenology—this being the freedom required to perform the epoché.  By suspending the thesis of the existence of the world, the epoché allows us to focus on its appearing as such—its appearing apart from the causality resulting in the existence of particular appearances.  Such suspension, however, presupposes our freedom understood as “the deobjectifying power, the power which distances itself from any object whatsoever.”
  As we earlier cited Patočka, “the act of the epoché, taken as ‘a step back from the totality of entities,’” is “grounded in the unique freedom of humans with regard to entities”—this being our freedom to step back and dissociate ourselves from them.
  The question that here arises is: how is such freedom to be understood in terms of the above?  More precisely, who is the subject that performs the epoché.  It cannot be the “empty ego,” which expresses simply a “legality” inherent in the notion of appearing as such: namely the “law” that appearing is necessarily appearing to someone.  Neither, however, can it be the “full” or “concrete” subject.  The fact that this subject suffers an “ideal” determination in no way affects its being “a thing among things,” casually determined by its relations to them.  As such, however, it is incapable of the freedom required for the epoché.  Moreover, given that human history presupposes freedom, neither the empty nor the full subject can be considered capable of historical action: a “legality” does not act and the action of a causally determined subject is not free.  Given this, we have to say that neither conception is sufficient if we are to understand appearing in a truly asubjective fashion.  As Patočka came to realize, an asubjective phenomenology requires us to reject both of these alternatives.  It demands that we understand appearing in terms of the openness of our freedom.  To see what this involves, we have to turn to Patočka’s reading and critique of Heidegger’s account of our existence.  

Chapter 3
Patočka’s Heidegger 
§1. The Analytic of Dasein 



Before we consider Patočka’s appropriation of Heidegger, it is best to present his position in his own terms.  In his chief work, Being and Time, Heidegger makes a remarkable assertion.  It is: 

Only so long as Dasein exists, which means the factual possibility of an understanding of being, “is there” being [Sein].  If Dasein does not exist, then there “is” neither the “independence” [of beings] nor the “in itself” [of beings].  Such things are neither understandable nor not understandable.  At this point, innerworldly being is neither disclosable nor can it lie hidden.  One can then say neither that beings are nor that they are not.
 

None of these alternatives are possible without Dasein (human existence) and our ability to disclose the world through our practical projects.  Without this ability, we lose the context for talking about being.  Positively expressed, the claim of Being and Time is that the study of being qua being or “fundamental ontology … must be sought in the existential analytic of Dasein.”
  The analytic seeks to discover the kind of being Dasein has.
  As we have seen, Heidegger’s answer is care.  In his words, “Dasein, when understood ontologically, is care.”
  Care is a care for our own being since Dasein, for Heidegger, is the entity for whom its own being is an issue.
  This means that it has to decide what it will be.  In other words, our being is a matter of our choices as we make our way in the world.  Such choices involve our projects, i.e., the things we want to accomplish.  Engaging in these, we disclose both the world and ourselves.  Such disclosure is primarily pragmatic: it exhibits things in their instrumental value; they are disclosed insofar as they are useful for our projects.  Our interpretations of them, our considering them as something definite, is based on this.  In Heidegger’s words, interpretation “appresents the what-it-is-for of a thing and so brings out the reference of the ‘in-order-to,’” i.e., its use in a particular project.
  As a result, the world becomes articulated.  It gains its meaningfulness as an “equipmental totality.”  This disclosure of the world is also a self-disclosure.  As persons for whom our being is an issue, our being becomes that of the accomplishers of these projects.  Thus, the project of writing a book, if carried out, makes a person an author.  Similarly, the builder is the person who has built something.

Since such projects involve the world, so does the selfhood that is disclosed through them.  Insofar as it is defined through projects involving objects in the world, Dasein’s fundamental ontological mode is, according to Heidegger, being-in-the-world.  This being-in-the-world involves our “comportment” (our behavior) towards beings, which is itself based on our understanding of being.
  What is this understanding?  As I earlier noted, it involves our standard for the real and a corresponding area of relations that determines a place where we can disclose the real.  To translate this into the pragmatic terms of everyday life is to speak of such understanding in terms of our knowing how to make our way in the world.  On this level, it involves our grasping the context of the relations involved in our tasks or projects.  Our understanding of the reality of “breakfast,” for example, is constitutive of our being-in-the-world of the kitchen in the morning.  We “understand” how to go about making breakfast.  The objects in the kitchen—the eggs, plates, cereal bowls, spoons, etc.—all have meaning; they are “understood” in their purpose; and we behave or “comport” ourselves towards them accordingly.  Heidegger calls the place of such interrelated objects a “Bezugsbereich”—an area of relations that is suited to disclose beings in a particular way.  The kitchen is one example of a Bezugsbereich.  Another is the law court, whose trial proceedings are meant to disclose guilt or innocence.  A very different Bezugsbereich is provided by the scientific laboratory, which discloses being in its measurable material properties.  As such examples indicate, the human world consists of multiple areas of relations.  Each has its particular manner of revealing being.  Corresponding to each is a particular understanding of how we are to make our way among its objects.  Thus, the richer and more multiple our understanding is, the richer is our human world.  Its meaningfulness increases along with the complexity of our behavior.  So does our sense of who (or what) we are in our being-in-the-world.  This sense is historically determined since, for Heidegger, both the areas of relations and the understandings of being that informs them are historical.  They change as we move from one general conception of the “real” to another.  Our very finitude makes us “insist” on the standards of disclosure that mark a particular age and, by virtue of such insistence, makes us conceal the aspects of being that do not correspond to such standards.  

If we accept the above, then we have Patočka’s answer to the question that he poses: “how is the appearing of an entity possible, what determines it?”  In his words: “The appearing of the entity itself, the fact that the entity itself appears, is determined through the previous understanding of being.”  Patočka adds that such understanding “is only possible when Dasein is, by virtue of its own being, constantly open in its being.” 
  To understand this openness of Dasein, we have to turn to Heidegger’s account of our temporality.  According to Heidegger, the point of his descriptions is to exhibit “temporality as the meaning of the being that we call Dasein.”  This involves “the repeated interpretation … of the structures of Dasein … as modes of temporality.”
  Such structures are those of our being-in-the-world as “care”—that is, as beings who face the choice of what sort of beings we shall become through our projects.  When we interpret these structures in terms of temporality, the past is seen as what gives us the resources for our choices.  The future appears in our projecting ourselves forward in opting for some goal, while the present occurs in our actualization of this goal.  

Let us go through these one by one, starting with the future.  According to Heidegger, the future appears because, in making a choice, “Dasein has already compared itself in its [present] being with a[n unrealized] possibility of itself.”
  This means that “Dasein is already ahead of itself in its being.  Dasein is always [in considering these possibilities of itself] ‘beyond itself’ [‘über sich hinaus’].”
  Sartre expresses this insight by writing that man is the being “who is what he is not, and who is not what he is.”
  Separated from myself in my being ahead of myself, I am not what I presently am.  Given this, I can only “be” as what I am not, i.e.,  exist as projected toward those goals or possibilities that I actualize through my projects.  This being ahead of myself is, according to Heidegger, part of the structure of my being as care.  In his words, “The being of Dasein signifies being ahead of yourself in already being-in-the-world as being there with the entities that one encounters within the world.  This being fills in the meaning of the term care.”
  This complicated terminology should not conceal from us the basic phenomenon that Heidegger is pointing to: Someone is knocking at the door.  Hearing this, we are already ahead of ourselves, already projecting ourselves forward to the moment when we answer the door.  In our being, we are there at the door awaiting ourselves as we walk forward to open it.  The insight, in other words, is that we are in our being temporally extended.  This being ahead of ourselves is the origin of our sense of futurity.  It is what allows futurity to appear.  When, for example, I walk towards the door, I disclose the future by closing the gap between the self that awaits me and the present.  As Heidegger writes, “This … letting itself come towards itself [auf sich Zukommen-lassen] … is the original phenomenon of the future.”
 

The original appearing of the past also occurs through the accomplishment of my goals.  In describing it, Heidegger returns to the fact that my projects spring from my possibilities.  I am “ahead of myself” when I project these possibilities forward as practical goals.  Such possibilities are inherent in my given historical situation.  Thus, my possibility of winning a marathon depends on my given physical makeup, i.e., on a history that includes the facts of my birth and subsequent physical development.  It also depends on how much I have already trained for the event and on my living in a culture that has developed the tradition of running marathon races.
  It is this dependence that is at the origin of my sense of pastness.  The past is what provides me with the resources for my projects.  Such resources are part of my being-in-the-world.  In providing me with my possibilities, the “having been” of this being is what allows me to be ahead of myself, i.e., have a future.  This dependence does not mean that the past determines the future.  According to Heidegger, the line of dependence does not go from past to future, but rather the reverse.  In his words, “Dasein ‘is’ its past in the manner of its being, which roughly speaking, occurs from its future … Its own past—and this always implies the past of its ‘generation’—does not follow after Dasein, but rather is always in advance of it.”
  His point is that, while the past gives me the possibilities for my future action, it is only in terms of such action that they can be considered possibilities at all.  They are such only as material for my projects.  Thus, just as paper appears as writing paper when I use it for this purpose, so its very possibility to serve as such exists for me only in terms of this way of my being ahead of myself.  This means, in Heidegger’s words, “Dasein can authentically be past only insofar as it is futural [zukünftig].  Pastness originates in a certain way from the future.”

Heidegger’s account of the present follows the same pattern.  It, too, is described in terms of the accomplishment of our projects.  Such accomplishment results in the disclosure of the things about us.  They show themselves as useful to our projects or as simply there, i.e., as not having any immediate use value.  In any case, our taking action to accomplish our goals results “in a making present [Gegenwärtigen] of these entities.”  The result is the “present in the sense of making present.”
  Taken as a temporal mode, the present is thus part of an ongoing process that involves the past and the future.  In accomplishing a goal, I make what the goal involves present.  I also transform my past by adding to it.  This addition transforms the possibilities it offers me.  For example, having opened the door in response to someone knocking, my having been—my past—includes this action.  My present discloses the result—the presence of the person standing there before me.  As part of my situation, this becomes part of my having been, i.e., affects the possibilities that now open up to me.
  
With this account of the temporal modes, Heidegger completes his description of Dasein as care.  “Temporality,” he writes, “reveals itself as the sense of authentic care.”
  This is because our temporal distension makes care possible.  It is, in fact, its inner structure.  In Heidegger’s words:
“Dasein’s total being as care signifies: [being] ahead-of-itself in already-being-in (a world) as being-there-with (entities one encounters in the world) ... The original unity of the structure of care lies in temporality.  The ‘ahead-of-itself’ is grounded in the future.  The ‘already-being-in …’ exhibits the past.   ‘Being-there-with is made possible in making present.”
 
According to Heidegger, these three modes can be considered as temporal “ecstasies”—i.e., ways in which we stand out from ourselves.
  In our temporal being we are extended along the lines of our having-been and our being ahead of ourselves.  Even in the present, we are not self-present but rather there with the things we disclose.  

These three ecstasies constitute the openness of Dasein.  In making possible our projective being, they make possible the pragmatic disclosure that allows entities to appear.  In a striking metaphor, Heidegger compares the structure of our temporal apartness to a clearing—i.e., to a point in the woods where the trees part and light enters in.  He writes, “The being that bears the title being-there [Da-sein] is cleared [gelichtet]…. What essentially clears this being, i.e., what makes it ‘open’ and also ‘bright’ for itself, is what we have defined as care.”
  Since care is temporally structured, he clarifies this by adding: “ecstatical temporality originally clears the there [Da].”
  This clearing is our openness to the world.  It is our clearing in its midst.  The fundamental point here is that our being-in-the-world is rooted in our temporality.  The transcendence of the world is a function of this temporality.  Its apartness—its extension in space—is founded in the apartness of time.  It is, Heidegger argues, through my closing the gap between the present and the future, that I “spatialize” my world.  For example, I disclose the space between the door and my place in the room through my action of walking towards it to answer someone knocking.  Had I no such project, this space would not be “cleared.”  It would not be disclosed or made “bright.”
 

§2. Nothingness and the Call of Conscience
Heidegger is not content to describe our being as care.  His inquiry drives him to seek the ground of this being.  In his eyes, it is not sufficient to say that we are “care” because we are the kind of being for whom our being is an issue.  We have to ask: why is it an issue?  Heidegger’s answer is that it is an issue for us because of our radical otherness from everything that we encounter in the world.  Dasein is not encountered as a mere thing is; neither is Dasein present as something useful for a project.  In Heidegger’s terms, then, our being is an issue for us because we are “no-thing,” that is, we do not fall under the ontological categories that are descriptive of things.
  Our absence on the level of these categories gives us the nothingness (the no-thingness) that is at the heart of our projective being.  This nothingness is what allows us to “be there” with the possibilities we choose to realize.  Thus, for Heidegger, “Not only is the projection, as one that has been thrown, determined by the nothingness [Nichtigkeit] of the being of its basis [Grundseins], but also, as projection, [Dasein] is itself essentially null [nichtig] … the nothingness meant here belongs to Dasein’s being-free for its existential possibilities.”
  For Patočka, we recall, such nothingness is intimately involved with the epoché in its character of being “more negative than any negation,” that is, in its being the “not in the non-use, in the dis-connection” of a thesis.
  It lies behind our freedom with regard to entities”—this being our freedom to step back, to dissociate ourselves from them.
  According to Heidegger, this freedom expresses the fact that Dasein is not some thing, not some entity with a determinate nature.  If Dasein did have a fixed nature, then this would limit its choices and, hence, its ability to be ahead of itself.  Its not having such a nature is one with its openness to the world as expressed in its projects.
Heidegger relates this nothingness to the fact that we can die, death being understood as the collapse of the inner temporal distance that is our structure as Dasein.  A thing, having no such temporal structure, cannot die.  A clearing, a temporal openness, can, however, close up leaving nothing behind.  As a clearing, I am both subject to the nothingness of death and, in my no-thingness, an expression of it. This equation of my inner nothingness with my mortality is the paradoxical heart of Heidegger’s description of our temporalization.  One way to approach it is through the essential futurity and alterity of death.  Its futurity follows from the fact that as long as we are alive, death remains outstanding.  Death is the possibility that lies beyond all our other possibilities.  When it is accomplished, all the others must vanish.  This is because, as Heidegger writes, death undoes “our being-in-the-world as such.”  Facing death, we confront “the possibility of our not being able to be there” in the world at all.
  Thus, death is always ahead of us.  Were we to eliminate its basis, we would suppress our being-ahead-of-ourselves.  We would collapse the temporal distance that makes us Dasein.
  We would, in other words, reduce ourselves to the category of a mere thing.  A thing can neither die nor be ahead of itself.  Our not being a thing, our no-thingness, is, however, the nothingness that is at the basis of our projective being.  Thus, the essential futurity of death and the futurity (the ahead-of-ourselves) of our projective being both point back, for Heidegger, to the nothingness that lies at our basis.  

 
Another way of expressing Heidegger’s position is to observe that such nothingness is ourselves in our radical self-alterity.  We are, at our basis, other than all the possibilities of selfhood that we can realize through our projects.  In the “null basis” of our being as care, we are also distinct from all the particular beings we disclose. Our inner alterity is such that it places us beyond everything worldly that we can imagine or know.  The radical alterity of such nothingness thus coincides with the radical alterity of death.  The identification of this nothingness with death focuses on the fact that death itself, as my annihilation, is other than everything I can know.  Its radical alterity is my alterity in my being-ahead-of-myself.  The self I am ahead of as I project myself forward to my goal is myself in my no-thingness.  What I “leap over” in projecting myself forward is the radical absence that allows me to be temporally distended.  

What Heidegger calls the “call of conscience” arises when I face this nothingness.  Doing so, I realize that my being is not something given to me beforehand, not something I inherit.  It is the result of my action.  Heidegger puts this in terms of the self-alterity that is our self-transcendence as we project ourselves forward.  “If in the ground of its essence Dasein were not transcending, which now means, if it were not in advance holding itself out into the nothing, then it could never adopt a stance towards beings nor even towards itself.”
  This holding itself out into the nothing is its being ahead of itself.  In separating Dasein from itself, the “nothing” allows it to assume responsibility both for the beings it reveals and for itself in its revealing them.  Now, the “call of conscience” that arises from this is essentially a call to self-responsibility.  In Heidegger’s words, the call is “a calling-forth to that potentiality-for-being, which in each case I already am as Dasein.”  This calling-forth is “a summons to being-guilty [Schuldigsein].”
  “Guilt,” here has the double sense of “debt [Schuld]” and of “being responsible for something [Schuld sein daran].”
  Both senses appear when I resolutely face the fact that I will die.   In facing death, I face the nothing at the heart of my projective being.  Responding to this, I realize my responsibility for my being.  This realization is that of my self-indebtedness.  I owe myself whatever being I have.  Thus, the call of conscience is a call to face one’s situation, to recognize the factual possibilities inherent in it.  In Heidegger’s words, “The call of conscience has the character of Dasein’s appeal to its ownmost potentiality-to-be-itself [Selbstseinkönnen]; and this is done by summoning it to its ownmost being-guilty [Schuldigsein]”—i.e., its ownmost self-indebtedness.
  Hearing this summons, I realize that my being is the result of my choices.  My being springs from the possibilities I choose to actualize.  


It is possible to see temporalization as the process of paying this debt.  Endeavoring to pay it, I must anticipate, that is, see myself in terms of my future possibilities.  For such possibilities to be realizable, this projecting myself forward must be done in terms of my factually given past.  I must anticipate while retaining the past that gives these possibilities their concrete shape.  I must, also, work to actualize such real possibilities, thereby making myself something.  But, of course, I can never be some thing.  I am essentially null.  Thus, I am always in debt to myself.  The debt of being, as long as I live, can never be repaid.  To satisfy the debt would be to collapse my projective being into the inanimate presence of a mere thing.  The result of my attempting to pay it is, thus, my life in its ongoing temporalization.  The call of conscience to pay the debt of selfhood is, in other words, what drives this life forward.  The sense of our impending death animates this call.  Both ahead of us and internal to us, death is identified with the nothingness of our temporal distension—i.e., our being ahead of ourselves within ourselves.  The link of death to the “nothing” that “is neither an object nor any being at all” comes from the fact that death is “the impossibility of any existence at all.”
  For Heidegger, our facing this end means acknowledging that our being-in-the-world is our responsibility.  It is our facing our self-indebtedness in the face of our nothingness.
§3. Patočka’s Heideggarian Turn 


As Karel Novotny observes, in his turn from Husserl to Heidegger, Patočka gives preeminence, not to appearing as such, but to the understanding of being that determines appearing.
  This turn to Heidegger offers a number of advantages, not the least of which, in Patočka’s words, is “Heidegger’s … radical transformation of Husserl’s subjectivism.”
  Thus, Heidegger focuses, not on our subjective constitution, but on our praxis as determining appearing.  According to Patočka, this determining praxis offers a distinct alternative to the traditional Kantian dichotomy of “either the representation’s being dependent on the object (this being the factual condition of the representation’s possibility) or the object’s being dependent on the representation (as its transcendental, apriori [condition]).”
  The first option leads to our seeing the subjective-object relation as a causal process, one where the object is “in” the subject as caused effect.  The second leads to Husserl’s constitutive analysis.  Here, the object’s presence “in” the subject is that of a constituted sense, a one-in-many resulting from the subject’s constitutive activities.
  In reality, however, “[t]he thing cannot not be given in me, since it is so fundamentally different in its mode of being.”  The Heideggarian alternative, Patočka writes, is that “it must exist with me in an originally common field of possibilities.  This is the non-actual field of possibly real actions.  The field of possibilities means the needle for sewing, the thread for threading through the needle, etc.  There is always, on the one side, the thing as a means.”  On the other, there is  always “the bodily mediated activity that endows the means with a sense.”  As a result, “I understand the things from myself, from my activity, but I understand myself, my activity from the things.  There is a mutual mediation.”
  

With this, we have the alternative to the “empty” and the “full” subjects that were discussed in the last chapter.  In distinction to these, our selfhood is our being-in-the-world.  As Patočka describes this, such being is “a structured activity, whose individual moments would lose their sense and not exist without the given context” that unites them.  This means that I grasp myself, not through phenomenological self-reflection, but through this context.  In Patočka’s words, “I appear to myself as an inexpressible means-ends context in the appearing field itself, a context where the appearing things and the body that functions as the fulfiller [Erfüller] are unavoidably present as sense moments pertaining to each other.”
  The term, “fulfiller,” refers to the “constant dynamic of anticipation and fulfillment that follow after each other.”  Things, in this dynamic, appear as “capable of being handled, maintained, modified, used, [and] acquired.”
  Embodied, I act to fulfill the anticipations that arises from them as they “speak” to me.
  It is in this action that I grasp myself.  

The role of my understanding of being in this grasp is clear.  Insofar as it embodies a standard for disclosure, it guides my activity and, hence, the way I appear to myself.  The same holds for the things that are disclosed through this activity.  In Patočka’s words, “There is a level of phenomena, termed by Heidegger ‘understanding of being,’ from which both appearing things and we ourselves receive those determinations that are proper to us as existing.”
  On the one hand, this understanding of being is our own.  It is present as guiding our actions.  On the other, Patočka writes, it “is not a work of our subjectivity.”  It is not a possibility that we project from ourselves; it is not something that we can accomplish by ourselves.  It is “rather a field that we must presuppose as the basis of every clarity.”  Rather than being our product, “we ourselves, who exist in appearing, depend on this understanding of being.”
  

With this, we come to the advantage Heidegger offers for understanding our essentially historical being.  For Heidegger, as we saw, each epoch is dominated by an overall conception of being—a conception that informs its standard for disclosure.  The historicity of disclosure affects not just our general standard for the “real,” but also our everyday concepts.  To return to our everyday example, the conception of breakfast changes through the ages.  It is determined by the history of the national cuisine and, more broadly, the culture of the age in which we find ourselves.  We do not project this culture as a work of our freedom.
  It is given to us.  The conceptions that determine its practices are ultimately a function of the finite, historical disclosure of being itself.  This means, Patočka writes, “every explicitly human relation to being, every attempt to grasp being as such is … always historical, always imperfect … The historically determined person … can only view being as the being of entities, can only thematize it [in relation to entities]; being as such, as the origin of light (of the truth, of appearing as such) hides itself from him.”
  Because it does, it is not in his power; neither is the understanding of being by which he tries to thematize it.  By definition, then, such understanding cannot escape the historical determination it imposes.

Another advantage offered by Heidegger concerns the possibility of the epoché. Husserl sees the epoché as an act of our freedom.  But, in Patočka’s view, he fails to understand that freedom is “what characterizes humans as such; [that] it is the basis for their being the place of appearing as such.”
  For this, we have to relate freedom to the nothingness that lies at our core.  As was noted in the last section, such nothingness is our not having an essence as things do.  Since we do not have an essence, we are not limited by it as we let beings appear through our praxis.  The resulting freedom is, then, the openness of our pragmatic disclosure.  Now, to see such nothingness as grounding the possibility of the epoché, we have to recall its relation to our mortality.  Our not being a thing is not just our not having an essence. It is also our liability to death, i.e., the possibility we have to collapse as an openness.  Patočka relates this to the epoché by observing that “the epoché’s suspension reminds us of the transcendence of Dasein and the fact that it cannot be called a being (or a non-being) in the usual sense,” which is that of a thing.
  Because it is not a thing, Dasein can die.  Its confronting its death in anxiety is, Patočka claims, what first makes possible the epoché’s suspension of the general thesis of the world.  His argument for this is based on the point that “phenomenologically regarded, the suspension of the thesis of the world, considered as the totality of beings, is not a possible act.”  The suspension presupposes our first making the thesis.  But for this, “the totality of beings must first be presented.”  Our finite experience, however, allows only the presenting and positing of individual objects or groups of these.  By contrast, the totality of objects can only be thought of as horizon, “and the world as a horizon is not an object and, thus, cannot be an object of a thesis of a judgment [Urteils-Thesis].”
  How, then, do we come to the thesis that the world exists?  How do we suspend it?  The answer, according to Patočka, arises “when one does not insist that our primary relation to the world is that of a thesis, is something theoretical that directs itself to objects, but rather realizes that it is contained as a mood [Sich-Befinden] in the ‘emotional sphere.’  It is there that our openness to the totality of beings as such originally occurs.”
  The mood, we can say, is a certain confidence in the reality and availability of the objects of the world.  It is based on the confidence we have in our “I can,” that is, in our ability through our practical projects to disclose them.  What suspends this is not the suspension of a thesis, but rather a contrary mood.  This is our anxiety in the face of death.
  Death undoes all the possibilities of our “I can.”  When, through anxiety, we face its possibility, we confront “the possibility of the impossibility of any existence at all.”
  This possibility of the impossibility of all possibilities cancels the general thesis of the world.  Insofar as we confront “the possibility of our not being able to be there at all,”
 we experience the impossibility of our making the general thesis of the world. 
Finally and, perhaps most importantly for Patočka, Heidegger, through his stress on the ontological difference, offers a key for the understanding of appearing as such.  While Husserl attempts to explain “the basic problem of appearing as such … by recourse to transcendental subjectivity,” Heidegger turns to “the arising of the ontological difference” between being as such (das Sein als solches) and entities (Seienden).
  We finitely grasp being as such in the standards that we have for the real, standards that guide our disclosure and, hence, determine the appearing of entities.  The being that appears to us in this way is the being of entities.  It appears to us through the entities we apprehend as we employ our standards.  It is not, however, “being as such, understood as the origin of light (of the truth, of appearing as such).”
  While the former is manifest in our standards, the latter “hides itself.”  This hiding is a revealing-concealing.  Its very revelation in a standard both characterizes a particular epoch and conceals, in our “insistence” on this standard, other possible ways of disclosing being.
  From our perspective, such concealment is simply a function of our finite freedom.  It springs from the fact that, both individually and collectively, we can embrace only one dominant standard at a time.  Ultimately, however, it is a function of being as such.  Being as such must hide itself.  Its distinction from entities (and, hence, from our standards for their disclosure) makes it impossible for it to appear as itself.

Patočka, in an attempt to understand this concealment, identifies being as such with the “nothing of entities.”  Dasein, Patočka writes, 

experiences being in the presence of the nothing.  Without the possibility of this experience, there is no Da-sein, no understanding that stands open to entities, that open itself up to entities, that is open.  It is, therefore, the nothing of entities, taken as the experience of the being of what is experienced, that forms the constant standpoint from which the bright, open relation to entities can unfold.
  

The same identification of being with this “nothing” appears in his claim that, in suspending our theses with regard to entities, the epoché “leads the gaze from entities in general to being.”  This, Patočka asserts, is the being that is “before” entities.
  As distinct from them, it is “not a being, and, therefore, nothing.”  Thus, our relation to it, “from the standpoint of beings, is to something nonexistent.”  As he also expresses this, “since it is not an entity, it must be a nothing [ein Nichts].
  As “a nothing,” being offers us nothing to grasp.  Given this, it must hide itself; it must stand outside every thesis we can make about the nature of being. 

In Patočka’s reading of Heidegger, this nothing of entities is one with our inner nothingness.  This point follows from the fact that the epoché, in confronting us with our inner nothingness, opens us up to the ontological distinction between being and beings.  In Patočka’s words, the epoché is “the door to the radical distinction between being and entities.”
  Thus, when, through the epoché, we confront our inner nothingness, we face the fact that our being is the result of our choices.  The very openness that permits this means that for Dasein “the constant distinction between itself as an entity [als Seiendem] and its being [Sein] belongs to it as an entity.” 
  Hence, it can never be conceived as “simply present.”  It must be grasped as “something that exists in this distinction, that is, in its transcending from entities to being, from entities to what is not an entity.”
  It accomplishes this transcendence each time it decides what it will be.  Engaging in a project, it distinguishes itself from itself, i.e., from itself as the entity whose given essence it will change by accomplishing this project.  The entity it transcends is, thus, itself as previously shaped by its choices.  Its ability to transcend this shows that it is not, itself, this or any given entity.  In the nothingness that is the openness of its choices of what it will be, it expresses being itself in its distinction from entities.

Heidegger asserts “being itself is in its essence finite.”
  The finitude of being itself is behind our finite freedom.  Patočka interprets this finitude in terns of his equation of being itself with the nothingness that is the openness of our choices.  The finitude of being appears in the finitude of such openness.  Thus our openness to our choices does not mean that we can consistently do and, hence, “be” multiple entities.  The fact that we have to choose is, in fact, what opens us up to the search for standards to guide our choices.  It is the basis of our Seinsverständnis.  In Heidegger’s terms, we do not just “stand open” to a standard of disclosure.  We “stand in” or “insist” upon it because of our limitations.
  This very insistence, however, is a concealment of the other possible ways that being could be revealed.  

This is a concealment that can never be overcome.  On the one hand, “the presence of the nothing” offers us nothing to grasp.  It constantly differentiates itself from any specific thesis and, as such, is concealed by them.  On the other, its presence is unbearable.  We experience it as a “pure vertigo [reines Schwinden].”
  The epoché that reveals it is, as we noted, the mood of anxiety. “This mood [Befindlichkeit],” Patočka writes, “offers us the experience of the nothing, of not being addressed, of no possibility.”
  Within it, the nothingness that is being is experienced as “a refusal: nothing can be initiated, it offers no possibilities.”  To escape the resulting vertigo, we are driven to embrace a standard of disclosure.  Such a standard, however, is by definition distinct from the nothingness that drove us to it.  Thus, the concealment continues.

This movement from one standard to the next grounds our historicity.  Playing on the double meaning of irren, which means both to wander and err, Heidegger defines das Irren “as being driven back from the mystery [of being] to what is accessible, being driven from one stereotype to the next, passing by the mystery.”  He adds, “Man errs/wanders.  He does not fall into error.  He is always in error because ex-isting, he in-sists and thus already stands in error.”
  To ex-ist is to stand out and, hence, stand open for a standard.  To in-sist is to stand in this standard; it is to continually insist upon it to the point that it becomes a stereotype.  Our dissatisfaction with this stereotype opens us up to the mystery, whose experience both drives us back and opens us up to a new standard.  Integrating this doctrine with his view of the epoché, Patočka sees the standard as shaken by a return to the nothingness the epoché reveals.  It is annulled by the epoché taken as the “self-produced disturbance of the context … of the totality of the significations [Bedeutsamkeiten] by which we live and think.”
  Such shaking moves us from one standard to the next, from one historical epoch to another.  At the basis of this movement is the “relation … not to entities, but to being—a relation, then, to what is not an entity and, therefore, is also nothing [nicht ist], thus, from the standpoint of entities, a relation to what is non-being [Nischtseienden].”  According to Patočka, “This relation is the ground of the appearing of what appears [das Grund des Erscheinens des Erscheinenden].”
  The very finitude of this ground, in its identification with our openness, is what occasions the movement from standard to standard.  Husserl, in Patočka’s view, never grasped this.   He never saw that, as leading to this nothing, “his epoché presupposed human finitude.”  As a consequence, “he could never grasp being or truth historically.”

§4. Difficulties


In spite of the advantages we have listed, Patočka ultimately turns away from a Heideggerian account of appearing as such.  The reasons for this rejection can be found in the criticisms he offers in commenting on and developing this account.  The first involves an objection that Husserl might well have offered.  This is that this account conflates phenomenology with fundamental ontology.  By substituting the question of being for that of appearing as such, the account, in fact, abandons phenomenology.  Thus, the fact that being must conceal itself means that it can never appear.  As such, however, it can never be a subject for phenomenological inquiry.  The same holds for ourselves as the place of being.  We have no positive, phenomenologically describable content as such a place.  As Patočka puts this: “Since being is the condition of the possibility of understanding, of the projection of possibilities and, hence, of appearing, man or his ‘spirit’ can never be grasped as something purely positive, [never be grasped] as a light that approaches things and illuminates them with its rays.”
  This raises the question of how man is to be grasped.  How are we to understand his relation to appearing as such?  The difficulty is that, to the point that this relation is ontological, it escapes phenomenological description.  Only entities—the ontic—can be so described.  In Patočka’s words: “We must, methodologically, hold fast to the fact that only the ontic can be an object of phenomenological description, for only the ontic can be present, and only what is present can be intuitively grasped.  By contrast, the ontological can never be seen.  It can only, interpretively, be explicated indirectly; it can never, itself, become present.”
  Given this, the ontological difference, which is not a difference between entities, is not a phenomenological concept.  It is not intuitively based.  The result, then, is that the account of appearing, as based on this, cannot make use of appearing.  Instead of being phenomenological, the account must be hermeneutical—i.e., a matter of interpretively explicating our relation to being.  


Given this, how can we maintain the claim that appearing is something “completely original”?  Such a claim signifies that appearing cannot be reduced to anything else.  It has to be understood in terms of its own unique standpoint.  Can we do this and speak, with Patočka, of our relation to being as “the ground of the appearing of what appears”?  As the German philosopher, Fichte, reminds us “the ground lies, by virtue of the mere thought of the ground, outside of the grounded.”  The assertion follows from the very notion of a ground.  If it were the same as what it grounds, the ground would lose its function, which is that of explaining the grounded.  Like the grounded, the ground would, itself, be in need of an explanation.  For Fichte, their distinction implies that when philosophy attempts to “discover the ground of all experience,” this ground must fall outside of what it grounds.  As a result, it “necessarily lies outside of all experience.” 
  The same argument applies to the attempt to ground appearing as such.
  The appeal to such a ground is, by definition, nonphenomenological.


Patočka is aware of this difficulty.  In a text from 1973, he remarks with regard to Heidegger’s Being and Time, that it “does not finally disperse the subjective character of the phenomenological procedure, but only employs this differently, namely as a ‘hermeneutic.’”
  The difficulty with this hermeneutic is that “being is the hidden or what falls into concealment.”
  Thus, Heidegger “speaks about the ‘ground,’ and the grounding is essentially mediated.  As such, [the account of the grounding] seems to lead to a hypothetical line of thought.  The same holds for the ‘hermeneutic’ and the whole analysis of Dasein.”
  In other words, since their basis is hidden, we are left with hypotheses.  We have no phenomenological evidence to test Heidegger’s assertions.  This repeats a criticism made in “What is Existence,” where Patočka remarks that “for Heidegger, the concept of existence is the key for a complete renewal of philosophy.” “But Heidegger,” he adds, “never succeeded in establishing this … because the ontology he sketches exceeds the framework of the ontology of human being-in-the-world and, thus, leaves behind the framework of phenomenological control.”
  


The assertion that Heidegger does not, ultimately, avoid “the subjective character of the phenomenological procedure” finds expression in Patočka’s critique of Heidegger’s conception of possibility.  This conception appears in Heidegger’s statement that Dasein “is occupied with its ability to be.”  He explains this by asserting: “As existent, the Dasein is free for specific possibilities of its own self.  It is its own most peculiar able-to-be.”
   In Heidegger’s account, Dasein achieves its being by projecting as practical goals the possibilities that it finds in itself.  In the projects that realize these goals, it actualizes these possibilities.  Patočka remarks with regard to this: “Against Heidegger, there is no primary projection of possibilities.  The world is not the project of [our] liberty, but simply that which makes possible finite freedom.”
  The focus, here, is on the world, not on the self.  Thus, Patočka asserts, “I do not create these possibilities, but the possibilities create me.  They come to me from outside, from the world that is a framework where the things show themselves as means and I show myself as the one who realizes the ends served by such means.”
  To apply this to Heidegger’s notion of possibility is to radically desubjectivize it.  It is to shift its center from the possibilities of the subject’s finite freedom to those that the world offers the finite subject.  Thus, for Patočka, “The original possibilities (the world) are simply the field where the living being exists, the field that is co-original with it.” 
  As for “my totality of possibilities,” this is just “a selection” made from this. 
  While the former signify appearing as such, understood as set of “legalities,” the latter designate appearing to me.  The question, here, is how this shift can be integrated into an “ontology of human being-in-the-world,” an ontology whose assertions remain within “the framework of phenomenological control.”  

A further difficulty Patočka finds with Heidegger concerns the moral narrowness of his ontology.  Echoing the critique of Medard Boss, Patočka writes that Being and Time must be modified to take into account “the problem of the conditions of the possibility of a moral and historical life.”  At issue is “the possibility of that heroism that belongs to every moral decision.”  This is also a heroism “that pertains to the acquisition of clarity with regard to the historical situation in which people express themselves in their originality.”
  According to Patočka, the same narrowness affects Heidegger’s conception of everydayness.  Heidegger describes this in terms of inauthenticity and the forgetting of being.  But, as Patočka remarks, such everydayness conceals not just the authentic self but also “that being with others that excludes the anonymity and substitutablity of everyone for another.”  The reference, here, is to “the human modes of behavior that we would call open—such as acts of devotion or the activities of artists and thinkers.”  Breaking the enchantments of everydayness is also exposing ourselves to these modes.  Such modes, he adds, cannot be understood in terms of “either the pragmatic tasks or the solicitude [Fürsorge] for others” that Being and Time analyzes.
  To understand them, we have to go beyond the “in order to” of pragmatic disclosure.  Within them, there is “a moment of stopping and abiding, like that of the philosopher in astonishment or the artist in wonder.”  Heidegger’s call of conscience, with its call to accomplish our being through action, cannot accommodate this abiding.
 

Another indication of the narrowness of Heidegger’s ontology comes from its treatment of moods.  For Heidegger, as Patočka notes, “[w]hat actually reveals itself in a mood is my situation, the way I am living here, the givenness of my possibilities.”
  Anxiety, for example, reveals to me the nothingness of my death as my ultimate possibility.  Unlike fear, the only other mood Heidegger analyzes, it has no definite object since in such nothingness, I simply encounter a refusal, i.e., the possibility of my impossibility.  Having examined Heidegger’s position, Patočka asks, “what of animals, of children?” Do they have moods?
  Heidegger, he asserts, must deny this.  Animals and children do not open themselves to their possibilities in the way that adults do.  They do not regard their past—their “thrown situation”—as a storehouse of possibilities to be actualized.  Their “situatedness” is, thus, not “one of a free being concerned for its being.”
  This, however, means that they “cannot be said to exist” in Heidegger’s sense: “They do not relate to their own and other being, they turn to other things not as being but as simply present.”
  In other words, since they are without projects, the structure of care does not apply to them.  Such a view of “human existence” makes Patočka profoundly uneasy.  He remarks: “The question concerning animals and children is significant  …  Heidegger is leaving something out, setting it aside.”
  This means that the “Heideggarian delimitation of the world is incomplete.”
  What it forgets is that “our human existence in a (working, pragmatic) world presupposes the existence of the childish and the animal-like within us.”
  These are also part of our human situation.  As such, they have to be included in any account of our moods, understood in the Heideggarian sense of “how we find ourselves”—i.e., our Befindlichkeit or Sich-Befinden.  Thus, the child, when looked after, experiences the world in the mood of acceptance, of being nurtured and cared for.  He or she experiences “life as an empathetic harmony with the world.”
  This is a “prelinguistic mode of being, of relating to the world.”  Engaged in it, “[t]he animal and the child are wholly submerged in a relation of empathy, of fellow feeling with the world.”  “This relation,” he adds, “is an internal one … but it does not presuppose  … an openness to possibilities … Here, being is not entrusted to such a being as a task; it is prescribed for it by the way it lives, in such a way that it is wholly preoccupied with the present.”
  

§5. Movement

Implicit in these last remarks is a conception of being that finds its origins in Patočka’s study of Aristotle.  Its distinction from Heidegger’s Sein appears when Patočka distinguishes the movement that is preoccupied with the present from that by which we accomplish our goal-oriented tasks.  Movement, for Heidegger, involves our accomplishing such tasks.  It ceases with the breakdown of the means-ends relation.  Thus, for Heidegger, our preoccupation with the present occurs when a tool ceases to function.  At that point, we cease using it as a means to an end and are forced to regard its sheer presence.  This is very different from a child’s or animal’s preoccupation with the present.  It experiences the present as “moving it, sustaining it in movement, in e-motion.”  According to Patočka, its “feeling and perceiving are inseparable from the e-motion, of the movement of the animal.”  This movement is not “a passively mechanical movement, but rather a moving in response to stimuli, to motives.  The movement is a response to a stimulus.  The animal moves itself.”  In other words, the “situation to which it responds is one of constant attraction and repulsion.”  Such motion, although motivated, is not goal-oriented in Heidegger’s sense.  It does not involve projects as explicit realization of our possibilities.  Rather “the animal mode of being … has life as its own goal.”  It exemplifies the fact that “life returns to itself and rests in itself.”  This means that the concept of being at work here is not Heidegger’s Sein, but rather “Aristotle’s entelechia, being which has its own being as its goal, which is self-motivating.” 
  This concept expresses the fact that the movements of our animal organism are essentially directed to its own preservation and flourishing.  As such, the goal of these movements, insofar as they are essential to this preservation and flourishing, is ultimately their own continuance.  

To integrate this concept of being into the ontology of our being-in-the-world is to understand the latter in terms of our embodied animality.  Such an understanding shifts the entire focus of Heidegger’s analytic of Dasein.  That Heidegger was aware of this is clear from his opposition to the inclusion of our animality in this analytic.  He writes that “[t]he human body is something essentially other than an animal organism.”
  This assertion occurs in his attempt to discredit the definition of man as the animal rationale—which, he reminds us, is the Latin translation of the Greek, ζωόν ’εχόν λογόν, the “animal possessing logos.”
  He asks: “are we really on the right tract towards the essence of the human being as long as we set him off as one living creature among others?”  Even when we attempt to distinguish humanity through the specific difference, “rationality,” we still “abandon the human being to the essential realm of animalitas.”
  Such abandonment, in Heidegger’s view, undercuts his nature as Dasein.  It also, as Patočka indicates, introduces a very different notion of being—that of Aristotle’s entelechia—into the analytic of Dasein.  To introduce this conception is to focus on “the ontological implications of embodiment, of corporality”—something that, Patočka claims, Heidegger fails to do.
  The problem, he writes, is that he “does not recognize it as the foundation of our life, which it is.”
 
Given that embodiment is this foundation, how do we integrate it into the ontology of our being-in-the-world?  Can the notion of being as entelechia provide us with a basis for an analytic of Dasein that would keep this analytic within the limits of phenomenology?  The task facing Patočka is actually twofold.  To be faithful to his original insight, he has to explain appearing in his own terms.  Such an explanation cannot, therefore, be in terms of being, understood as something other than appearing.  Thus, he also must understand being in identity with appearing.  Can the notion of entelechia supply this?  What would be the identifying point between it and appearing?  The answer is provided by the fact that Patočka introduces this notion in the context of an analysis of movement—specifically the movement of life, understood as having itself as its underlying goal.  Now, as Aristotle conceives it, movement is both manifest and yet is not itself a being.  In Patočka’s words, while a being possesses an “ontological singularity in the sense that its concept tends to close up on itself with regard to its determination such that, becoming an autonomous substance, its existence only requires a finite number of terms, movement, by contrast, … excludes such closure.”  It “exceeds all determination in the direction of the in-finite, of the universe of everything that is.”
  Thus, “movement … is not itself a reality in the same sense as determinate realities.”
  The reason why it exceeds all determinations is the same as the reason why it is not a determinate reality, i.e., a being.  It is not a being because it is the realization of being—this, no matter what its determinations.  As Patočka expresses this: “Movement is what makes a being what it is.  It unifies and maintains cohesion; it synthesizes the determinations of the being.  The persistence and the determinations of substance, and so on, are movements.” 
  In this view, movement itself constitutes the being of beings.  Entelechia or self-directed movement is, for example, the being of living beings.  To explain appearing in terms of it is not to explain it in terms of a being—since movement itself is not a being.  It is also not to exceed the limits of phenomenological control, since movement does appear.  The insight here, which Patočka first arrived at in his study of Aristotle, is that “movement is the basis of all manifestation.”  It is, in fact, “what establishes the identity between being and appearing.
  To integrate this insight into the analytic of Dasein is to explain appearing in terms of movement—specifically the movement of Dasein as it discloses the world.  Such an analytic, as we shall see, involves a radical redefinition of Dasein as a “motion of existence.”  Patočka’s effort here is not just to explain appearing, but also Dasein’s “care” for appearing.  It is to show how, as such a motion, he is capable of not just moral heroism, but also of “clarity” with regard to beings.
Chapter 4
Patočka’s Aristotle: The Concept of Ontological Motion
§1. Aristotle’s Conception of Motion

In 1964, Patočka published his extended study, Aristotle, His Predecessors and Successors.  As Erika Abrams, its translator, notes: “the problem of movement that was its particular focus [is] omni-present in the phenomenological writings of the 1960’s and 1970’s.”
  In Patočka’s words, the problem is that of seeing movement as “a fundamental ontological factor,” one that “gives things the being that they are.”
  His interest in Aristotle comes not just from Aristotle’s embracing a similar concept.  It also stems from his seeing this as a key to his own project of establishing an asubjective phenomenology.  He writes, for example, with regard to Aristotle’s supposed anthropomorphism: “If anthropomorphism signifies a subjectivism, the intention of Aristotle is totally opposite.  He does not propose to subjectivize the world—to ‘animate it and to ‘spirtualize’ it.  On the contrary, starting from the most universal principles, he seeks to discover its inherent asubjective structures with a view to including and explicating even human phenomena.”
  Patočka’s treatment of Aristotle is not uncritical.  He speaks, for example, of his naïve empiricism, his inability to account for evolution with his stress on the unchanging essences of natural things, and his leaving us in the dark about the way form is supposed to inform matter.
  Such criticisms, however, do not touch “the fundamental project of his thought,” which is that of understanding being in terms of motion.  Such an understanding dovetails with Patočka’s own project, which is “a philosophy of a distinctive kind, one that takes movement as its basic concept and principle.”  “What is distinctive about our attempt,” he adds, “is our interpretation of movement; we understand it independently of the dichotomy between subject and object.”
  Prior to both, it provides their asubjective, ontological basis.  Given this, Patočka can claim in his work on Aristotle: “In our days, when philosophy is again searching for an asubjective ontological foundation, an Aristotle, stripped of dogma, is therefore topical.”

Before we consider Patočka’s version of a non-dogmatic Aristotle, we should, however, consider Aristotle’s position in his own terms.  Formally regarded, his conception of motion can be drawn from the categories.  As Aristotle observes, “being can be said in many ways.”
  This ambiguity of being is also an ambiguity of motion as it affects being.  Thus, for Aristotle, “there are as many kinds of movement and change as there are of being.”
  The categories specify the kinds of being, which means that “there is no movement or change any more than there is any being apart from the categories.”
  The categories, however, apply to things either positively or by privation.  Thus, with regard to color (in the category of quality), we can speak of something being white or not being white.  We can also speak of the transition from one to the other.  With this, we have Aristotle’s formal definition of motion:

Since any kind of being may be distinguished as either potential or completely realized, the functioning of what is potential as potential, that is “being in movement”: thus, the functioning of the alterable as alterable is “qualitative alteration”; … the functioning of that which can be generated or destroyed is “generation” or “destruction”; the functioning of what can change its place is “local motion.”

Thus, what could be white (what has the potential to be white) can turn white; it can become actually such.  Its turning white, i.e., the functioning of its capacity to become white, is motion.  


The important point, here, is not the specific category, but rather the functioning of the potential.  Thus, Aristotle writes of the much more complex motion of building, “when building materials … are actually functioning as building materials, there is something being built; and this is [the process] of building.”
  Their functioning involves something being built, a transformation of the building materials that realizes something beyond such materials.  This means that “[t]he functioning … of what is potential, where there is something being realized, not as itself, but as movable, is motion.”
  Thus, as Aristotle notes, “the functioning of bronze ‘as’ bronze” is not sufficient.  Being bronze and being made into a bronze statue are not the same.  What we need is functioning of its capacity (or power) to be made into a statue.”  Explaining this, he adds: “For any power may sometimes function and sometimes not, for example, building materials; their functioning as building materials is the process of building.”
  The Greek word for functioning is entelechia, which also signifies “actualization.”  Motion, then, is the realization of something through the actualization of a given potentiality, for example, the realization of a house through the actualization of the capacity of the building materials to be made into a house.  Understood in these terms, “Motion,” as Patočka writes, “is what makes the existent what it is.”
  It realizes the existent.  


Aristotle expresses his conception of this realization in terms of four different explanatory factors.
  These are “causes,” i.e., ways we can assign responsibilities for a given process.  For example, in the process of house-building, we say that the workmen involved cause the motion.  They are its “efficient cause,” moving the materials through their actions of laying the bricks, sawing and hammering the wood, etc.  The materials they work with are the “material cause.”  To answer the question of why the house is being made of bricks, one has to point not just to workmen, but also the particular materials they work with.  The workmen, of course, do not act at random.  They follow a plan.  Thus, in explaining the process, one also has to mention the blueprints.  Designating the shape of the proposed building, they serve as its “formal cause.”  The blueprints are set by the house one wants to build.  This “final cause” is formally identical with the blueprints, yet as determining the latter it can be distinguished from them.  According to Aristotle, all these causes work together. They are different ways of looking at the same process.  The building materials cannot function (be actualized) as building materials without the workmen.  But they need blueprints to follow; and the blueprints, in turn, are set by the house one wants to build.  On the one hand, then, the house cannot be built without the appropriate materials.  On the other, these building materials are such only in relation to the blueprints and, hence, to the end or final cause.  Thus, viewed in this light, the end determines the motion of such materials—such motion being understood as “the functioning of what is potential [in these materials] as potential.”  This holds for all products. Take, for example, a saw.  As Aristotle describes its determination: “Why, for example, is the saw such as it is?  In order to perform a certain function to a certain end.  This end cannot be brought about unless the saw is made of iron; then if the saw is to function as a saw, it must be made of iron.”  The same holds of the house, which functions as a house when it functions as a place for us to live in.  Although the requirements of such a place cannot be fulfilled without the appropriate materials, the requirements themselves are determinative of the processes involved in the building of the house.


Aristotle distinguishes natural from artificial (or manmade) processes by the positioning of these factors.  In the house-building process, the workman and the plans are external to the material being employed; in natural processes, however, they are internal.
  As Aristotle expresses this, a being, like a plant or animal, that develops through natural processes, “has within itself a beginning [or principle] of movement and rest, whether this ‘movement’ is a local motion, growth or decline, or a qualitative change.”
  By contrast, artificial things or “‘products of art’ … do not have implanted in them any tendency to change.”
  Thus, “[i]f the art of shipbuilding were in the wood, it would act like nature.”  In other words, the ship, like a plant or animal, would develop by itself.
  The case, here, is similar to that of a bed made of green wood.  If we plant it and it sends out a shoot, “this shoot would not be a bed but wood.”
  Within the wood, there is, then, a self-directed process determining it to become a natural as opposed to an artificial product.  Aristotle, as Patočka notes, does not tell us how this works, that is, how the form of the formal cause informs or shapes the matter.  One can, however, speculate that a modern version of his conception of nature would see the formal cause (the plans or blueprint) as the organism’s DNA and the efficient cause (or workman) as the metabolic processes controlled by the DNA.  Internal to the organism, they determine its development. 

§2. Movement and Appearing


For Aristotle, Patočka writes, “movement is essentially tied not just to the determination of a substrate … but also to its disclosure.”  This is because the movement that realizes a being—a house or a plant, for example—also discloses it.  Thus, for Aristotle, he writes, “Movement is the basis of all manifestation.” 
  It is, in fact, “what establishes the identity between being and appearing.” 
  To see the radical Aristotelian basis for this identity, two things are necessary.  First, we have to understand being, not just as actualization (entelechia), but also as being-at-work (energeia).  The actualization of the potentiality present in the causal factors causes them to function.  It makes, for example, the building materials function as such.  Their functioning is their being-at work. 
  Now, according to Patočka, “the concept of energeia” is to be understood “not just as the presence but also as the presentification of a given determination.”
  For Aristotle, this signifies that, through the at-workness of the causal factors, energeia does not just bring about this determination; it also brings about the space and time through which this determination presents itself.  In other words, space and time, rather than being an independent framework for manifestation, are actually part of the process.  Thus, the second thing that is necessary is to understood space and time in terms of the being-at work that underpins motion.


The understanding of being as energeia radically changes our notion of the “place” of being.  If being is being-at work, then it is where it is at work.  Thus, according to Aristotle, the functioning (energeia) of the teacher is in the student.
  Similarly, “the functioning of the sensible object” is “in the sensing subject.”
  It is where the object is actually operative as something capable of being perceived.  In fact, the object’s functioning is “one and the same” with the functioning of such perception.
  Applying this basic principle to the at-workness that characterizes motion, Aristotle writes: 

movement is in the movable; for movement is the actualization [entelechia] of the movable by some mover, and the functioning [energeia] of this agent is not different” [from the actualization of the moveable].  For movement must be the actualization of both; since a thing is an agent or mover because it has the power of moving and is actually moving when the power is functioning.  But it is [also] the power to make the movable function.  Hence there is a single functioning of both alike.
   

Thus, when the teacher actually engages in the action of teaching, he “moves” the learner, that is, he actualizes the learner’s ability to learn.  The teacher’s actualization as a teacher and the learner’s actualization as a learner are, for Aristotle, the same process looked at from different sides.  Neither can occur without the other.  Thus, it is only when the learner functions as a learner that the teacher can function as a teacher.  The learner can shut out the teacher; he can refuse to learn.  At this point the teacher remains such only in terms of his potential.  In fact, were there no potential learners, if learning were impossible, even this capacity of the teacher would lose its ontological sense.  The same relation holds with regard to the sensible object.  It cannot be sensible without the sensible subject.  Its capacity to be seen requires the capacity to see.  The actualization of the first  (the setting to work of its powers to be visible), requires the actualization of the second, i.e., the at-workness of the subject’s powers to sensibly grasp the object.  Aristotle makes a similar claim with regard to the mind.  He writes: “As the sensible [part of the soul] is to the sensible, so is the mind with regard to the thinkable.”
  This means that without the thinkable, the mind is not at-work.  Its being as energeia requires its thinking.  In Aristotle’s words, “Before it thinks, mind is nothing in terms of the energeia of beings [oujqevn ejstin ejnergeiva tw'n o[ntwn priVn noei'n].”
  Its being-at work-as-thinking requires the functioning of the thinkable.  Without the givenness of some intelligible structure, the mind cannot actualize its own powers to grasp this.  


The point that Aristotle is making through such examples is perfectly general.  To answer the question where the teacher is we have to ask where he is at work.  There are, in fact, as many answers to the question of “where?” as there are senses of his functioning.  The teacher is actively present wherever his functioning has effect.  Writing at the blackboard, pushing the chalk along, pressing the floor through his weight, he is at the place of this physical functioning.  Speaking and setting up the movements of perception and understanding, he is present in his students’ learning.  Here, his place is the classroom.  In general, he is wherever his presence (as grounded by his functioning) extends.  The same holds not just for human agents.  One can say, with equal justification that the earth, as a mover, is in the falling body as it falls.  Similarly, one can say that final causes—understood as the goals of their growth and development—are within natural things.  They are at-work within them informing this growth in their formal identity with the internal blueprints (the formal causes) of such entities.
  


If we accept that the functioning presence of the agent is where it is at work, then such at-workness determines presence.  The point may be put in terms of Aristotle’s definition of place.  According to Aristotle, “we must keep in mind that, but for local motion, there would be no place as a subject matter of investigation.”
  This can be illustrated in terms of Aristotle’s definition of place as “the first unmoved boundary of what surrounds [the entity].”
  Place answers to the question, “where?”  My answer to the question of where I am depends upon my motion.  If I am seated writing at my desk, I am in my chair.  If I get up and walk about my office, its walls are now my first unmoved boundary.  If I now pace the hallway, perhaps visiting other offices on the second floor, the appropriate answer to the question “where” is “on the second floor.”  If I take the elevator and visit other floors, my “where” is the building itself.  Similarly, during the day, I am at the university; during the week, I am in this city; during the month, I am in this area of the country, and so on.  The point is that the entity itself determines through its motion its first unmoving boundary and, hence, what constitutes the limits of its environment.
  This definition of place can be expanded beyond the physical presence caused by local motion.  The place of the teacher is not just a result of the functioning of his ability to move about.  It is, as we said, also an effect of his ability to teach.  As such, his place is wherever his teaching is effective, i.e., wherever it actualizes the student’s ability to learn.  Thus, the first unmoving boundary of the teacher may be in the classroom.  It may also be in the minds of the more distant auditors and readers, depending on the media that he employs.  


Aristotle’s concept of place is very different from the modern view of space, which takes it as a receptacle into which things can be put.  We tend to think of space as independent of such entities—as a void that can continue to exist even when nothing fills it.  For Aristotle, by contrast, an empty space or “void,” is impossible.  Considered in itself, it is a kind of “nonbeing or privation,” which means that we can no more characterize it positively than we can find “differences in nothing.”
  Rather than being such a void, place is always occupied.  It is not independent, but rather depends on the entities that define it.  It is, for Aristotle, a function of their at-workness.  More precisely, it is, as their “first unmoved boundary,” the presence of their at-workness. 


Aristotle makes the same points with regard to time.  Like place, it is not an independent reality.  It is rather a result of the at-workness of realities.  Apart from this, it is nothing at all.  Thus, considered by itself, a stretch of time “consists in non-beings” since it “comprises the past, which no longer is, and the future, which is not yet.”
  As for the present or the now, it is not a part of time since “a part is a measure of the whole, whereas the present is not such a measure.”  Given this, we cannot say that time is “composed of nows.”
  The necessity for this is more than the logical point that no number of atomic (partless) nows can be summed to produce an extended whole.  It follows from the fact that time is not a substance in the Aristotelian sense: it is not something that exists on its own.  Its actualization requires the at-workness of something else, which is not a part of time, but prior to it.  This is the entity, whose presence is what time manifests.  The present or the now that is not a part of time is the entity’s constant presence to the soul.
  This presence is one with the entity’s actualization of the soul’s potential to be receptive to the entity.  Such actualization is brought about by the at-workness of the entity.  As in the case of place, what is crucial here is motion.  It is not the entity’s presence pure and simple that actualizes time but rather the change of its presence.  Thus, the temporal result of an unchanging presence would be an unchanging present or constant now.  But as Aristotle observes, “there would be no time” if there were “only a single, self-identical present.”
  This follows since “when we have no sense of change … we have no sense of the passing of time.”
  The entity, then, manifests itself as time through the change of its presence.  This does not mean that this presence exhibits a sheer otherness.  It combines both identity and difference.  The identity comes from the identity of the entity whose presence it is.  The difference stems from the differences created by the entity’s movement.  As Aristotle writes: “The moving body ... is the same ... but the moving body differs in the account which may be given of it.”  In particular, it differs by being in different places “and the present corresponds to it as time corresponds to the movement.”
  This means that the present or now which “is not a part of time” is the unchanging presence of the body.  This present “corresponds” to the body by virtue of being part of the body’s continuous self-manifestation, its continuous actualization of the capability of the soul to be receptive.  The continuity of time depends upon this continuity, this lack of any gaps in the body’s presence.
  Similarly, time corresponds to the body’s movement insofar as it manifests the body’s shifting relation to its environment.  Thus, “it is by reference to the moving body that we recognize what comes before and after in the movement.”
  We say, “before, the body was here, afterward, it was there.”  If, on reflection, we distinguish the before from the after, then the present appears as a division between the two: it is the presence of the body after it left one place and before it went to another.  With motion comes the shift of the before and the after and, with this, the appearance of the flowing present or now.   This shifting center of the temporal environment is simply a dimension (an attribute, an aspect) of the presence of the body as the shifting center of its environment.  Time, thus appears as a kind of stationary streaming.  We experience it as a flow, that is, as a constant succession of the “before and after.”  Yet, we also have to say that the present in which we experience this streaming is itself stationary and remaining.  It is not part of time in the sense that it departs with its fleeting moments.  Rather, it is always now for us.  The constancy of this now is the constancy of the presence of the entity.  We experience it as long as we are aware of the entity or, what is the same, as long as the entity is at work, manifesting itself to us.  Our experience of time is, thus, the result of a duality in the presence of the moving body.  The constant presence of the body that moves works on us such that we experience the constant now, while the shifting presence of its environment modifies the result so that we experience this now as shifting, i.e., as the now through which time seems to stream.


If we accept Aristotle’s view of space and time, then we cannot see them as an independent framework for manifestation.  They are, as we said, part of the process of manifestation.  They are the result of the being-at work of entities on their environment.  For such at-workness to have effect, there must, of course, be the corresponding potentiality to be actualized and, hence, set to work.  Thus, in the absence of a soul to register motion, there would be no time.  Only motion—understood as a sheer change—would remain.
  Here, it is important to emphasize that while receptivity is receptivity to being, being is not conceived of in terms of spatial-temporal locations.  It is not defined by its location in space and time, but rather in terms of its functioning.  Receptivity is receptivity to this functioning.  Thus, what beings receive from other beings are activities.  A local motion imparted to one body by another is its own and yet is received.  Similarly, the learner’s learning is his own and yet received in the sense that the potentiality to learn is actualized by the teacher.  The same holds with regard to time.  My activity of apprehending the moving body as moving and, hence, as in time, is both my own and is actualized by the moving body itself.  It actualizes my capacity to register both the body and its shifting relation to its environment.  The result is the manifestation of the entity under the dimension of time.

§3. Being and Appearing within the Framework of the Essence


If we ask what space and time are in themselves, the Aristotelian answer is that they are the mediums for the manifestation of entities. Their reality is that of materials or means for this manifestation.  This means that they have the reality of potentialities; they are possibilities that can be actualized and set to work by motion.  As Patočka expresses this position in his “Phenomenology and Ontology of Movement”: 

Considered as originally given, space and time are distinct dimensions of “movement” and “modification”; they are dimensions that are each time different [depending on the movement].  Taken as dimensions of the “change” that provides the basis for both, they are only developments of the “possibility” of movement or modification.  They do not become actual space or time except through an actual movement or modification.

When they do become actual, they become the medium of the moving object’s manifestation.  This signifies, Patočka writes, that “movement is the foundation of all manifestation.”


What underlies this claim is the fact that, for Aristotle, according to Patočka, movement is not just the foundation of manifestation, but also the foundation of being.  Thus, having asserted that movement is the foundation of all manifestation, Patočka adds:

Now, for Aristotle, manifestation is not the manifestation of something whose essence remains hidden.  On the contrary, the entire being appears since “to be” signifies nothing other than to determine a substrate.  But the determination of the substrate is movement and movement resides precisely … in manifestation.  The movement is thus what founds the identity between being and appearing.  Being is being manifest.

The assertion, here, is that the determination of the substrate that makes the being be what it is and the manifestation of the entity are one and the same process.  The very same movement that occasions the one brings about the other.  In other words, the presence of the entity to its environment is the result of the same movement by which the entity organizes itself, i.e., unifies its material into a coherent whole.  

This point can be put in terms of the etymological sense of existence, which is that of standing out—ex and istimi in the Greek.  Things stand out, that is, exist, by affecting their environment, such affection being through motion.  Living beings, on the most basic level, do this through engaging in metabolism, i.e., by exchanging material with what surrounds them.  Inanimate objects do this through such motions as the vibration of atoms, the movement of electrons, the flux of subatomic particles, and so on.  Without such motions, entities could not distinguish themselves from their environments; they could not affect them.  Environmentally, then, without movement, they are indistinguishable from non-entities.  They have neither presence nor existence in the etymological sense.


For Aristotle, this movement is guided by the entity’s essence.  The essence specifies the entity’s development and, hence, its manifestation.  Patočka writes in this regard, “Aristotelian movement is fundamentally different from that of the sciences of nature … it is an ontological movement.”
  Taken “in this sense, it is that which links the determined to its determinations.  Movement is what causes the presence of the determination in the determined.”
  So understood, it is actually “a passage from determination to determination.”
  This passage, he adds, is guided by two objectives.  It aims at actualizing not just a particular feature of the entity, but a “greater determination,” that of the entity as a whole.  As such, it  is “the way that a finite being, which cannot fully exist, can nevertheless nevertheless attain a maximal existence.”
  It is the way it can, through the successive actualization of its potentialities, develop over time.  Thus, as Patočka observes, a plant “can only realize its main functions, those of growth and reproduction, successively in an order typical for it.”
  It must first be determined as a germinating seed, then as a young sprout, and so on till it becomes a mature plant, capable of producing seeds on its own.  Now, what determines the order of this movement is the plant’s “essence.”
  “The essence of an entity” serves as “the unitary framework for all the movements that occur in a being.”  It determines which movements can be simultaneously present as well as the order of their succession.  Although the goal specified by the essence is different for different species, it is, in a broad sense, the same for all living beings.  It is the actualization of all that the being can be within the framework of its essence.  In Patočka’s words, the goal is “the maximum of the qualifications simultaneously determining the same substrate, the maximum of presence.”  It is also “the most stable or durable presence.”


Aristotle’s word for “essence,” which he coined, is: to. ti, h;n ei=nai,, which means literally, what it was to be.
  So regarded, the essence is what we grasp through a retrospective regard.  Having observed an organism’s development from an embryo to an adult and then onward to its senescence, decline and death, we can ask, retrospectively, what was it supposed to be?  What was the goal of this process?  What did it aim at?  For Aristotle, such questions point to its final cause as set by its form.  Determining the organism’s growth and pattern of development, the form, by informing the organism’s matter, determines “what it was to be.”  Guided by this informing form, “the ontological movement” of the organism, Patočka writes, “is that by which a being is constituted in its concrete form.”  By virtue of this movement, the being is, “through its own principle, distinguished from the rest of the world.”  Informing the matter it receives from it, the being stands out.  It exists “relating to the world by virtue of its own structure, capable of arranging of the chaotic material of the external world according to its own law.”


For living beings, as we noted, this movement involves metabolism—the process by which organisms take in matter and make it part of their own structure.  Beyond this, it includes all the movements that actualize their potential to be alive.  For most organisms, this includes the flow of blood in their veins, the movements of respiration, of digestion, in short, all the organic movements that characterize being alive.  Beyond this, it embraces the movements of their limbs, of their organs of perception and so on.  All are, in Patočka’s words, “movements tied to the fundamental functions of organisms.”  In our case, given that our essence includes the possession of logos or the ability to speak, movement includes “language, the movement that by its composition and decomposition, seizes upon or lets escape the real relations between things and their qualifications.”  Given our capacity for imitation, our movement also includes the motions of “artistic mimesis,” for example, those of singing, dancing, drawing, etc.
  All these movements, and many others besides, go into making a person be what he or she is.  

As guided by the essence, ontological movements are movements towards a goal—that of the fully functioning organism, the organism that has actualized to the maximum its potentialities.  This means that the goal of the organism’s movements are this functioning.  Thus, the movements that it engages in to realize this functioning are themselves their own goal.  The goal is these movements themselves “as simultaneously the bearer and the realizer of the goal.”  As Patočka expresses this: “The goal … is not to accomplish this or that, to serve as this or that, but is everything that it accomplishes.”  This holds for the growth and development that bring it to maturity.  It also holds when, as fully functioning, it is at its goal and, hence, is accomplishing all that such an organism can accomplish.  In both cases, the entity is what it is through such accomplishing.  As such, it is always its own goal.  In Patočka’s words: “The being itself, in the most general sense, is what becomes the goal in all [the movements and, hence, determinations] that its essence brings together.”  Here, in fact, “movement is not basically a progression from this to that, but rather a kind of moving in place ... It is simultaneously the presence of the goal and the movement towards it.”
  Such descriptions recall the poet, W. B. Yeats’ line, “How can you tell the dancer from the dance?”  One dances just to dance, and the dancer exists in the dance.  Similarly, according to Patočka, “Movement is not simply what realizes goals, it itself is a goal.”

For Aristotle, the world is itself a fully functioning organism.  Thus, as Patočka writes, “The goal towards which, not just man or some other living being tends, but the world as such” is “always already given.”
  This means that “it cannot depend on the functioning and accomplishment of individual living beings.  On the contrary, the goal has to include life in its totality.  The goal is not the creation of any living being; rather the living being is the work of this goal.”  Individual organisms are the effect of the world’s being-at work.
  They are not just “inessential instruments or necessary materials” for its realization, but rather themselves bear it and realize it.
  Thus, individual living beings are not just their own goals, they are also the goal of the world itself.  They are inherent in its existing as a fully functioning organism.  The world’s movement, in having its own continuance as its object, also includes their movements.  

If we grant such a universal teleology, then the manifestation that is the function of movement is included within it.  In having itself as its own goal, the world aims not just at the movement that realizes it, but also at the manifestation that is the component of such universal movement.  Thus, taking this teleology as “a fundamental and irreducible ontological determination” 
 of the world, manifestation becomes part of the same determination.  It is in terms of the world, then, that we have to say that “being is being manifest.”  It is manifest to itself.  It is present to itself as the first unmoving boundary of the moving objects within it.  It is also temporally present to the living beings that inhabit it.  Thus, from an Aristotelian perspective, our synthesizing and distinguishing beings (our making them manifest to ourselves) is a function of their synthesizing and distinguishing themselves.  Independent of our activity, they distinguish themselves by organizing themselves.  In Patočka’s words, “Beings … are not simply separated by us from the continuity of experience.  They have at their basis a separation, a process of organization, of determination, of arising, of movement from improper to proper being.”
  The point follows since “[m]ovement is what makes the being be what it is.  It is what unifies, maintains the cohesion of the being.  It is what synthesizes its determinations.”
  

Thus, from an Aristotelian perspective, synthesis is not just an epistemological process as it is in Kant and Husserl.  It is, first and foremost, an ontological process.  This is why our subjective syntheses of identification can claim to grasp the identity of things.  In Patočka’s words:

There is not an identity because I synthesize, but I synthesize because I place my finger on an identity.  Change, process, transformation are themselves identifications; they are material syntheses.  My subjective synthesis of identification is simply the grasp, the recognition of this singular identity, this inner connection of things.  There is not simply a chaos of phases, of moments, of aspects in a thing.  There is their real connection, their interpenetration, their combination …

To put this on the basic level of the subjective synthesis that results in our perception of time, we can say that the constant now in which such ongoing perception occurs is the result of the constant presence of some body—say a pencil that I twirl between my fingers.  At the root of this presence is the singular identity of the pencil, its material cohesion.  This provides the constant presence that frames my perception of the moving pencil’s different sides.  My apprehension of both this presence and shifting sides as I twirl the pencil gives me my sense of the now that is both the same and different: the same because whatever aspect of the pencil I view, it is always viewed in the now; different because the sensuous content of this now constantly changes.  This experience of time is, on the one hand, my activity—my act of synthesis.  It is also, however, something given to me.  Like the learning that the teacher imparts, it is my own and received.  Considered as received, I have to say that the constant present of the pencil times me such that I experience the constant now, while its shifting aspects modify this result such that I experience this now as shifting, i.e., as the now through which the moments of time seem to stream.


Beyond such elementary syntheses, the dependence of my subjective syntheses on the objective one determining the entity’s “singular identity” means that I can follow the “change, process” and “transformation” that an entity undergoes in its development to discover its essence, its “what it was to be.”  The point follows since the framework of the movements by which it achieves its identity is also the framework of the manifestation of the identity.  This is the essence conceived as “the unitary framework for all the movements that occur in a being”—the movements that underlie both its being and its being manifest.

§4. Patočka’s Critique

For all his admiration of Aristotle’s basic project of understanding being through motion, Patočka is often critical of the way he works this out.  He writes, for example, that Aristotle claims to see ontological movement in the concrete structures of the world, structures that can be “empirically confirmed.”  But such confirmations betray an “empiricism that is too blunt and naïve.”  He adds, “Aristotle’s system is the fruit of this uncritical empiricism, which is joined to an ontology that itself calls for criticism in more that one regard.”  For example, there is Aristotle’s failure to grasp evolution.  He sees movement as occurring between contraries, but such contraries “are, themselves, without evolution.”  Given this, “one can no longer talk of a fundamental development of the fu,siς, [the nature] in whose framework all movement takes place.  The content of the essence [the framework for motion], in Aristotle, is unchanging.”


The difficulty with Aristotle’s conception involves more than the unchanging essence.  It concerns the fact that Aristotle clings to the conception that all change is change of something—an underlying substrate that itself remains unchanged.  He believes that “[c]hange, movement is possible only because something persists through it.”
  A real loss of self-identity is not change, but rather annihilation pure and simple.  For all the apparent obviousness of this conclusion, Patočka sees four main difficulties with it.  The first is that it disrupts the direction of motion towards the future.  Movement, as the realization of potentiality, “puts forward the aspect of … futurity.”  The seed, in realizing its potency to be a plant, directs itself toward the future.  But such “potency is … localized in a substrate, which makes change possible by enduring unchanged, by lasting in change.”  We, thus, have two different temporalizations at work.  On the one hand, we have “the aspect of protentionality, futurity” associated with the “realization of the dynamis [i.e., potentiality].”  On the other, we have the sheer presence that marks the unchanging substrate.  By virtue of the latter, “[m]ovement is … thrust back into the sheer present, into time as a series of instants forming a linear continuum.”
  For Aristotle, as we saw, such unchanging presence is essential to our grasp of time.  It gives us the unchanging now that frames our registering the changing content of a moving body.  Patočka, however, writing in 1970, is not focused on explicating Aristotle, but rather on the “radicalization of Aristotle.”  This involves “radicalizing Aristotle’s conception and understanding of movement as the original life that does not receive its unity from an enduring substrate but rather, itself, generates its own unity as well as that of the thing in movement.”  Only this, he claims, “is the original movement.” 
  

Such movement is called for by the second difficulty he finds in Aristotle.  This is the fact that the understanding of movement as the change of the attributes of an unchanging substrate ill suits the coming to be and passing away of beings.  What, we may ask, is the underlying substrate that persists in the movement that runs from the fertilizing of the egg through the growth and development that leads to the organism’s maturity and thence to its decline and death?  In the absence of any substrate, can this be conceived as movement?  “Our radicalization of Aristotle,” Patočka asserts, consists in answering this question “in the affirmative.”  This involves conceiving movement as involving substance, that is, as conceiving it as “the movement of coming to be and passing away of what is.”  Such “movement … no longer presupposes constituted being but rather constitutes it.”  Doing so, it “first makes this or that being apparent, causes it to manifest itself in its own original manner.”


Patočka’s critique of Aristotle’s conception of change as change of an unchanging substrate does not just concern the difficulties he finds in applying this conception to generation and corruption—genesis-phthora.  It also centers on the fact of human existence.  His third difficulty concerns Heidegger’s point that this existence is not a what—i.e., a thing with a given nature—but rather a who.  Our human existence, our Dasein, has no underlying substrate.  As “care,” what it is depends on what it does.  Thus, we cannot say that its change presupposes an unchanging substrate.  In Patočka’s words: “The movement of our existence cannot be understood in that way … To understand the movement of human existence … we need to radicalize Aristotle’s conception of movement.  The possibilities that ground movement have no preexisting bearer, no necessary referent standing statically at their foundation.”
  In such movement, there is “a possibility being realized, transiting to reality, but it is not a possibility belonging to something that already exists but rather of something that is not yet present.”  “This” Patočka adds, “is reminiscent of the movement of a melody.” The melody does not just consist in its notes.  Rather it exists in their movement.  The movement realizes the melody.  Thus, the melody does not exist before the movement.  We perceive it in the movement of the notes.
  To translate this into our grasp of human existence is to assert that we apprehend a person through the style of her movement.  This style is what makes her existence unique, given that such existence is the result of movement.  The movement in question consists not just in our broad life projects, such as attaining some profession, being a parent, etc.  The “notes,” so to speak, that make it up are all the little gestures and phrases that fill our daily lives—a characteristic way of smiling, a certain way of saying something: all of this contributes to a person’s existence in its uniqueness.  Such bodily characteristics as gestures, intonations, ways of moving are part of our identity, but this does not mean that our bodily being is the unchanging substrate of our movement.  Not the bodily substrate, but rather the movement itself is the bearer of our identity.  In Patočka’s words: “All inner unification is accomplished by the movement itself, not by some bearer, substrate or corporeity, objectively understood.  Corporeity is part of the situation itself in which the movement takes place, it is not a substrate sustaining some determinations in which it finds itself [at] one moment and not the next.”


Aristotle’s conception of our body as such a substrate constitutes the fourth difficulty he has with his conception of movement.  For Aristotle, “the world is understood as an organic being, a living organism.”
  Our bodies, themselves, are part of its objective functioning.  Thus, for Aristotle, “[t]he living body, the organism, is a system of vital functions  … Aristotle analyzes the body from this viewpoint, that of vital functions.”
  Doing so, he follows “the tradition of Greek philosophy.”  He “also sees the body as a thing available to perception as a distance, not as my body.”
  It is part of the world, taken as a fully functioning organism; it is one of many substrates for the world’s objective functioning.  This objective regard means “that there is no subjectivity, all this philosophy is in the third person.  It does not know self-reflection, it does not know the ‘I’ … Being is always that.”
  The fourth objection, then, is that Aristotle’s conception of motion does not just fail to grasp the special quality of our human existence, it also fails to grasp the first person quality of the human body—the feature that allows each of us to claim our body as uniquely our own.  


Patočka’s critique of Aristotle is, as noted, balanced by his praise for “the fundamental project of his thought,” which is that of understanding motion ontologically.  The questions it leaves us with are those of integrating his critique with this project.  Thus, how do we combine Aristotle’s assertion that “motion causes the presence of the determination in the determined” with the denial that motion is the motion of some underlying substance?  How do we integrate Aristotle’s third person perspective with the first person quality of our body—the body that moves uniquely as our own?  Finally, how do we understand our human existence in terms of such motion?  For Aristotle, as for all “ancient philosophy, psychē [the soul] is never understood as a subject … but always in the third person, impersonally, as a vital function.”
  How, then, do we understand our experiencing selfhood in terms of motion without understanding it impersonally, i.e., reducing either to some unchanging psychological substrate or else to an impersonal vital function?  The question, here, is that of integrating motion with its first person experiencer.

Chapter 5
Motion and Embodiment

§1. The Body that Escapes Objectification

To answer the questions posed at the end of the last chapter, we have to turn to Patočka’s concept of embodiment.  Patočka is at pains to distinguish this conception from that advanced by modern science.  It involves “[n]ot the body that anatomy or physiology examine, but [the] body as a subjective phenomenon, the human body as we live it in lived experience.”
 This lived body does include our corporeality, but “as something that cannot be objectified … something we are, though not physiologically.”
  The physiological body that is studied by the scientist is viewed from what can be called the third person (as opposed to that of the first or second person) perspective.  It is not the body of an “I” or a “you”—i.e., that of a center of first-person experience, be this oneself or one’s vis à vis.  It is the body as an object of experience—the body of a “he, she, or it”—the grammatical third person.  It is, in other words, something there for everyone as opposed to the irredeemably private character of one’s own flesh.  

To think of this flesh phenomenologically, Patočka takes the body as “a situational concept.”  This means that the body both “places us in a certain reality, which is already present, while at the same time lifting us out of it, in a way, distancing us from it.”
  We are in space physically as a thing among things.  But we relate to it beyond our present, physical context by remembering our previous contexts and anticipating those that are to come.  Doing so, the “awareness that we are in space, in the contexts of extension, assumes a spatial structure that has nothing in common with objective extension in space (partes extra partes).”
  Such awareness involves our placing ourselves “into situations other than the directly present ones, in the past, into the future” with their remembered and anticipated contexts.
  “Remembering,” Patočka writes, “is going into the horizon of the past.”  Similarly, anticipating is entering the horizon of anticipated events.  Relating to both, our “present … exceeds what is immediately given.”
  We are related to space horizonally.    

Patočka’s concept of horizon is subtly different from Husserl’s, whose conception focuses on the relations of experiences to the senses that they specify.  For Husserl, the basic concept of a horizon is that of a series of experiences that have been connected and, in their connections, determine the further experiences which can join this series.  Thus, in the appearing of a spatial-temporal object, the experiences which we have had form the actually experienced portion of a larger horizon.  This horizon is composed of the experiences that can “fit in” with the perspectival views we have already had.  Such fitting in signifies, negatively, that they do not undermine the claims already made concerning the object.  Positively, it signifies that they join with our previous experiences so as to more closely determine the object’s sense.  According to Husserl, every real object, taken as a “unity of sense,” has its horizon of possible experiences which, in their “points of unification,” continue to enrich and define its sense by specifying its individual features.  This horizon is not just “internal” to the object; it is also what Husserl calls “external.”  In the latter case, it concerns the individual object as an object of the world.   In Husserl’s words: ‘The individual—relative to consciousness—is nothing for itself; perception of a thing is its perception in a perceptual field.  And just as the individual thing has a sense in perception only through an open horizon of ‘possible perceptions,’ ... so once again the thing has a horizon: an ‘external horizon’ in relation to the ‘internal’; it has this precisely as a thing of a field of things; and this finally points to the totality, ‘the world as a perceptual world.’”
 

For, Husserl, what is crucial is the notion of possible experiences and the senses that they allow us to postulate in connection with the experiences we have already had.  For Patočka, the important point is that such possible experiences are anticipated; they are not present, actual experiences.  Similarly, those that we have had are not actually present, but only remembered.  This allows him to assert that the “horizon is the self-presence of what is not itself present.”
  More broadly regarded, Patočka’s focus is not, like Husserl’s, on constitutive phenomenology, but rather on our experience of a horizon as “something that circumscribes all the particulars of a given landscape.”  As we move, this horizon moves with us.  “It is imperceivable, unindividuated.   An object can be reached by a movement from the center to the horizon.”  But the horizon, the boundary of our perceptual field, cannot be reached.  It always designates what is not itself present, but can become present through our motion.  In Patočka’s words: “A horizon shows that the absent is nonetheless here and can be reached” as we approach what is just “over the horizon.”  

This stress on the horizon as “the presence of the absent” is meant to distinguish it from the phenomena that characterize the objective, third person perspective.  As opposed to something, objectively present, “[t]he horizon does not manifest itself as something that manifests itself from it.”  A thing can show itself in a horizon of perspectives; the horizon, itself, however, does not manifest itself in this way. It is not what appears, but a framework for appearing, a structure that “appears” in the appearing.  As Patočka puts the difficulty of describing its appearing and non-appearing: “The horizon is the appearance of what does not appear, appearing only in a certain sense and belonging to an appearance; what appears can never be without it, but its mode of appearing is such that it forces us to use peculiar, virtually contradictory characterizations.”
  Thus, the horizon is the appearance of the anticipated, not yet appearing, aspects or sides of a perspectival object.  An object’s sense involves such aspects.  It can only appear through them.  Its perspectival mode of appearing, however, forces us to speak of its appearing in terms of what does not [yet] appear.  
What unifies these “virtually contradictory characterizations” is the lived body, taken as a situational concept.  Our body is in space by being situated by our remembered and anticipated experiences.  It is, as we said, horizonally situated.  As such, it necessarily distinguishes itself from the body, objectively regarded.  It is not in space as an object among objects.  Its relation to what surrounds it “exceeds what is immediately given.”  This excess occurs through its “dynamism,” its ability to move through space.  By virtue of this motility, the embodied experiencer generates and structures the horizonal character of spatial appearing.  It is our ability to proceed to objects “over the horizon” that makes the absent present; that, in fact, is at the root of the definition of the horizon as the “presence of the absent.”  Without our motility, the absent could not become present. Now, according to Patočka, the body’s dynamism can no more be objectified than the horizon itself.  As Patočka expresses this: “This dynamism is here, it manifests itself, it has an effect, but it does not present itself in its fullness:  Its givenness is that of a horizon … A horizon manifests its presence but beyond that it points only to the nongivenness of what is implied in it.  It is the givenness of what is not given.”
  This means that “[c]orporeity, dynamism” is both a “self-localization amid things” and “at the same time something concealed, a horizon manifesting itself in a special way.”
 It appears through that which it makes present; its structures appear in what it makes present.  

Thus, the “dynamic characteristics appear in things … The thrust towards things, the corporal dynamism, has the trait of something that is here but does not manifest itself” directly as we focus on the things.
  For example, the changing spatial perspectives of the thing as we move towards it witness our mobility; in their unfolding, they mirror it; but the thing rather than the mobility is the focus of our attention.  Similarly, our dynamism, our ability to project forward and then realize a possibility of moving in a particular direction is at the root of our ability to anticipate experience.  Our dynamism is not directly seen, but appears in the futurity of the experienced.  In all this, “our energy is always focused on something, on what we are doing … We virtually ignore all else, including the changes in our experience” as our sensory fields give way to each other.  Our body, in its givenness as a horizon, is thus both present and not present.  In Patočka’s words: “Our body is originally present to us as a definite dynamism which does not originally appear to us—what appears are things.”
  Our body appears through the structures of their horizonal givenness—structures imposed by the body’s dynamism.

§2.  The horizonal quality of the “I”


With the above, we have an answer to the question of seeing motion as disclosive without seeing it as the motion of some underlying substance, i.e., the body understood in the third person perspective as something objectively there, something that exists unchanged as it changes its place.  For Patočka, our body is not a thing but a “dynamism.”  It appears, not as an object, but as the horizonal structure of the appearing of objects.  This redefinition of the lived body’s givenness carries over to our experiencing, embodied selfhood.  The body, understood horizonally, is always my body.  It is understood in terms of my “I can,” my “I do.”  This first person quality marks the selfhood it defines.  The “I” of the I can “appears as a center, as ordering the basic dimensions of near/far/up/down, etc.”  It is that in relation to which the horizon is understood as the visual boundary of the perceptual field.  As “I” move, the boundary moves with me.  I remain at the center.  My bodily dynamism carries me along.  As Patočka expresses this relation of my experiencing selfhood to my lived body: “The I … represents a unity of bodily dynamics.  The I defines the experiencer in a horizonal manner.  It is an overall balance, a unity of the components of corporeity.”
  This unity appears when I say “I lean on the lectern” or “I sit down in the chair.”  In each case, my “corporal schema assumes a different configuration,” yet it continues to be “constantly present without being an object of my awareness.”  “The schema accepts experiential components into itself,” but it is, in fact, prior to them.  It frames them as a horizon.


The I as a “unity of corporal dynamics” is almost always turned to the world.  There is, Patočka writes, “a powerful centrifugal stream that governs our life—out of ourselves towards the world … Anticipating: on the one hand, we are the stream of this centrifugal energy and, on the other hand, we are that which this stream discovers in its return, that which finds itself as the axis of this stream.”  Thus, we are the energy of the “I can” and the “I do.”  But we are also the axis of the stream, the zero point of the horizons that are unfolded through our bodily activities.   Like the body that embodies it, the I has the givenness of a horizon.  In Patočka’s words, “the I is a horizon summing up within itself all the possible reaches of this energy.”
  As he also expresses this: “In what sense is the I a horizon?  The I as a seeing force thrusting towards objectivity passes through a range of relations to the world”—relations consisting of the entire gamut of its possible actions.  “The personal I consists of these possibilities as something that can be unfolded, as a promise.”
  Such possibilities, existing within the framework of its corporeal schema, are the horizon that defines it.  With this, we have our answer to the question posed with regard to our experiencing selfhood.  The integration of motion with its first person experiencer occurs by taking this experiencer as defined by the possibilities such motion affords him.  He is the horizon of such possibilities as well as their center.  


It is easy to see how this definition of the lived body and the I that it embodies are fashioned with an eye to the problematic of appearing.  If we say that appearing as such is not a being, but rather what lets beings appear, then we associate it with the notion of horizon.  Like Heidegger’s Sein, the horizon is the presence of the absent.  It frames what appears in terms of what does not appear.  It defines the sense of what appears in terms of what does not.  Unlike Sein, however, the horizon does have its own mode of appearing.  A reflective regard can grasp its structure.  The bodily dynamism that underpins it can also be described.  This does mean that such dynamism is a thing.  It manifests itself as movement, but “movement is not a reality, but a realization.”
  It realizes the presence of things by letting their horizons unfold.  Such realization “has the character of a process” as we proceed from anticipation to actual experience.  Making what is absent present, “movement is a realization of something that is not yet.”
  This realization is its appearing, but such appearing is not explained in terms of the being that appears.  It is not ontologized, but rather traced back to the horizon of its disclosure.  This horizon is the givenness of our bodily dynamism.  But to trace appearing back to this is not to explain it in terms of a being.  It is rather to explain it in terms of itself—i.e., the appearing in which this dynamism unfolds.

§3. Movement as disclosure


Patočka’s account of how we disclose things is, on one level, similar to Heidegger’s account of pragmatic disclosure.  Like Heidegger, he takes movement as goal directed.  It is “always manipulation of things and defined by its meaning, that is, it has the character of a goal,” the goal being that of “making things appear as we wish and can.”
  Thus, a “chair is a sit-upon-able, a room is there for presenting a lecture.”
  In our actions of pragmatic disclosure, things appear as means for our ends, for example, “the needle for sewing, the thread for passing through the needle,” etc.  This pragmatic disclosure of the world is also a self-disclosure.  Acting, we disclose ourselves as authors of these actions.  We give content to our being-in-the-world.  As Patočka expresses this: on the one side, we have “the thing as a means.”  On the other, “the bodily-mediated activity that endows this means with a sense.”  Their disclosed senses involve each other.  In Patočka’s words, “I understand things from myself, from activity, but I understand myself, my activity from the things.  There is a mutual mediation.”


Where Patočka and Heidegger differ is in their account of this disclosing self.  For Heidegger, it is driven by “care,” care for its own being, which it has to accomplish.  This very accomplishment, however, brings about its “fallenness.”  Having disclosed itself through its manipulation of the things, it tends to understand itself in their terms.  The scientist, for example, having disclosed the world in terms of the manipulability of matter specified by its laws, assumes that, as part of the world, she also has the same manipulable structure.  The same holds for the economist, the psychologist, and so on.  They interpret themselves in terms of the world they disclose.  Doing so they conceal their disclosive Dasein.  They forget its “authentic” existential character.  As Patočka puts this: “Heidegger understands the relation of existence to the world as a fall into the world … we fall into things, devote ourselves to them and thereby objectify ourselves.”  Doing so, “we become alienated from our original nature.”
  Given this, human “[e]xistence must fight its way out of the world …  Liberation from the fall into the world is a liberation from this objectification.”  It involves, as we saw, an acknowledgement of the essential nothingness at the core of our Dasein.  It is, thereby, “a return to existing in the strong sense.”
  Not having a nature, we “ex-ist” or stand out from the world.


For Patočka, by contrast, our relation to the world we disclose is “not negative  … but rather positive, it is not a self-loss but the condition of the possibility of self-discovery.”
 Heidegger does not see this because he is inattentive “to the phenomenon of corporeity.”  He acknowledges the corporality of Dasein, but only incidentally “without explicating it.”
  Had he done so, he would have realized that “our relation to things is fully analogous to our self-relation, that it is a continuation of our life in the body.”  Thrownness, in this view, is not self-alienating.  It is part of our embodied selfhood.  In Patočka’s words: “Our being thrown into the world is at the same time the movement in which we become embodied in something other than ourselves, become involved, become objective.”
  

Such movement is not static, but develops historically with the evolution of our pragmatic disclosure.  Our “I can” changes with the technology available to us; and, with it, the appearing of the world also changes.  Thus, we can now look through a microscope or look out of the window of a plane—possibilities that were not available in previous ages.  The same holds for the “emergence of writing—of controlled memory.”  This addition to our natural, organic memory “makes possible … systematic knowledge, science, life in history, organization of life in great wholes, poetry, creativity in imagination.”
   It extends our “I can” to include the movement that discloses the organized social and cultural world.  We, in turn, are disclosed as members of this world.  At work here is a “mutual mediation” of the senses of our activity and the things we act on.   

What drives this process is our bodily dynamism, its outward thrust towards things, its picking up its possibilities from the things it discloses.  Such possibilities determine our embodiment: for example, the embodiment that can extend its memory through writing, its seeing through the use of the microscope, and so on.  The result, according to Patočka, is “our nonorganic body.”  In his words, “Life is made possible by a primordial impulse that transcends us, that relates to what is without, constituting what is external … as our nonorganic body.”
  This assertion rests on our taking the body as the horizon that unfolds with this dynamic impulse.  Our involvement with the world picks up possibilities from it.  These affect our bodily dynamism.  The result is the enlargement of the horizon that is our self-givenness.  With this, “new possibilities open up before us.  That in turn makes it possible for us to look back at our organic body.”
   We can, for example, regard its tissues through a microscope, examine it by means of x-rays, magnetic scans and so on.  What we discover can lead to new possibilities.  Selfhood, here, is not static.  It is not tied to an “original nature.”  Its givenness, rather, is that of an expanding horizon.  

Implicit here is a historicizing of Aristotle’s conception of motion as disclosive.  Patočka writes in this regard, “Our life is movement in Aristotle's sense.”  Not only does it have “its whence and its whether”—i.e., “the bodily subject” and “our doings in the world”—it is also disclosive: “Our actual movements are based on a primordial movement, an ontological moment in the strong sense of the word—this movement sheds light on the world.”  It is ontological because “[o]nly this movement makes it become possible to say of things and people that they are or are not.”
  In Patočka’s understanding of this, however, movement is not something that occurs between unchanging contraries.  It involves the possibility of evolution—i.e., of a nonstatic nature.  It, thus, includes the possibility “of a fundamental development of the fu,siς, [the nature] in whose framework all movement takes place.”
  Moreover, as the description of the nonorganic body indicates, the movement of disclosure, like the embodied impulse that drives it, has a historical dimension.  For Patočka, this follows because embodiment is embodiment in the world.  As such, embodiment assumes the possibilities it discloses, using them to progressively expand its disclosure. 

§4. The I and its Others 


Having defined the embodied “I,” Patočka faces the question of its others.  Given that the “I is a horizon by its very nature,” how does it relate to its others?
  How does it recognize others, how is it recognized by them in turn?  To understand Patočka’s answers, a contrast with Hegel’s and Husserl’s accounts is helpful.  As Hegel points out, in mutual recognition, we have our selfhood returned in a transformed fashion.  He writes that in recognizing an other as self like itself, the self “has lost itself, for it finds itself as another being.”  This loss, however, is actually a gain, since “in the other it sees its own self.”
  This seeing itself in the other is actually a seeing itself through the other when the other recognizes it as a self.  This means that one grasps oneself as the object of the other’s consciousness.  This object is one’s “I” or ego as recognized by the other.  As Hegel puts this, through the other’s recognition, “a self-consciousness, in being an object, is just as much ‘I’ as ‘object.’”
  Thus, the division that marks self-consciousness, that between the I that is conscious and the I that is its object, comes from the other.  His recognition is what presents one’s selfhood (one’s ‘I’) to oneself as an object.  Patočka basically agrees with this view.  He writes that “we can never enclose ourselves in the phenomenal field as we do objects, as we do the other I.”  For this objective recognition of myself, I require the other.  Recognizing the other as a self like myself, I “see myself in the other who resembles me, as a kind of mirror.”  This means, he adds: “I am myself with respect to a Thou … This return to the self through the other is the first type of explicit reflection.”
  There is here “a mutual mirroring.  I see and am seen.  I integrate this mirroring in myself.”  Each of us is an I and a Thou.


In Hegel’s account, this mutual recognition has a violent aspect.  Each self desires to be recognized as not tied “to any determinate existence.”  It wants to be recognized as self-determined, specifically, as “not tied to life.”  Such recognition is distinct from that of a self as a husband, father, sister, or provider.  It is not that accorded to the biological and social roles that are focused on life and its continuance.  For this recognition to arise, the contending parties have to transcend such roles in risking their lives.  Their desires to overcome each other must become pitched to the extreme.  Only then can each manifest himself as “not tied to life,” i.e., show that his “essential being is not just being, not the immediate form in which it appears, not its submergence in the expanse of life.”  According to Hegel, this recognition can come about only through “the trial by death.”
  In other words, in risking his life, each self manifests “that there is something present in him which could not be regarded as a vanishing moment [of life].”  Rather than being-for-life, each self shows “that it is only pure being-for-self.”
  As Patočka puts this, each desires to show himself and, hence, be recognized “as this free individuality who can rise above all of reality and even life itself.”  Since this can only be manifested in their “struggle,” the “two are enemies to the root of their being.”


Given his description of the self as an expanding horizon, Patočka can hardly accept this account.  The openness of this horizon signifies that “we cannot say a priori what [an I] is,” for example, see it as involved in “a struggle for recognition” by virtue of its desire to be recognized as a “pure  being-for-self.”
  For Patočka, the I is not something given in advance, demanding to be recognized.  It is, he writes, “an existence projecting itself into the world, into objectivity.”  Rather than having a definite content, it “is only seeking its meaning and content.”
  Such content comes through its progressive embodiment, which is driven by the “dynamism that forms a nonorganic body.”  Now, according to Patočka, “That is how the we or the you (-all) are constituted.”
  We recognize each other through the extended embodiment that embraces more and more of the world.  This point follows since it is not just my I  that “is a thrust towards the world, a self-localization in the world.  … Other beings are the cores of analogous dynamisms.”  In each, we “find that primordial structure of a being dealing with things.”
  They disclose them pragmatically in terms of their uses.  Doing so, they disclose themselves in their understanding of them.  As Patočka puts this: “The meaning of other I’s is attached to these things.”  Given that they use them in the same way, “[e]veryone using these objects must be understood as the same as I.”  In other words, they reveal themselves as subjects like myself in their pragmatic disclosures.  As Patočka sums up his account of recognition: “Comportment, meaningful dealing with things, means understanding things as things for something (chalk is for writing, etc.).”  This implies that “from the nature of things I can read off the meaning of that comportment and so also the meaning of other subjectivities.”
 


Patočka’s and Husserl’s accounts of intersubjective recognition have a superficial similarity.  For Husserl, the basic structure of this recognition can be described in terms of an analogy that we are continually making and adjusting in our relations with others.  This analogy has four terms.  Three of them are directly experienced, the fourth term (much like a “fourth proportional” in mathematics) is filled in or “solved” in terms of the other three.  Two of the experienced terms are the appearing of myself and my other.  I directly observe my own behavior and speech. I also observe the other’s behavior, which includes his conversing with me.  The third term is my consciousness of my inner life.  I experience immediately the intentions and interpretations that explain what I do and say.  I cannot, of course, directly observe those of the other.  This fourth term, which consists of his conscious life, must be filled in by me.  I do so when I see the other behaving as I would in a given situation.  I then fill in this fourth term by transferring to him the intentions and interpretations that I would have were I in his place, i.e., those that would guide my behavior.  Doing so, I acknowledge him as making sense of his situation in the same way that I would and, thus, recognize him as a subject like myself.


For Husserl, this transfer is verifiable insofar as it is based on the observed similarity of our behavior.  Since, in fact, I transfer to him my conscious intentions, I must, at least initially, take my behavior as guided by these as a standard for verification.  Husserl, thus, writes: “The experienced animate organism of the other continues to manifest itself as actually an animate organism solely through its continually harmonious behavior ... The organism is experienced as a pseudo-organism precisely when it does not agree in its behavior.”
  “Harmonious” means harmonious with my own behavior.  The other's actions must “agree” with this in order to establish the similarity necessary for the transfer.  As Husserl expresses this, the other's ego is “determined as thus governing his body (and, in a familiar way, constantly confirms this) only insofar as the whole stylistic form of the sensible processes that are primordially perceivable by me must correspond to what is known in type from my own governing my body.”
 

For Patočka, too, such correspondence is required.  When I see others engaging in similar pragmatic behavior, I assume that they are persons like myself.  When, for example, I see people using a phone or peering through a microscope, I assume that the horizons that define them overlap my own.  They, too, extend their organic bodies’ innate capacities for communication by extending their embodiment to include the inorganic—e.g., the telephone that now becomes part of their “nonorganic” bodies.  The same holds with regard to the microscope, the car, the airplane or any of the other technical ways that we extend the thrust of our dynamism into the world.  Such examples, however, also point out the difference between Husserl’s and Patočka’s accounts.  For Husserl, what is at issue in intersubjective recognition is our transcendental subjectivity in its constitution of sense.  The question he faces is whether there are other such transcendental subjectivities.  How, in fact, can he verify that there are other subjects that constitute as he does?
  If they do, then he and they have a common world, understood as a world of shared meanings.  This common world, he writes, is "essentially related ... to constituting intersubjectivity whose individual subjects are equipped with mutually corresponding and harmonious constitutive systems."  It presupposes "a harmony of the monads" or individual subjects.  More precisely expressed, it requires "a harmony in the genesis [of objective senses] that is occurring in the individuals."
  At issue, then, for Husserl, is the other as similar constituter of the world’s sense.  This is what the corresponding behavior of myself and my other points back to.  For Patočka, by contrast, such behavior points to the other as sharing a corresponding embodiment.  The other is “like me” since he uses similar objects in similar ways.  He and I are alike since we know how to make our way in a shared world, one that is disclosed as such by our common “ontological motion.”

Patočka’s embodied subject is, of course, also a constituter of sense.  He generates sense through his “ontological”—i.e., disclosive—motion.  For Husserl, however, the constituter of sense is not embodied.  The transcendental ego is, in fact, what constitutes the sense of being embodied as it does all other worldly senses.  As such, the “I” in the primary sense is prior to all sense.  In Husserl’s words, this prior “I” is “the ego considered as absolute in itself and as existing for itself ‘before’ all worldly being, which, itself, first comes to have the status of being within this ego"—this, by virtue of the ego’s constituting the sense of worldly being. 
   Only in a secondary sense is the “I” an embodied, worldly self—the self whose appearing behavior forms the basis for intersubjective recognition.  For Patočka, by contrast, the “I” in the primary sense is “the dynamism thrusting itself in the world,” the dynamism we embody.
  What we confront here is the “I … in that primordial originality of the original dynamism—originality in the sense that only I can live myself.”  As such, it is “a singularity that cannot be transposed into the plural.” 
  It is “incapable of plurality.”  Patočka’s emphasis on this point comes from the irredeemably personal character of the flesh that embodies us, a character that is shown by the facts that no one can eat for another person, sleep for him, or perform a host of other functions for him having to do with embodiment.  Embodiment thus yields the I as an absolutely singular dynamism—“the I in absolute originality which only it itself can live.”
  For Patočka, the I in the secondary sense is “the I capable of being plural, the I appearing as a Thou, the I for others.”
  It is the I using the telephone, going shopping, etc.  The I in the primary sense is aware of itself, but its knowledge is not explicit.  As I move to pick up the receiver of the telephone, my focus is not on my movements but on their goal.  I do not see the change of perspectives as I approach it; I only see the phone.  As for the “I for others,” its awareness of itself is mediated by others.  Here, “we discover ourselves … as another sees us, as the Thou of another I.” 
  Correspondingly, the other is a Thou for us.  This “Thou,” Patočka writes, ‘is the second I as present, in reciprocity, in a mirroring, an I with whom we are in the contact of mutual understanding, the process of exchange (I here—you there, etc.).”
  It is the Thou we engage with as we purchase something, work together on something, and so on.  The mutuality of our understanding of the world allows us to converse with each other, the commons senses we employ being grounded in our common use of things. 

For Husserl, then, similarity of behavior points to the other as a constituting transcendental ego like myself.  For Patočka, it points to the other as a dynamism embodying itself in a world of shared pragmatic senses.  I approach the other through such senses.  By virtue of them, he becomes a Thou for me.  By virtue of the same pragmatically generated senses, I become a Thou for him.  To come to an explicit relation to my original I, to regard it as something apart from the world, I have to pass through the Thou.  Thus, speaking of “the only I that lives [my] experiences, the only I that can feel my pain, that can live my perception of the world,” Patočka writes, “I obtain this original I only in comparison, in a differentiation from the Thou, with the plurality of what I am and how I see myself in the eyes of others.”
  Thus, one of my others sees me as kind, another as selfish.  Comparing these opinions I ask what I am.  Doing so, I may differentiate their opinions of me from the “I” that I think I am.  The point is that the path to this “I” proceeds through others and the world we share.  Only through this route “do I distinguish the I that I live from the I’s that I am not.”  Thus, the reflection that grasps this “I” is not direct.  In Patočka’s words, “Reflection does not constitute the core of my I; reflection purifies my I of others, selecting me out of the subjective sphere of the world and making me myself.”
  Before such reflection, my dynamism is lost in the world; it is something felt, but not attended to.  Reflecting, I endow it with personal characteristics.  I take it as it is viewed by others and, then, I abstract such others from it.  The result is not Husserl’s constituting transcendental subjectivity.  It is not the initiator of the process that brings about the presence of the world.  Rather than being something “prior” to the world, it is something reflection abstracts from the world.

At the end of Chapter 4, I mentioned that the task facing Patočka was actually twofold.  Aside from explaining appearing in its own terms, he was faced with the task of integrating embodiment, understood “as the foundation of our life,” with the analytic of our being-in-the-world.  The point was to keep the analytic within the realm of appearing—i.e., not appeal to a notion of being that transcended all phenomenological description.  As we have seen, Patočka’s strategy is to understand both appearing and embodiment in terms of motion.  Thus, the singularity of our embodied dynamism is understood in terms of the motion by which we disclose the world.  This, in turn, manifests itself in the unfolding horizon of the world’s appearing.  At no point in this account do we appeal to what does not appear.  Given that “ontological motion,” qua disclosive, is the process of appearing, to explain appearing in terms of this motion is to explain it in terms of itself. 

Has Patočka reached his goal?  Has he presented us with an analytic of human existence that remains within the framework of appearing as such?  Basing himself on the etymological sense of the word, Heidegger constantly stresses that to exist is to stand out.  It is to distance oneself in one’s freedom from all determining contexts.  Can such existence be caught phenomenologically?  Can the concept of motion, understood as the process of both realization and appearing, comprehend our human existence?  The question here is that of the phenomenological presence of existence itself.  It is a question we must answer before we can comprehend Patočka’s vision of our historical and moral nature.

Chapter 6
The Motion of Existence

§1.  Existence and Appearing. 

For Heidegger, to exist is to stand out.  At its basis is our temporal standing out.  Thus, humans stand out from their being in the now through their temporal “ecstasies.”  Remembering, they are there with their “having been,” anticipating they are ahead of themselves.  Even in the present, they are not self-present but with the things they disclose.  This standing out is Dasein’s standing out.  Human existence stands out from things by not being a thing, but rather a temporal “clearing” where things can appear.  As for this clearing itself, it does not appear.  It is the being of Dasein.  Dasein’s being is distinct from Dasein, taken as an entity—i.e., as an embodied individual.  Thus, when Dasein regards itself, Patočka writes, it confronts “the constant distinction between itself as an entity [als Seiendem] and its being [Sein].”
  For Heidegger, as we saw, this distinction signifies that there is a nothingness at Dasein’s core.  This nothingness is the retreat of being, its inability to appear as an entity.  For Patočka, this conclusion places Heidegger’s analytic of Dasein beyond the sphere of appearing as such.  It transforms it from a phenomenological account into a hermeneutical one.  Its focus is no longer on appearing as such, but rather on the historically determined ways that our understanding of being shapes our disclosure of—and, hence, the appearing of—entities.  To avoid this, Patočka has to transform Heidegger’s account of our existing.  To understand appearing in terms of itself, he has to grasp existing as appearing.

We can see what is involved in Patočka’s transformation of Heidegger’s account by turning to the dilemma that George Berkeley faced in trying to describe the subject.  Berkeley was famous for having asserted that “to be is to be perceived.”  The arguments he advances for the reduction of being to the perception of being need not concern us.  It is sufficient to recall that the elimination of a material substrate for our perceptions—which he calls our “ideas”—does not imply for him that such “ideas” float in the air.  Something must support them, this being mind or “spirit.”  For Berkeley, these perceptions or “ideas” demand a perceiver, “it being perfectly unintelligible, and involving all the absurdity of abstraction,” to give them “an existence independent of a spirit.
”  Does this mean that even a spirit, in order to be, has to be perceived?  This is the difficulty.  Spirit is an exception to the doctrine that to be is to be perceived.  As Berkeley remarks, “A spirit is … [an] active being ... Hence there can be no idea formed of a soul or spirit; for all ideas whatever being passive and inert (Vide sect. 25), they cannot represent unto us, by way of image or likeness, that which acts.”
  To translate this into modern, phenomenological terms, we can say that the idea or perception is passive by virtue of being temporally fixed.  Occurring at a specific moment, it sinks into pastness with that moment.  As it does so, its content remains unchanged.  This is its being “inert.”  To call it such is to say that, having occurred, it is incapable of newness.  For Berkeley, this is the very opposite of mind or spirit considered as an active principle.  We cannot capture its activity in an image or idea, since to do so would be to fix it and, hence, to lose it.
  

In Husserl’s phenomenology, the problem of apprehending the perceiver appears in his discussions of the “anonymity” of the functioning ego or subject.  Such anonymity follows from the nature of the perceptual process, which, as a process, necessarily takes time.  Thus, a vanishing momentary experience does not suffice for perception.  To perceive something, I must synthesize my experiences, i.e., connect them together and assign them a referent.  In other words, when I perceive an object, I am actually doing two things.  I am picking out a pattern of perceptions—normally, one that is arranged perspectivally—and I am taking these perceptions as perceptions of a given object.  If, however, I apply this procedure to my ego, I find that I grasp myself, not as I am, but as I was.  The living, functioning ego is now.  As such, it has moved on in the time it took me to engage in such synthesis.  For Husserl, this means that the living ego “is, as a matter of principle, not directly perceivable.”  It “is graspable only … after the fact.”
  Patočka was deeply aware of this problem.  The question of Husserlian self-reflection is, he writes, “whether [the I] will be grasped in its functioning, in its role of the reflecting I,” or only as an “I that is reflected upon.”
  In fact, the actually functioning ego cannot be grasped.  This point follows since, as Patočka writes, “the functioning I is a process,” yet “self-grasping,” if it is to follow the Husserlian model of perception, “is always a reification of something.”  This means that it transposes the self “from a live process into a product, from creative to created, from [something] subjectival to [something] objectival.”

The essence of this impasse is that experiences are inert.  We do not change this fact when we synthesize them and identify them with a referent.  This referent, taken as a self, shares their inertness.  It is the subject qua experienced—that is, qua fixed in a given time and departing with this time into the past.  It is not the subject as a presently functioning experiencer.  The key, here, as Kierkegaard and afterwards Patočka realized, is that as functioning, as acting, the subject exists.  What is the relation between acting and existence?  As Kant famously noted, existence is no real predicate.  It is not a real feature of the world, i.e., some color, shape or sound of objects.
  The same holds with regard to our own existence.  It is none of the contents that our self-experience presents to us.  In Kantian terms, this is what ultimately lies behind Heidegger’s account of our existence as a standing-out, i.e., as inherently other than any describable entity.  The distinction between existence and the predicates that we apply to entities is what positions our existence as a nothingness.  It underpins Heidegger’s account of it in terms of the ontological difference.  If we do not want to follow this non-phenomenological path, then we have to explain how we grasp that we exist—i.e., grasp our existence as acting.  Phenomenologically, the answer is that we do so not through our experiences as such, but rather through their flow, their motion.  This holds even if we assert with Patočka that all the contents of our consciousness are externally provided, i.e., are drawn from the appearing world.  What is not drawn from this world is their particular movement.  Such movement comes from ourselves, that is, from our own bodily motion—for example, our entering a room, taking a chair, turning our heads, and so on.  With each new expression of our bodily dynamism, new contents appear.  The motion of such contents points to our motion, to our existence as moving ourselves.
Kierkegaard expressed the relation between motion and existence in terms of the fact that faith involves not just what you know, but what you are.  The statements, “I am a Buddhist” or “I am a Christian,” are not statements of knowledge, but rather of existence.  They state what one is.  One is a Christian by having a relation to Jesus.  This relation is not that of knowledge, but rather that of imitation.  A person relates to Jesus by imitating him in his charity, selflessness, etc., thereby practicing his style or motion of existence.  The underlying insight here is, as Kierkegaard writes, “Existence without motion is unthinkable.”
  Motion, however, demands continuity.  In Kierkegaard’s words: “Inasmuch as existence is motion, it holds true that there is indeed a continuity that holds the motion together, because otherwise there is no motion.”
  His point is that for there to be motion, there must be a continuity, one given by the style of moving.  But such a style, in giving continuity to motion, makes existence as motion possible.  It does this by giving us our identity across the moments of time.  This is the identity of a distinct style of movement, for example, the style that makes someone exist as a Christian. 
In his 1969 article, “What is Existence?” Patočka brings up Kierkegaard only to turn from him to Aristotle.  Rather than focusing on the relation Kierkegaard draws between motion and existence, Patočka concentrates on what he takes to be the contradiction Kierkegaard sees in our existing as something.  Such existence is not simply a matter of style but of our instantiating a universal.  For Kierkegaard, he writes: “Our essence consists in the contradiction that the universal only exists as an individual.  … That is a contradiction since, from the standpoint of abstract logic, the singular individual is the opposite of the universal.”  The individual is contingent, is situated by its particular circumstances; the universal is not.  For Kierkegaard, however, “It is only as contingent and situated, which presupposes my individuality, that I can be completely possessed by an idea, that I can devote and sacrifice myself for it, as Socrates, Achilles or Alexander the Great sacrificed themselves for ideas and embodied them.”  There is here, he adds, “a mutual binding of contingency and the essence as non-contingent … of historical singularity and universality, of an unavoidable, pregiven situation and, simultaneously, a free determination of my own life-projects.”  For Kierkegaard, “I am a possible existence, a possible concretization of human Dasein only as such” a contradiction.  For Patočka, however, “existence is not sufficiently defined with this duality, this contradiction.  The deepest ground is missing.”
  Existence is not existentia.  It is not a mere realization of an essentia.  Rather, “it stands much closer to Aristotle’s energeia and entelechia, that is, to being as an act of self-actualization.”
  

Aristotle had, in fact, already resolved the contradiction between the universality of the essence and the particularity of the individual.  Taking issue with Plato’s assertion that the being of an individual is to be found in its essence—its “idea” in Plato’s terminology—Aristotle saw such being as contained in its functioning, its energeia.  His position, in Patočka’s words, is that “[i]t is not the plant as such, but this blooming rosebush, not the living being as such, in the case of humans, not even man as such, but this reflecting Socrates, this Patroclus fighting and dying for his friend in which the same humanity ‘realizes’ itself.”
  Energeia is this realization, this process by which an entity realizes itself within the framework of its essence.   In this process, “existence is, itself, its own goal; it returns to itself through its activity; it is a self-related act.”  Patočka then immediately asserts the identity that Kierkegaard had already affirmed between existence and motion.  He writes: “Existence, therefore, is similar to motion.”  It is “like motion in Aristotle's passage from possibility to actuality, a passage that is, itself, already actual.”
  

What we have here is Kierkegaard’s insight placed within an Aristotelian framework.  Expressed in the broadest possible terms, the insight is that existence, qua standing out, is defined by motion.  Motion makes something stand out by realizing it.  As realized, it stands out from its environment: it becomes something there to be encountered.  Thus, walking in a dark place, one becomes aware of an object’s existence by bumping into it.  What one encounters is not the essence of the object, but rather something solid.  One encounters something, unknown to one before, which now stands out, impeding one’s progress.  Similarly, Socrates stands out from the run of the citizens of Athens through his action of philosophizing, Patroclus stands out in his action of fighting for his friend, and so on.  Distinguishing themselves, they become individuals that one can encounter.

Patočka, we saw, modifies Aristotle's conception by denying that motion demands an unchanging substrate.  In particular, the motion that characterizes our human existence has “no preexisting bearer, no necessary referent standing statically” at its basis.  This motion, as we cited him, is like that of a melody, which exists in the movement of its notes.  As such, it is “a possibility being realized, transiting to reality, but it is not a possibility belonging to something that already exists but rather of something that is not yet present.”
  Thus, the melody is present in a completed sense only when it is completely run through.  Similarly, the existence of Socrates involves his ongoing motion throughout his life.  Its continuance is Socrates’ continuing to stand out, his continuing to be there to be encountered as a philosopher.  The same points can also be put in terms of Patočka’s account of our embodied selfhood as a horizon.  Here, our energeia appears as our body’s “dynamism.”  The motion that expresses it is not that of an underlying substrate, but rather that of an expanding horizon.  Our existence is not the shifting experiences that constitute this horizon, but rather the style of their motion.  Such a style stands out since it relates not to the actual physical presence of objects, but rather to “a spatial structure that has nothing in common with objective extension in space.”
  It orients itself to what we remember and anticipate.  Living in horizon is not an immediate living in a present context.  Its framework is, rathe,,r temporality as Heidegger defines it: namely our having been in our search for materials for our projects, our being ahead of ourselves in our projecting ourselves forward and our being there with the things we are disclosing.  Relating ourselves to the world in this way, we stand out from it.  This standing out is our freedom with regard to its physical determinations.  As Patočka puts this, the horizonal character of our embodiment makes it a situational concept.  Our embodiment both “places us in a certain reality, which is already present, while at the same time lifting us out of it, in a way distancing us from it.”
  This distancing is our standing out.  It is our moving in accord with the goals that we set for ourselves.

§2. Care and the Motion of Existence


According to the above, we stand out from the physically determined world through our distinctive relations to the past, present and the future.  Such relations give us the style of our movement.  They characterize our existence as specifically human.  As human, our Dasein has the character of care.  We are, as Heidegger asserts, beings for whom our own being is an issue.  This means, Patočka writes, that “[o]ur specific movement … [is] characterized by a non-indifference to being, an interest in our own being.”
  Where Patočka differs from Heidegger is in his expansion of this interest to include our bodily, biological being.  Thus, the concept of being he adopts is not Heidegger’s Sein, but rather “Aristotle’s entelechia, being that has its own being as its goal, that is self-motivating.” 
  Biologically based, the motion characterizing our existence has itself as its goal.  Like motion in a circle, it is constantly returning to itself.  This is the circle of our existence as alive.  As Patočka expresses this: “The circle of existence—existing for the sake of oneself, for the sake of one’s being—always somehow includes the circle of life, carrying out vital functions in order for life to return to and into itself, to be the goal of all its particular operations.”
  

Our existence, of course includes more than this biological circle.  Our interest in our own being extends to an “interest in the being of what is in general.”
  As such, it “is no longer concerned only with itself as existent but rather with its mode of being, with the manner in which it realizes its existence.”
  This interest in how it realizes its existence involves an interest in the being of what is, since our motion is disclosive.  Because it is discloseve, the self-relation of Dasein, its interest in its own being, results in the manifestation of the things-through-which it relates to itself.  It involves disclosing things in their use value, their wozu or what they are “for-the-sake-of.”  How we move is how we disclose them.  Our concern for the correctness of this disclosure is a concern for a standard for “what is in general.”  

This link between care, our understanding of being and our disclosure of entities is, of course, Heideggerian.  What distinguishes Patočka’s analytic of our being-in-the-world is, as indicated, its inclusion of our embodiment.  According to Patočka, “What makes the link between the ‘for-the-sake-of’ and what follows from it as our concrete task is left unsolved in Heidegger’s schema.”  This is because Heidegger forgets “life’s embodiment.”  He does not acknowledge that “what I can do is given by what makes it possible for me to do anything at all, and that is my corporeality, which I must take over prior to all free possibilities.”
  I take over my corporality, not through a series of goal-directed actions, but rather through the development of abilities lying latent within my embodied being.  Learning how to crawl and then to walk, for example, was not a choice among my “free possibilities.”  Neither was learning how to speak.  The point holds, not just for our initial projects, but also for those that follow them.  They all presuppose “a fundamental possibility,” one that “has the ontological status of [a] basis for all existence.”  “This ontological basis,” for Patočka, “is corporeality as the possibility of movement.”  Because he ignores this, Heidegger speaks only of projecting forward the possibilities we find in our Dasein.  Our freedom consist in our choosing which of them to actualize.  For Patočka, however, these possibilities are not those of an abstract being-in-the-world, but rather those of our embodied presence within it.  It is through these that we disclose the world.  In his words: “My ‘for-the-sake-of’ discloses to me these original possibilities of action (bodily worldly action, action pertaining to my being as a being-of-the-world), which possibilities, in turn, disclose innerworldly things as their correlates, as what can be understood from the possibilities of action.”
  Because disclosure is tied to bodily existence, such existence sets the “concrete task” that our Dasein must accomplish.  

For Patočka’s transformation of Heidegger’s existential analytic to be successful, this task must include not just the disclosure of things as use-values, as means for the sustaining of our bodily existence; our embodied Dasein must also show itself as “something that exceeds its own framework.”  It has to show itself as “capable of letting existents unfold in what they are, in their inner essence, without falsifying or deforming them.”
  The question Patočka faces is whether his expansion of the structures of “care” to our animal existence can accomplish this.  Heidegger asserts that animals are incapable of projects and, hence, incapable of the disclosures that Dasein engages in.  Rather than disclosing their world, they are “captured” by it; they are limited to instinctive responses to its immediate presence.   For Patočka’s account to succeed, he must, then, show how our embodied, “animal” existence supports rather than contradicts our endeavors to disclose the world “as and how it is.”  This is where his substitution of Aristotle’s entelechia for Heidegger’s Sein shows its worth.  Entelechia or functioning is, for Aristotle, a multi-level concept.  There is a hierarchy of beings defined by it, “hierarchical in the sense that each higher level is more full, ‘be’s’ more.”  This hierarchy is “expressed in activities, movements” and, hence, in the disclosures correlated to them.
  Now, by accepting our animality as a level of our functioning, Patočka, can claim that it does not contradict, but rather supports our higher levels.  Disclosure on this level is not a matter of engaging in explicit, goal-directed projects.  It is simply a correlate of activity, of movement in general.  Biting into a peach discloses its taste, moving one’s body discloses the world in its spatial orientations, this independently of any explicit goals.  This, however, does not prevent them from supporting higher level, goal-directed actions—projects in the Heideggerian sense.  Simple projects can support more complex ones, which can become elements in even more complex goal-directed activities.  The point is that when we take being as functioning, the question of disclosure is that of the level of one’s activity.  The activity, understood as “motion,” determines what one discloses.
§3.  The Three Motions of Existence


Our existence (our standing out), our temporality and our being as care express for Heidegger the reality of our Dasein from three different aspects.  We stand-out as a temporal openness, which is the structure of our being as care.  As we cited Heidegger: “Dasein’s total being as care signifies: [being] ahead-of-itself in already-being-in (a world) as being-there-with (entities one encounters in the world) ... The original unity of the structure of care lies in temporality.” 
  The care defined by this structure stands out since its relates Dasein to the world, not in terms of its immediate physical context, but in terms of projects and the resources it needs to accomplish these.  Patočka expresses this standing-out in terms of entelechia or functioning.  We stand out because the at-workness of our functioning is determined horizonally as opposed being set by our immediate environment.  This horizonal determination gives us the styles of the movement that results in our specific human identity. 

Because it includes, not just our animality, but also our endeavors to disclose the world “as and how it is,” this movement is actually threefold.  There are, Patočka asserts, three motions of existence, i.e., three ways of standing out, each with its specific horizonal, temporal orientation.  In his words: “The emphasis laid now on the past (on what we passively accept as given), now on the present (which we actively modify), and now on the future (in regard to which the modifying takes place) is what gives each of the three movements its distinct sense.”
  In the first movement, which Patočka calls the “instinctive-affective movement of our existence,”
 the accent falls on the “already.”  Here, the future is “passively accepted as a coming,” one that “merely repeats and activates an already given potential.”
  Thus, the infant has no initial projects.  Her initial potentialities are those she is born with.  They are activated in response to her nurturing environment.  As noted above, the potentialities to walk upright or to speak a human language, for example, are not possibilities a child explicitly projects forward as goals to be realized.  As innately human, their realization is a repetition of what preceding generations have realized.  This realization is part of the “anchoring” of the child in the human situation, her “appropriation” of the possibilities inherent in it.  

Patočka’s description of this phase of our existence is reminiscent of the analysis of Levinas in Totality and Infinity.  Levinas depicts our “corporeal existence” as the ability “to be at home with oneself in something other than oneself, to be oneself while living from something other than oneself.”  Such existence “affirms its independence in the happy dependence of need.”
  Patočka, correspondingly, describes this independence in dependence as “our own acceptance by that into which we are placed.”  It is only as accepted by our caregivers that we can “develop our own possibilities, those which are inherently given.”  We need them to teach us how to talk, walk, dress and feed ourselves.  Through them we actualize our human potential.  They mediate our relation to the world, supplying our needs.  In Patočka’s words: “The accepted being is initially a mediated being; the world, for it, is its parents, those who take care of it.”
  As in Levinas’ description, the dominant feature of this state is that of enjoyment.
  It evinces, Patočka writes, “the blissful bonding which assimilates the outside without which we could not live.”
  What disturbs this initial state is not just our growing control and mastery of our body’s potentialities.  It is also, Levinas indicates, the “instability of happiness” in this state.
  Our happiness comes to be “tarnished by the concern for the morrow.”  There is a contingency in living from “because the contingency of living from can come to be wanting.”
  Patočka expresses the same sentiment, when he writes that an “essential contingency … is rooted here.  No one is master of the situation that sets him into the world.”
  One can call for one’s parents and they may not come.  One’s needs as mediated by them can find an uncertain fulfillment.

Seen as a response to such contingency, the second motion of our existence attempts to overcome it through our own agency.  It is, Patočka writes, the “movement carried out in the region of human work.”
  Its emphasis is on the present, on the tasks at hand.  In working to fulfill our needs, we take on “[t]he service and bondage of life to itself.”
  We labor to acquire what we need to live.  Once again, there is a parallel account in Levinas.  As he describes this bondage: “Labor characterizes not a freedom that has detached itself from being, but a will: a being that is threatened, but has time at iis disposal to ward off the threat.”
  Laboring, we acquire for a time the necessities of life.  The hunger, homelessness, etc. that threaten us are put off as we use our earnings to buy what we need.  We thus achieve a relative independence in our dependence.   In Levinas’ words, “labor, by mastering the uncertainty of the future and its insecurity and by establishing possession, delineates separation in the form of economic independence.”
  Such independence is, of course, limited.  Engaged in for life’s necessities, labor consumes what it produces, spends what it earns.  As Hannah Arendt describes this bondage of life to itself: “It is the mark of all laboring that it leaves nothing behind, that the result of its effort is almost as quickly consumed as the effort is spent.”
  The very repetitive quality of labor, the fact that it is no longer done than it needs to be done again, leads Arendt to compare its processes with those of nature.  Both our own biological processes and those “of growth and decay in the world” are, according to Arendt, “part of the cyclical movement of nature and therefore endlessly repetitive.”  The same holds for the “human activities which arise out of the necessity to cope with them”—e.g., those involving the need to plant and harvest in season, provide daily meals, care for the young and attend to the elderly.  Both biological processes and laboring activities “are bound to the recurring cycles of nature and have in themselves no beginning and no end.”
  
If our first motion of existence uncovers the world primarily in its sensuous aspects, the second deals with it as pragmata.  In Patočka’s words, this movement “is concerned only with things, sees only things, albeit purely in their utensility and not in their independence.”  It knows them only in terms of their use values.  For it, “there are always only networks of instrumental references, every ‘here’ serving merely to refer beyond itself, to the connections—both personal and object-connections—of the undertaking.”
  The same holds for its grasp of other persons through the second movement.  While the first movement discloses others as caregivers, as responding to our passivity with an activity that manifested the inwardness of a you,
 the second tends to see them as use values.  This vision overlays an acknowledgement of them “as movements of existence” like ourselves.”
  Yet, immersed as we are in an endless cycle of means for ends, which, themselves, are grasped as means for further ends, the constant temptation is to interpret persons this way.  Thus, the “second movement” comes to be “characterized by the reduction of man to his social role.”  Viewed as such, the “other can be exploited, turned into a provider on a one-time temporary basis or enduringly and systematically.”  Thus, there is here an “ever-present impulse to exploit the other wherever possible, since we ourselves are under the same pressure.”
  The second movement is, thus, categorized as one of “work and struggle … in work man confronts things, in struggle he confronts his fellows as virtually enthralled or enthralling.”  The link between the two is our seeing our fellows in terms of work and, hence, as reduced to social roles that can be appropriated for our purposes.  Like the things that we use for our projects, we fail to grasp them in their autonomy.  This means, Patočka writes: “Nothing independently disinterested and dedicated, neither the authentic self nor an authentic undertaking, can develop in this sphere.”
 

In Patočka’s account, the first two movements of existence are marked by concealment.  The sheltering world of the first movement conceals the harshness of the world beyond the home.  In his words: “Concealment has here the peculiar form of screening, shelter, safety.”  It exists in the form of protection “by the protectors in their unprotected adult life.”
  Not that the child’s life is without its tensions.  It has its own “antagonisms, jealousies and hatreds.”
  What rules within the home are instinctual affections and drives, the very things that suffer concealment in the second movement.  Thus, when the second movement  dominates, “the sphere of the instinctual, affective movement is repressed and forgotten.”
  He writes, further: “The whole sphere of the dramas of primitive bonding with its attachments and hatreds, its fusionality and harshness is now relegated into the darkness.”
  What is ultimately repressed is the world of our “having been,” the world of the inborn possibilities that we are instinctively driven to actualize.  Thus, in the second movement, the present represses the past.  Engaged in the practical business of earning a living, we focus on the present: “It is no longer the overall relationship to what is already but rather a relation to this or that present matter which requires our whole commitment.”

In contrast to the first two movements, the third attempts to break through such concealments.  It is, Patočka writes, “[t]he movement of breakthrough, or actual self-comprehension.”
  He adds, “What is at stake in this movement is … the encounter … with one’s own being … In the last movement, the true movement of existence, the point is to see myself in my ownmost human essence and possibility.”
  Thus, rather than losing oneself in one’s instinctive, affective life or in the world of work, one confronts oneself as a multi-level motion of existence, as a person who realizes possibilities through his activities.
  At issue is this realization of possibilities.  In the third movement we face our responsibility for it.  This can be put in terms of the fact that the third movement shifts the horizonal emphasis of our standing out to the future.  In this change of focus, the future is not regarded in terms of the possibilities of our given situation, possibilities that we project forward as goals.  In Patočka’s words, “The accent on the future requires, on the contrary, that the already existent cease to be regarded as the decisive instance of possibilities.”
  At issue is the situation itself, i.e., “the mass of these particular possibilities” that the situation affords us.
  The point is not to let them “conceal the essential,” which is our action of realizing them.  In this motion, I confront my responsibility not just for realizing and, hence, manifesting these possibilities, I also confront myself—namely my “possibility either to disperse and lose myself in particulars or to find and realize myself in my properly human nature.”
  Thus, in the third movement, we break our “bondage to the particular” and face our freedom with regard to its appearing.  

Patočka writes in this regard: “The third movement is an attempt at shaking the dominance of the earth in us, shaking what binds us in our distinctness.”
  This dominance of the earth is our “bondage to the particular”—i.e., to our roles in life with all the particular certainties that our personal and professional lives afford us.  Such certainties define us, they give us our “distinctness” as, for example, a business person, a journalist, a craftsman or a professional politician.  Overcoming this bondage involves the shaking of our certainties.  As was pointed out in our Introduction, this shaking occurs through the problematization of our existence—i.e., through the undermining of its certainties by continually questioning them.  Directed towards the political order, this questioning opens up a community to its freedom, i.e., to the fact that the choices facing it are ultimately its own.  In the back and forth of political debates that it creates, it opens up the political space for political action.  This is a space in which things are considered in the light of the multiple, contending possibilities for their disclosure.  They “vibrate,” as it were, with the different uses they can be put to.  The political life that is carried out in this open sphere is, Patočka remarks, “from freedom” and “for freedom.”
  It is from freedom, since it proceeds from open debate.  It is for freedom since it wills itself, that is, wills the continuance of the motion of existence (the shaking) through which such public, political space appears in genuinely free debates.  
The “care of the soul” that was discussed in the Introduction is care for this motion.  Equally, it is a care for the manifesting that results from it.  In Patočka’s words, it is the “care that follows from the proximity of man to manifesting, to the phenomenon as such, the manifesting of the world in its whole, that occurs within man, with man” as he confronts his own freedom.
  Thus, in the third movement, we take responsibility for ourselves in our responsibility for manifestation.  To speak of Patočka’s asubjective vision of human rights in terms of this movement, a separate, final chapter is required.

Chapter 7
The Asubjective Grounding of Human Rights

§1. The Transformation of the Terms of the Debate


I began this study by citing Patočka’s remarks on human rights.  In a text released the day that the Charta 77 Manifesto appeared, Patočka wrote: “The idea of human rights is nothing other than the conviction that even states, even society as a whole, are subject to the sovereignty of moral sentiment: that they recognize something unconditional that is higher than they are, something that is binding even on them, sacred, inviolable.”
  This means that “[i]f human development … is to be possible, humankind needs to be convinced of the unconditional validity of principles which are, in that sense, ‘sacred,’ valid for all humans and at all times, and capable of setting out humanity’s goals.  We need … a morality that is … absolute.
  The question raised in the Introduction concerned the basis of these statements.  Traditionally, this basis involved a number of claims regarding our nature, claims expressed in terms of the human “soul.”  An immortal substance, having an eternal destiny, its nature made it subject to unchanging principles regarding the conduct of its life.  Thus, for Plato, as Patočka writes, the point of the soul’s care for itself was to give it “a fixed and clear form.”  It was “to render our soul [into] that firm crystal of being in view of the eternity” that was its destiny (HE, p. 82).  In fact, from Plato to Leibniz, its earthly conduct was supposed to determine its destiny in the next world.  Even Kant postulated that being moral made a person worthy of eternal happiness.
  Patočka’s asubjective account of the soul or self systematically undermines this position.  The question, then, was how Patočka could maintain his claims for an “absolute” morality, one that “defines what being human means,” without this traditional basis.  What, for Patočka, was the foundation of those human rights that he found worth sacrificing his life for?


In the light of our previous chapters, it is clear that this grounding can only be in terms of a non-metaphysical conception of the soul, one that avoids regarding it as a “substance.”  In fact, what we encounter in Patočka is a transformation of the basic philosophical terms used in the account of the soul.  This involves his reworking the Aristotelian conceptions that determined the subsequent debates about its nature.  In Patočka’s hands, such terms as “motion,” “existence,” “essence,” “body,” “soul” and “freedom” achieve fundamentally new meanings.  It is in terms of these that his insistence on the unconditioned character of human rights has to be understood.  


As we have seen, what is fundamental is the conception of motion.  Patočka affirms that he is attempting “a philosophy of a distinctive kind, one that takes movement as its basic concept and principle.”  He adds: “What is distinctive about our attempt is our interpretation of movement; we understand it independently of the dichotomy between subject and object.”
  As independent, it is, in fact, positioned as the basis of a new, asubjective phenomenology.  Thus, motion is no longer understood as the motion of something—be this the motion of a subject or that of an object.  It is redefined as having an ontological sense, that of actualization.  This can be put in terms of the traditional distinction between existence and essence.  From Aristotle onward, existence has been understood as designating that something is.  Essence, by contrast, designates, through its definition, what it is.  Thus, the assertion of existence answers the question whether something is, while that of essence responds to the question of what we can say about its nature or character. 
  When we redefine existence in terms of motion understood as actualization, existence takes on its etymological sense of “standing-out.”  An existent stands out by affecting its environment—this through the motion that actualizes it.  This standing out, which differentiates the existent from its surroundings, is also its presence to them.  As such, it is the basis of its appearing.  The point is that motion is the origin (the asubjective ground) of both being and appearing.  The appearing that is defined through motion is not traced back to a being—be this a subject or object considered as entities.  It is rather understood in term of the movements that actualize them, their actualization being also their appearing.
  When we, correspondingly, define essence is terms of motion, it becomes understood as its “how,” that is, as the distinctive order of the motion that actualizes a being.  In Patočka’s words, 

the possible determinations [of an entity], which are initially absent, become present through movement.  The movement synthesizes them, that is, makes them simultaneously present.  It effects this synthesis conformably to the law and rule that characterizes the particular entity.  These laws and rules are the entity’s essence.  They determine what can and cannot be simultaneously actualized in the same entity.  Thus, the essence of the plant is such that it can only accomplish its principle functions of growth and reproduction in a typically successive order.”
  

This order is the “how” of the movement that actualizes the plant.  As such, it is not just the framework for its actualization; it is also the principle of its identity as a given type of plant.  Its disruption disrupts this identity.  It undoes the process of actualization—the order of growth and development—through which the type of plant comes to exist. 

§2. The Embodied Soul or Self


Defined in these terms, the soul is no longer taken as a substance—that is, as an entity that undergoes motion.  It is rather, itself, a motion of existence—namely, the movement that actualizes an embodied, sensing self.
  The Aristotelian analogue to this conception is that of the soul as the principle (ajrchv) of living beings.
  For Aristotle, this means that it is the actualization (entelechia) of the living body’s capability to be alive.
  It is its functioning (energeia) as a living body.  As Aristotle expresses this, “If the eye were a living creature, its soul would be its vision.”
  It would be “the seeing of the eye.”
  In Patočka’s terms, it would be such seeing understood as a motion.  

For both Patočka and Aristotle, the soul is necessarily embodied.  For Patočka, however, such embodiment does not point to a body as a substrate of motion.  Embodiment is, itself, understood as a motion.  Thus, the givenness of our body is not that of a thing among things.  It is that of a “dynamism.”
  This dynamism, which is that of our “I can,” shows itself in the horizonal unfolding of the world that accompanies the exercise of this “I can.”  It appears in the shifting perspectives of things, in the coming close of what appears on the horizon of our vision, its receding, and so on.  Corresponding to this, the “I” of the “I can” is not a subject in the classical Husserlian sense.  It is the experiencing center of this unfolding horizon.  As such, it is actualized in the dynamism that drives the unfolding of the horizon.  In Patočka’s words, “The I … represents a unity of bodily dynamics.  The I defines the experiencer in a horizonal manner.  It is an overall balance, a unity of the components of corporeity.”
  The identity of this embodied “I” or soul arises through this unfolding.  It has its identity the way a melody has—namely, not as something given beforehand, but rather as what is realized in this unfolding.  As such, it maintains its “fixed shape” by keeping the identity of its melodic line.  Its identity, in other words, is that of the shape or style of its unfolding.  

The profound union of soul and body is apparent from the above.  The soul is not just the motion of existence that actualizes an embodied, sensing self; this actualization is also its own as the soul of this self.  In other words, the very same motion of existence underlies them both.  This, on the most basic level, is the motion of our dynamism.  Such dynamism is the actualization of our body as animate.  It is also, however, the actualization of the I or soul as “a unity of bodily dynamics.”  The appearing of this dynamism in the horizonal unfolding of the world actualizes the embodied I or soul as its center.

The freedom of the soul or self undergoes a corresponding redefinition in terms of motion.  It is not a power or an act of an already given entity.  It is not, in the first instance, freedom as Descartes defines it: namely as “the fact that we can make a choice; we can do a given thing or not do it—that is to say, we can affirm or deny, pursue or avoid.”
  It is, rather, taken as a characteristic of the embodied soul’s standing out, i.e., of the motion of existence that actualizes it as an embodied soul.  As a feature of the process that results in the soul, it designates what is prior.  As such, “the experience of freedom has no substrate, if by substrate we understand some finite and positive content, some subject, some predicate, or some complex of predicates” (NP, p. 196).  Rather than being descriptive of the soul as something already given, it is a feature of the embodied process that actualizes the soul.  As just noted, this process is that of horizonal unfolding.  Now, the soul or self, actualized as the center of a moving horizon, is actualized in terms of the things “just over the horizon” that we approach and anticipate as well as those that we have passed by and remember.  Its defining horizon, as involving anticipation and remembering, is thus not just spatial, but also temporal.  In Patočka’s words, “Remembering is going into the horizon of the past.”  Similarly, anticipating is entering the horizon of anticipated events.  Relating to both the past and the future, our “present … exceeds what is immediately given.”  This exceeding signifies a distancing from what is immediately present.  For Patočka, such distancing is the original ground of our freedom.  At its origin, freedom is simply “the negative character of a distance, of a remove.”
  Its ground, then, is the horizonal character of our embodiment, the latter being understood as a dynamism.  Thus, our embodied “I can” is related not just to what is present, but also to what we remember and anticipate.  The result is “our body as a situated concept.”  This situating, as we cited Patočka, both “places us in a certain reality, which is already present, while at the same time lifting us out of it, in a way distancing us from it.”
  This distancing is our standing out from what is present by virtue of our moving outside of its determination.  On one level, the insight here is Sartre’s.  According to Sartre: “For man to put a particular existent out of circuit is to put himself out of circuit in relation to the existent.  In this case he is not subject to it; he is out of reach; it cannot act on him, for he has retired beyond a nothingness.”  For Sartre “freedom” is “this possibility, which human reality has, to secrete a nothingness which isolates it.”
  In Patočka’s view, such “secretion” is a result of our horizonal actualization.  Relating ourselves, not just to the present, but also to what is absent—i.e., to the past and the future—our actualization includes our freedom understood as a style of moving in relation to the absent.

Such freedom, as prior to reason, is something that children and some animals share.  They anticipate and remember and act on this.  They also share in the embodied dynamism that relates us not just to what is coming, but to what we want to come, that is, to what we want to realize through our “I can.”  To the point that the imagination allows sentient beings to anticipate different futures, such freedom can assume the character of choice.  This is because embodied sentient beings are finite.  As finite, they are limited to being in one place at a time.  Thus, they cannot do everything—for example, unfold their horizons in contrary motions.  They have to choose between the alternatives they imagine.  The realization of this choice is their actualization as “experiencer[s] in a horizonal manner.”  The style of their choices is, correspondingly, the style of the motion that gives them their identity as the beings that they are.

§3. Freedom and Problematization


Human actualization, Patočka claims, involves three motions of existence.  It involves, first of all, the “instinctive-affective movement of our existence” that we share with children and animals.
  Beyond this, it involves the “movement carried out in the region of human work,”
 where we actualize ourselves in terms of our social and economic roles.  Both movements have their levels of freedom and styles of choices.  Neither, however, is fully reflective.  It is only with the third movement that we come to “actual self-comprehension.” 
  Its goal, Patočka writes, is “to see myself in my ownmost human essence and possibility.”
  This involves overcoming the concealments that the first two movements bring with them.  Beyond those that our last chapter mentioned, there is their concealment of the freedom that their motions express.  The first two movements do not make freedom an explicit theme.  The third, however, does confront our freedom.  Doing so, it takes responsibility for the “shape” of the soul—i.e. for its actualization through our motion.  


For Patočka, this taking responsibility is not something outside of or distinct from motion.  It is, itself, the third motion of existence.  This is the motion of problematization.  The exemplary figure here is Socrates, whose motion was that of constantly questioning the assumptions of his time.  For Patočka, the problematization that such questioning occasions is “something fundamentally different from negation.”  Rather than being “a subjective caprice” or “something arbitrary,” the questioning that problematizes “is something founded on the deepest basis of our life, only here do we stand our ground,” rather than on the certainties that we previously assumed.
  This ground is our own freedom.  Problematization demands that we take responsibility for it, that we acknowledge that the certainties that we assume are not something fixed, but are, in part, the result of our choices.  Here, “the spiritual life” based on such problematization “is precisely also action based on the insight that reality is not rigid,” that we act “recognizing [the] plasticity of reality.”
  This plasticity comes from our ability to actualize what will count as “real” through the motions we engage in.     


The responsibility for such actualization is also a care for appearing, i.e., for letting things show themselves as and how they are.  From a Husserlian perspective, such care involves interpretation.  As we earlier cited him: “It belongs to perception that something appears within it, but interpretation makes up what we term appearance—be it correct or not.”
  It is correct when it receives an appropriate fulfillment, that is, when what appears fulfills what we intended to see.  For Husserl, the great danger here is that of our ignoring this fulfillment.  When we do so, our interpretative intentions are merely “signative” or “empty.”  Substituting these for what fulfills them, our discourse becomes self-referential.  It never reaches outside of itself to what would give it a purchase on reality.  To avoid this, our interpretations must be opened up.  Our insistence on them must be shaken.  For Patočka, problematization is what unsettles them.  It opens us up to new ways of looking at things, different ways of letting them appear through our action.  

The mention of action points to the fact that, for Patočka as for Heidegger, appearing is not just a correlate of perception.  It results from our pragmatic disclosures.  Here, care for appearing is a care for these.  For Heidegger, we disclose things as and how they are by attending to being itself (Sein), i.e., to its disclosure of a standard for the real.  Each epoch of being is marked by a standard, one that finds expression in our basic “understanding of being.”  Letting it guide our practice, we let things appear historically as and how they are.  For the late Patočka, by contrast, the emphasis is not on being but on motion.  Motion, for him, is actualization.  Such actualization makes something stand out and, hence, appear.  Take, for example, the pragmatic action of boiling water.  Setting the water on the stove and lighting the gas, I heat the water till I impart the motion of boiling.  Doing so, I actualize water as boiling.  I am, thereby, responsible both for its existing (its standing out) and its appearing (its presence through its motion).  Thus, in grasping it as boiling, I do not just fulfill my pragmatic intention.  I grasp the boiling water in the motion that actualizes it as boiling and, thus, I grasp it as it actually is.
  This, of course, is the point of Patočka’s positioning of motion as actualization.  He overcomes the dichotomy between being and appearing by taking motion as their common ground.  Such overcoming does not mean that there are no limits to my pragmatic disclosures.  I am not the storehouse of the possibilities I actualize.  Rather, the world is.  My disclosure of possibilities is, thereby, a disclosure of the world.  It is a letting things show themselves as and how they are by actualizing their possibilities.  Problematization in this context is a questioning of my motion of disclosure.  Its aim is to unsettle its certainties regarding the “right way” to do things.  It is to open us up to new projects, new ways of letting things appear by our actualizing their possibilities.  

§4. Care of the Soul and Human Rights

For Patočka, “[c]are of the soul is fundamentally care that follows from the proximity of man to manifesting, to the phenomenon as such, to the manifesting of the world in its whole that occurs within man, with man.”
  Such care is a care for the motion that actualizes the soul; it is a care for the three movements of existence described above.  As such, it is care for the manifesting that is the correlate of these movements.  Given their common root the two must be thought together.  When we do think them together, we have the ontological framework for Patočka’s conception of human rights.  

When Patočka asserts that human rights are not a result of our humanity—i.e., something we postulate—but rather prior to and definitive of it, his claim is that in safeguarding such rights we preserve our humanity.  We do so when we care for the movements of existence that actualize us as human.  This point can be put in terms of his definition of essence as “the unitary framework for all the movements that occur in a being.”
  For Patočka, as we cited him, this essence determines which movements can be simultaneously present as well as the order of their succession.  He writes that the goal of such ordering is “the maximum of the qualifications simultaneously determining the same substrate, the maximum of presence” possible for an organism.  As he also expresses this, the goal is “the most stable or durable presence” of what is actualized.
  Seen in these terms, Patočka’s account of the three motions of our existence is, in fact, an account of our essence, i.e., of that order of our development that allows us a stable, fully human presence.  As safeguarding this order, human rights, then, are to be understood in terms of the three motions of our existence.  

Personal rights—for example, the rights to life, privacy and property—correspond to the first movement.  They safeguard our initial growth and development in the “sheltering environment” of home and family.  Similarly, economic rights, including those to gainful employment, safeguard the second movement of the world of work.  To the third movement correspond our political and social rights.  These rights—to association, assembly, petition, publication, and speech—safeguard the development of our humanity actualized by the third movement.  As such, they preserve our ability to call into question the existing interpretations—be they social, economic, moral or political—that define our relations to others.  So regarded, they preserve the motion of problematization, understood as that of “living in the truth.”  This “truth,” as was noted in our Introduction, is that of freedom.  For Patočka, the freedom that is definitive of the openness that makes us human, is not inherently historical.  The idea of it, which is the idea of man, has a fixed character.  In his words, “the Idea of Man is essentially continuously the same, only the historical situation in which it is realized changes, only the main front against which the Idea resists is always different.  The Idea is human freedom; the Idea of Man is the idea of human freedom.”
  It is what resists the different constraints—social, religious, political, etc—that historically oppose it.  In its unchanging character, it is, we can say, the fixed reality in relation to which the soul ultimately defines itself, thereby gaining its “fixed and clear form.” 
  
These assertions do not contradict our essentially historical nature.  The conversion of the openness that defines us into the openness of political freedom had to wait for problematization to become a style of existence.  For Patočka, it was the philosophers, primarily Socrates, who brought this style to Athens.  Their questioning their fellow citizens introduced a new motion of existence, one that spread to the political realm.
  Here, it manifested its own form of care for appearing.  Beyond the care for what our practical activities disclosed, it became a care for what Hannah Arendt called “public space.”  This is the space where individuals see and are seen by others as they engage in political affairs.  Arendt introduces its notion by noting that the ancients believed that political freedom was characterized by the fact that it was “manifested only in certain … activities,” namely those “that could appear and be real only when others saw them, judged them, remembered them.”  For the ancients as well as those who revived their ideas, “the life of a free man needed the presence of others.  Freedom itself needed, therefore, a place where people could come together—the agora, the market-place, or the polis, the political space proper.”
  This need points to the fact that the being of such freedom depends on its appearing.  Its actualization and its appearing are one and the same.  This is because political life is actualized through people openly debating public matters.  For the ancients, as Arendt writes, “[t]o be political, to live in a polis, meant that everything was decided through words and persuasion and not through force.”
  In fact, “Aristotle’s definition of man as a zöon politikon [a political animal] … can be fully understood only if one adds his second famous definition of man as a zöon logon ekhon [‘a living being capable of speech’].”
  Thus, to be political is to engage in “a way of life in which speech and only speech made sense and where the central concern of all citizens was to talk with each other.”
 
For Patočka, the activity of such speech is that of political problematization.  Such problematization, where political opponents call into question their opponents’ plans for the state, replaces deciding things through force.  The “shaking” that such problematization occasions is the political analogue of violent conflict.
  Its ultimate goal, however, is not the destruction of the opponent—his physical elimination.  It is rather the preservation of political life—i.e., of the motion that keeps open the public space of political discourse itself.  Thus, as I earlier cited Patočka, “political life in its original and primordial form is nothing other than active freedom itself.”  It is a life “from freedom for freedom” (HE, p. 142).  It is from the freedom of open discourse.  It is, in its maintaining itself, for such freedom.  What confronts us here is “being as an act of self-actualization.” 
  This is what Aristotle calls, “entelechia, being which has its own being as its goal, which is self-motivating.” 
  The care for this life is the care for the soul that actualizes itself through the third motion of existence.  It is, in the political realm, the care for the manifesting, the public space, that such motion makes possible.  

Patočka’s substitution of entelechia for Heidegger’s Sein, which was discussed above, thus finds its ultimate expression in his account of political life and the rights that make it possible.  For Heidegger, the finitude of Sein’s disclosure grounds our finite understanding.  It makes our Dasein thoroughly historical.  With his concept of entelechia, Patočka is able to accept our historical existence and still affirm the absolute character of our human rights.  This is because our historical being is a function, not of Sein’s finite disclosure, but rather of the problematization of our certainties.  This problematization preserves the openness that defines us even as it moves us forward historically by undermining the certainties that define our age.  For Patočka, the actualization of this openness as political freedom demands a certain framework.  Viewed in terms of problematization—i.e., in terms of the third motion of our existence—it requires the rights to freely assemble, discuss, publish, petition and so on.  These rights are the necessary conditions for the motion—the self-actualization—through which we achieve our full humanity.
  Understood in terms of our essence, they form the framework for the transformation of the original openness that defines us into the public space of political freedom.  Human rights, in other words, are essential for the self-directed motion that expresses our entelechia as historical and as fully human.  As determining the “style” of this motion, they are, Patočka thought, worth dying for.  When we sacrifice ourselves for them, we express our obligation to the ground of the possibilities of our humanity.
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� 	The fact that Husserl never abandoned his original schema of constitution is rarely recognized.  See James Mensch, “Retention and the Schema,” in On Time.  New Contributions to Husserl’s Theory of Time-constitution, eds. Dieter Lohmar and Ichiro Yamaguchi (Dordrecht: Springer Verlag, 2010), pp. 153-168.


� 	LU, IV, 762.


� 	Sense, for Husserl, is defined as a one-in-many.  As such, in direct perception, the theses of the object’s sense and its being are intertwined.  The object of a coherent perceptual experience is, in other words, not just grasped as something real, “a real unity.”  It is also apprehended as a sense.  Thus, as Husserl constantly stresses, all “real unities,” are “unities of sense” (Ideen I, p. 120).  They are such because of the way they are present to consciousness.  In the words of the Cartesian Meditations, “The object of consciousness, in its self-identity throughout the flowing of experience, does not enter into this flowing from outside.  It lies included within it as a sense; it is this [sense] as a result of the intentional performance (Leistung) of the synthesis of consciousness” (Cartesianische Meditationen, ed. S. Strasser [The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1963], p. 80).  Hereafter, this text will be referred to as CM.


� 	Zur Phänomenologie des inneren Zeitbewusstseins, ed. Rudolf Boehm (Den Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966), p. 26.  This text will be cited as Hua X.


�  	We say  “whole sequence” because we never, in fact, experience an individual retention.  In Husserl’s words, the retention  “that we single out by abstraction can exist only in the whole running�off” of the chain of retentions of retentions of the originally experienced tone (Hua X p. 27).  This means that retentions always function collectively in our apprehension of the departing tone.


� 	As John Brough expresses this point:  “Retention just is the direct and immediate consciousness of what is past as it elapses: It ‘really contains consciousness of the past of the tone’ (324) and nothing else.  As pure—or, perhaps better, ‘sheer’— intentionality, the momentary phase is no longer bloated with apprehension- and content-continua” (“Translator’s Introduction,” in On the Phenomenology of the Consciousness of Internal Time [1893-1917], trans. John Brough [Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1991], p. xl).


� 	An Introduction to Husserl’s Phenomenology, trans. Erazim Kohák (Chicago: Open Court, 1996), p. 124.


� 	Ibid. 


� 	Ibid, p. 125. 


� 	See Hua X, §39.


� 	Der phänomenologische Idealismus Husserls, Riga, 1928, p. 309


� 	Ibid., p. 311.


� 	Ideen I, p. 106.


� 	Ibid., p. 109.


� 	Erste Philosophie, 1923/24, Zweiter: Teil: Theorie der phänomenologische Reduktion, ed. R. Boehm (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1959), p. 404.


� 	“Meine ‘Deckung’ mit dem Anderen, in der konstitutiven Urstufe, sozusagen bevor die Welt für mich und den Anderen als gemeine Welt und schließlich als Welt für alle konstituiert ist” (Ms. C 17, p. 84a, end of 1931 in Husserl, Späte Texte über Zeitkonstitution (1929-1934): Die C-Manuskripte, ed. Dieter Lohmar Dordrecht: Springer Verlag, 2006, p. 435).  This text will be referred to as CMs).


� 	“Dem transzendentalen Sein, meinem, als Identischsein in meinem transzendentalen Leben, dieses in der extensionalen Form der immanenten Zeit, geht voran mein Sein in der lebendigen, nicht extensionalen Urzeitigung als urphänomenaler Lebensstrom” (Ms. B II 6, summer 1930, in Zur Phänomenologishen Reducktion, Texte aus dem Nachlass (1926-1935), ed. Sebastian Luft [Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2002], pp. 174-5).


� 	CM, p. 118.


� 	Ibid.  


� 	The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, trans. Albert Hofstadter (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988), p. 276.


� 	The shift from Husserl to Heidegger, as Ivan Blecha points out, thus involves a responsibility for this historical being.  Blecha, in fact, traces Patočka’s political engagement to this.  He writes: “Es handelt sich schon nicht mehr um das Ethos der exakten Forschung, sondern um das Ethos der Mitverantwortung für die historische Gestalt der Welt … Patočkas persönliche zivile Engagiertheit ist dann der faktische Inhalt dieser ethischen Maxime …” (Ivan Blecha,“Intentionalität in der asubjektiven Phänomenologie” in Intentionalität - Werte - Kunst, Husserl - Ingarden - Patočka , Beiträge zur gleichnamigen Prager Konferenz vom Mai 1992, ed. J. Bloss, W. Strózewski and J. Zumr [Prague: Filosofia, 1995], pp. 82-83).


� 	“Der universelle Zweifelsversuch gehört in das Reich unserer vollkommenen Freiheit: Alles und jedes, wir mögen noch so fest davon überzeugt, ja seiner in adäquater Evidenz versichert sein, können wir zu bezweifeln versuchen” (Ideen I, p. 62).”  


� 	Ibid., p. 64.


� 	“Die Gefahren der Technizierung in der Wissenschaft bei Edmund Husserl und das Wesen der Technik als Gefahr bei Martin Heidegger,” in Die Bewegung der menschlichen Existenz, Phänomenologishe Schriften II, ed. Klaus Nellen, Jiří Němec mic, and Ilja Srubar, Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 1991, p. 347. This is a rewritten version of the lecture Patočka gave in Varna.  The typescript was composed in German in 1973. 


� 	“Auch ist er [Husserl] weit davon entfernt zu ahnen, daß der Schritt der έποχή keine Negation ist, sondern viel negativer als jede Negation—er enthält das Negative, das Nicht, in der Nichtbenutzung, in der Aus-Schaltung” (ibid., p. 346). 


� 	NP, p. 203.


� 	“Die Gefahren der Technizierung,” p. 347.


�	Given this critique, it is not the case, as Garido asserts, that “Patocka will consciously define the epoché  as an ‘act’ performed by the ‘ego’” (Juan Manuel Garrido, “‘Appearing as Such’ in Patocka’s A-Subjective Phenomenology,” PhilosophyToday 2007, 51:2, p. 124).  The reference he makes to Patočka’s assertion, “the epoché is an act, an act carried out by the I” is misleading in that Patočka is referring not to his own position, but rather to Husserl’s. The full quote is: “Die epoché [bei Husserl] ist ein Akt, ein vom Ich Vollzogenes, während das von Heidegger geschilderte Zurücktreten, Zurückweichen vor dem Seienden im Ganzen ein pathos, eine Passivität ist.” (Von Erscheinung als solchem, p. 183).  Patočka follows Heidegger’s rather than Husserl’s interpretation.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid., p. 346.


� 	In Patočka’s words:  “Es ist also eine gesunde methodische Maxime, will man das Erscheinen als solches entdecken, in seinem Eigenwesen sichern und erforschen, alle Thesen über das Erscheinende in seinem Eigensein auszuschalten, keinen Gebrauch von ihnen zu machen, sie außer Kraft zu setzen” (“Der Subjektivismus der Husserlschen und die Möglichkeit einer ‘asubjektiven’ Phänomenologie” in Die Bewegung der menschlichen Existenz, pp. 278-79).


� 	NP, p. 196.


� 	“Die Gefahren der Technizierung,” p. 349.


� 	“Leib, Möglichkeiten, Welt, Erscheinungsfeld” in Vom Erscheinen als solchem, Texte aus dem Nachlaß, p. 89.  This text dates from the beginning of the 1970’s  


� 	Ibid.


� 	As Patočka writes:  “Es versteht sich, daß mir nur deshalb, weil ich etwas kann, die Dinge im Zusammenhang dieses ‘Könnens’ als das auftreten, was sein Spiel, seine Realisierung möglich oder unmöglich macht; aber genauso zeigt sich das könnende Ich in seinem ‘Können’ bloß dadurch, daß die Dinge Realisierungsappelle an sich haben. Die sachlichen Gegebenheiten und die Realisierungsappelle sind gleichursprünglich” (ibid., p. 90).  


� 	Ibid.


� 	William James, who originated the notion of pragmatic disclosure, puts this as follows: “My thinking is first and last and always for the sake of my doing, and I can only do one thing at a time.” (Psychology, Briefer Course [New York: World Publishing Company, 1948], p. 355).  What I actually do determines my thinking about what a particular object is.  It determines what I take its essence to be (seenp. 356).  In James’ words,  “The essence of a thing is that one of its properties which is so important for my interests that in comparison with it I may neglect the rest” (p. 357). The essence, according to James, is the thing’s instrumental character; it is its function as a means for the accomplishment of our projects.  The same holds for all the particular properties of the object.  They only appear as correlates of the projects that reveal them.  Thus, depending on my project, the same paper can be disclosed as  “a combustible, a writing surface, a thin thing, a hydrocarbonaceous thing, a thing eight inches one way and ten another, a thing just one furlong east of a certain stone in my neighbor’s field, an American thing, etc., etc.” (p. 355). Per se,  “every reality has an infinity of aspects or properties” (p. 354).  It is simply undifferentiated before my purposes inform it.  Once they do, however, the properties which are of interest to me, i.e., which can serve as the means or instruments for my purpose, immediately stand out.  This  “teleological” determination of its disclosed properties by my  “interests,” James claims, is ever present (ibid., p. 357).


� 	For a list of the philosophical expressions of such standards, see Martin Heidegger’s  “The Onto-theo-logical Constitution of Metaphysics,” in Identity and Difference, trans. Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper and Row, 1969), p. 66.   Heidegger’s  “Von Wesen der Wahrheit,” in Wegmarken (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann) 1967, pp. 79-80 describes the notion of a Bezugsbereich. 


� 	“das Sein selbst im Wesen endlich ist” (“Was ist Metaphysik?” in Wegmarken [Frankfurt am Main: Vittoria Klostermann, 1967], p. 17).


� 	“Die Gefahren der Technizierung,” p. 350.  


� 	See ibid.


� 	Ibid., p. 352.


� 	Ibid., p. 353.


� 	“Der Subjektivismus der Husserlschen und die Möglichkeit einer  “asubjektiven” Phänomenologie” in Die Bewegung der menschlichen Existenz, ed. cit., p. 274.


� 	Ibid., p. 276.


� 	Ibid., p. 300.


� 	Ibid., p. 276.  


� 	Ibid., p. 277.


� 	Ibid., p. 278.


� 	Ibid., p. 281.


� 	Ibid.  Cf. William James.  According to James, “we must remember that no dualism of being represented and representing resides in the experience per se.  In its pure state, or when isolated, there is no self-splitting of it into consciousness and what consciousness is ‘of.’”  The distinction only arises through its connection with other experiences, i.e.,  “when the experience is ‘taken,’ i.e., talked of, twice, considered along with its two differing contexts respectively, by a new retrospective experience” (“Does Consciousness Exist?” in The Writings of William James, ed. J. McDermott [New York: Random House, 1968], p. 177).  As he also expresses this, “the primary reality is of a neutral nature ... I give it therefore the name pure experiences … In a certain context of associates, one experience would be classed as physical phenomenon, while in another setting it would figure as a fact of consciousness” (ibid., p. 191).


� 	“Wenn wir aber bedenken, daß jene angeblichen „inneren Selbstgegebenheiten” nichts anderes sind als eine Verdopplung der ursprünglich als nichtichlich sich auf der Gegenseite zum leeren Ich abzeichnenden Gegebenheitscharaktere, dann präsentieren sich die Dinge anders. Dann können die Wahrnehmungen, Denkakte, usw. mit ihren Bestandteilen, wie hyletische Daten, Vergegenwärtigungen derselben usw., keine ursprünglichen Gegebenheiten sein. Selbstgegeben und ursprünglich gegeben sind da Dinge in Perspektiven und Erscheinungscharakteren, in Nähe und Ferne, im Optimum der Fülle oder schwindender Fülle bis zum Verdecktsein und Verschwinden im Leerhorizont, der gar nicht so leer ist” (“Epoché und Reduktion,” ed. cit, p. 121).


� 	“Der Subjektivismus der Husserlschen und die Möglichkeit einer  “asubjektiven” Phänomenologie,” p. 279.


� 	Ibid., p. 280.


� 	Ibid.


� 	“Epoché und Reduktion,” ed. cit, p. 122.


� 	Ibid.  A similar critique occurs in the article, “Der Subjektivismus der Husserlschen und die Möglichkeit einer  “asubjektiven” Phänomenologie,” where Patočka writes:  “Die »gemeinsame subjektive Grundlage« ist kein phänomenologisches Datum, sondern eine aus der naturalistisch-psychologistischen Tradition stammende Voraussetzung: Datenbearbeitung auf Grund von Assoziation, Apperzeption und Urteil gehört ja zum altehrwürdigen Erbgut der Erklärungsweise verschiedener psychologischen Schulen des 19. Jahrhunderts” (ed. cit., p. 304).


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid., p. 123.


� 	Ibid., p. 126.


� 	This, according to Bruce Bégout, is the fundamental impasse of Patočka’s asubjective phenomenology.  He writes: “C’est en ce sens-là que la  ‘phénoménologie asubjective’ est d’une certaine manière une phénoménologie décapitée. Coupant la tête du sujet percevant et philosophant, qu’elle associe toujours sans nuance à l’épouvantail cartésien ou husserlien, elle ne prend jamais en considération les moyens philosophiques de son propre discours, ni de ses propres conditions d’effectuation, mais nous projette d’emblée dans l’origine sans nous expliquer comme elle fait, et sans pouvoir, chose plus grave, justifier à quel type de connaissance (perceptive, logique, conceptuelle) ses affirmations se réfèrent” (“La phénoménologie décapitée?” p. 404).





Chapter 2: The Idea of Asubjective Phenomenology 


� 	The fallacy here is that of the petio principii.  In Patočka’s words:  “Es ist ja von vornherein klar, daß die Gesetzmäßigkeit des Erscheinens in seinem Erscheinen keineswegs die des Erscheinenden in seinen Eigenstrukturen, besonders in seinen Kausalbeziehungen sein kann. Ich kann nicht auf das Erscheinende rekurrieren, um die Erscheinung in ihrem Erscheinen zu klären, denn das Verständnis des Erscheinens ist bei jeder These über das erscheinende Seiende schon vorausgesetzt” (“Der Subjektivismus der Husserlschen und die Möglichkeit einer ‘asubjektiven’ Phänomenologie,” p. 278). 


� 	See ibid., pp. 287-296.


� 	Plato and Europe, pp. 146-7. 


� 	Ibid., p. 164.  As Patočka elsewhere writes:  “Vielleicht ist die Hauptquelle des Mißverständnisses des Erscheinungsproblems als solchem gerade dies, daß man Erscheinungsstruktur mit der Struktur eines Erscheinenden verwechselte oder vermengte. ‘Es gibt eine Erscheinungsstruktur’ bedeutet nicht ‘es gibt ein Seiendes, ein Dies-da, das man Erscheinung nennen kann.’ Erscheinen als solches ist kein Seiendes und es kann nicht wie auf Seiendes darauf hingewiesen werden. Weil er diese Unterscheidung (zwar irgendwie im Sinne hat, aber) nicht ausdrücklich vollzieht, sucht Husserl nach einem absolut gegebenen Seienden, statt nach der Gegebenheit des Seienden, meinetwegen einer absoluten, zu fahnden” (“Epoché und Reduktion in den ‘Fünf Vorlesungen,’” p. 119).  The reference to an  “absolut gegebenen Seienden” is to transcendental subjectivity in the immanent givenness of its experiences (Erlebnisse). 


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.  


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	See Martin Heidegger, Sein und Zeit (Tübingen: Max Niemeyer, 1967), p. 22.


� 	“L’homme est requis dans l’apparition : il est le destinataire de l’apparition” (“Corps, possibilités, monde, champ d’apparation,” p. 122).


� 	“il ne peut y avoir un moi que pour autant que quelque chose lui apparaît, pour autant qu’il se rapporte à lui-même à travers l’ apparition d’un autre” (Ibid., p. 127).


� 	See ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	“Und da dies Erscheinen von der Präsenz der Dinge und der Welt im Original nicht abzutrennen ist, ziehen wir es vor, das Erscheinen als eine Dinge und Subjekt umspannende und umfassende Struktur aufzufassen.  Die einzige Dinge und Subjekte umfassende Struktur ist aber die Welt selbst, und deshalb möchten wir sie als Weltstruktur aufgefaßt wissen” (“Epoché und Reduktion,” p. 123).  Garrido attempts to radicalize this structure by eliminating its reference to the ego.  He writes, “Only from the ‘point of view’ of the ego is there actually a background for appearing. The world … is then being considered as a ‘surrounding’ world. To describe appearing as world misses the ‘as such,’ and runs the risk of becoming another form of phenomenological subjectivism” (“‘Appearing as Such’ in Patocka’s A-Subjective Phenomenology,” p. 127).  This means that “[d]isconnected, released from subjectivity, the world loses, indeed, its ‘surrounding’ and ‘horizontal’ characters. The world itself becomes considered as such … regardless of any particular ‘point of reference’ (the ego) … There is no longer back- or foreground” (ibid.).  We cannot agree with this radicalization, since, taken literally, an absence of the background-foreground structure would be the elimination of consciousness.  As Merleau-Ponty points out, consciousness essentially has this structure.  To be conscious is to grasp the object from a definite point of view, in relation to which there is, by definition, a foreground and a background.  See the Phenomenology of Perception, trans. Colin Smith [London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1962], p. 71).


� 	“Epoché und Reduktion,” p. 126.


� 	Ibid., p. 125.  Patočka here is quoting from Kant’s Kritik der reinen Vernunft, A 92, B 124. 


� 	Ibid., p. 125, n. 174.  


� 	Ibid., p. 125.  Phenomenology’s task, Patočka writes, is to investigate this determining lawfulness:  “die Phänomenologie untersucht schauend die Grundstrukturen, aufgrund deren überhaupt Welt erscheinen kann und aufgrund deren etwas wie natürliche, d.h. nicht schauende, sondern hypothetisch erwägende, formal-leere und erst Voraussicht aufgrund der Erfahrung verbürgende Erkenntnis möglich ist. Das von der Phänomenologie Geleistete wäre zugleich eine neue Wissenschaft vom anschauungszugänglichen Apriori, ein Beitrag zur Metaphysik als Wissenschaft vom Aufbau der Weltstrukturen und eine Grundlage für die objektiven Wissenschaften” (ibid., p. 126).  Given this, we cannot agree with Guy Deniau when he asserts “La formalité du discours de la phénoménologie asubjective est celle de la sécheresse d'un discours qui porte sur le rien du tout de ce qui paraît, c'est-à-dire justement sur l'apparaître comme tel, irréductible à ce qui paraît ‘objectivement’ ou ‘subjectivement’” (“La ‘formalité’ de la phénoménologie asubjective et la ‘mission’ de l’homme” in Jan Patočka – Phénoménologie asubjective et existence, ed. Renaud Barabars, Les Cahiers de Chiasmi International [Paris: Association Culturelle Mimesis] no. 2, p. 79.  Deniau’s claim is: “La formalité de l'apparaître comme tel fait donc de la phénoménologie asubjective un discours vide de tout contenu, dès lors purement formel.” (p. 76).  This is because its subject is simply the “gap” (écart), the nothing (rien) that, in separating subjects and objects, allows the latter to appear to the former.  In his words, “En cet écart irréductible, non relevable en une synthèse, la phénoménologie asubjective trouve son ‘objet,’ et sa tâche.” (p. 78).  Given the emptiness of this “object,” one may ask whether asubjective phenomenology under Deniau’s interpretation remains phenomenology—i.e., the study of appearing.  


� 	“La phénoménologie décapitée?” in Perspectives et difficultés de la phénoménologie asubjective de Jan Patočka, Chiasmi International, no. 4, 2002, p. 391.


�  	See  “Epoché und Reduktion,” pp. 121-2. 


� 	This is the Husserl who adopted Kant’s project as his own—i.e., who writes that his phenomenology is  “an attempt to realize the deepest sense of Kantian philosophy” (Erste Philosophie I, ed. R. Boehm, Martinus Nijhoff, the Hague, 1956, p. 286; see also ibid., pp. 235, 240).  This involves Kant’s proposing  “a transcendental, scientific theory of the essential possibility of the constitution of a true objectivity in transcendental subjectivity” (ibid., p. 227, see also Ms. F I 32,  “Natur und Geist,” 1927, p. 114a).


� 	“Epoché und Reduktion,” p. 121.  Patočka also calls it the empty subject as in the assertion:  “Das Subjekt, dem das All sich zeigt, ist leer, während das erfüllte Subjekt weder Vorzug noch Vorrang vor anderen Weltrealitäten aufweist” (ibid., p. 123). 


�	Ibid., p. 120.


� 	Ibid. p. 126.


�	LU, II, 126. 


� 	LU, II, 144.


� 	LU, IV, p. 727.


� 	“Zusammenfassung,” in De Ontwikkelingsgang in Het Denken van Husserl (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1966), p. 589.  In other words,  “How can one combine the postulation of eternal norms [accessible to a subject] with a naturalistic interpretation of consciousness?” (ibid., p. 582).


� 	Husserl’s mature view is that the conception of a universal causality is an idealization assumed by the natural sciences. Thus, in the Krisis, Husserl draws a sharp distinction between the causality of a body (Körper) and that of an ego as it interacts with other egos or  “holds sway” over its own body (see Die Krisis der europaeischen Wissenschaften und die transzendentale Phänomenologie, ed. W. Biemel, 2nd ed. [Den Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1962], pp. 221-222).  The conflation of the two arises when we forget that  “mathematical-physical nature  … the nature of the exact natural sciences is not the nature that we actually experience, which is that of the life-world.”  The former is, rather,  “eine aus Idealisierung entsprungene, der wirklich angeschauten Natur hypothetisch substituierte Idee” (ibid., p.  224).  As such, it cannot be phenomenologically justified.  In particular, we cannot phenomenologically assert that the experiences of the actual, empirical subject are causally determined and, hence, offer only worldly (causal) processes for reflection. To assert this is, according to Husserl, to commit a simple, yet far reaching category mistake.  Basing itself on observed relations between experiences, the natural science Husserl is criticizing attempts to make its empirically derived concepts explanatory of experience per se.  Thus, natural causality, taken as an empirical concept, has its basis in appearing relations of dependency.  Granting this, we cannot make it explanatory of that which it presupposes, i.e., appearance per se.  Another way of expressing this category mistake is to note with Husserl that  “an experience does not appear perspectivally” the way a thing does (Ideen I, p. 88).  It cannot since a thing’s appearing involves an ordering (Zusammenhang) of experiences and not just an individual experience.  By itself, then, the experience does not have the appearing which would allow us to posit it as a spatial-temporal thing.  Since causal relations apply to spatial-temporal things, we cannot say that the experience as such is subject to causality.  


	It should be noted that this argument, while holding for individual experiences, does not necessarily apply to their syntheses by a real, causally determined subject.  To free the synthesizing (or constituting) subject from causal determination, one must, Husserl concluded, adopt the position of transcendental idealism with its positing of a non-worldly, transcendental subject.  As Husserl writes: “When one performs the transcendental-phenomenological reduction, ... psychological subjectivity loses precisely that which gives it its validity as a reality in the naively experiential, pregiven world; it loses its sense of being a soul in a body in a pregiven spatial-temporal nature” (“Nachwort,” in Ideen zu einer reinen Phänomenologie und phänomenologischen Philosophie, Drittes Buch, ed. Walter Biemel [The Hague, Martinus Nijhoff, 1971] p. 145).  This text will be cited as Ideen III.  As the Cartesian Meditations expresses this, the ego that remains after the reduction, “is not a piece of the world” (CM, p. 64). 


� 	“l’‘imagination’ de Kant avec ses synthèses n’est pas une puissance subjective, mais une structure fondamentale du plan de l’apparition : les ‘synthèses’ sont les lois du déroulement de l’apparaître tout ensemble du sujet (afin qu’il puisse devenir unitaire, viser l’unité) et des objets” (“Corps, possibilités, monde, champ d’apparation,” p. 127).   


� 	“Connexion phénoménale — une tout autre connexion universelle que la connexion réale-causale. Connexion réale — au fond, connexion de l’ action opérante. Connexion phénoménale — connexion de l’ apparaître. L’une et l’autre pouvant s’entrelacer et s’interpénétrer, mais jamais devenir identiques” (ibid., p. 123).


� 	Ibid.


� 	Thus, Husserl asserts that possibility (Möglichkeit) and essentiality (Wesenhaftigkeit) for the species are the same (LU, II, 242).  He also equates the being (Sein) of universals (Allgemeinheiten) with the being of ideal possibilities (LU, II, 135).


� 	LU, I, 242.


� 	LU, I, 135.


� 	LU, IV, 633.


� 	“Selections from the Grundgesetze, Vol. 1,” Trans. from the Phil.  Writings of G. Frege, ed. and trans. P. Geach and Max Black (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1970), p. 145. It is typical of Husserl’s rather troubled relations with Frege that he makes only a general reference to this argument.  See LU, II, 172.


� 	LU, IV, 638-39. 


� 	The same assertion is made on the level of the predicability of a term.  Universal predicability is a function of a term’s specific unity.  See LU, III, 152.


� 	The relation between possibility and unifiability is expressed by Husserl as follows: “In the limiting case of a single content, the validity of a single species may be defined as its unifiability ‘with itself.’ . . . The difference between speaking of unifiability and possibility lies simply in the fact that while the latter designates the straightforward validity of a species, the former (prior to the widening of the concept to the limiting case) designates the relation of the component species in a species that counts as one” (LU, III, 111-112).


� 	The two fundamental notions here are those of foundation and whole.  Non-independent  “moments” or contents of objects are called by Husserl  “founded contents” (fundierte Inhalte).  A content is founded or dependent on another if it needs the other in order to be.  More precisely, as Husserl says,  “A content of type A is founded in the content of type B, if A, by its essence (i.e., lawfully, on the basis of its specific character) cannot exist without B also existing” (LU, III, 281).  This determines the notion of a whole which, according to Husserl, is  “a sum of contents covered by a unitary foundation without the help of any further contents” (ibid.).


� 	Thus, according to Husserl,  “There is certainly good sense in speaking of the unifiability of contents whose factual union has always remained and always will remain excluded.” (LU, IV, 635).  In fact, as he earlier writes: “If there are no intelligent creatures, if the natural excludes them, if they are thus impossible in a real sense—or if there are no creatures capable of knowing certain classes of truths—then these ideal possibilities remain without fulfilling actuality.  The apprehension, knowledge, bringing to consciousness of truth (or certain classes of truth) is nowhere ever realized.  But such truth remains in itself what it is; it keeps its ideal being.  It is not ‘somewhere in the void,’ but is a unity of validity in the timeless realm of the ideas” (LU, II, 133-36).


� 	“Corps, possibilités, monde, champ d’apparation,” p. 122.  


� 	“Les possibilités originaires (le monde) ne sont rien d’autre que le champ dans lequel le vivant existe et qui en est co-originaire ; le déterminer comme champ d’apparition, c’est une définition qui n’est peut-être pas exhaustive, mais n’est pas non plus erronée (ibid., p 124). 


� 	Ibid., p. 123


� 	“La théorie du plan de l’apparition échappe à la difficulté propre à tout idéalisme en tant que celui-ci conçoit l’apparition comme entièrement autonome en elle-même, car l’apparition, pour être, doit être causée ; le plan de l’apparition, en tant qu’irréel dans son moment fondamental, simple monde du possible, ne peut être appréhendé comme le règne d’une idéalité, quelle qu’elle soit, d’un être subjectif, etc. — L’apparition comme telle est un simple champ de légalités spécifiques, mais en aucune façon une réalité autonome, réalité qu’elle ne peut ni produire ni expliquer” (ibid., p. 126). 


� 	“Epoché und Reduktion,” p. 132.  The distinction here is between Leib and Körper. 


� 	Ibid.


� 	Husserl makes this distinction with regard to the logical laws.  For such laws to be applicable to us, we have to be able to keep propositional meanings stable.  Children, before the  “age of reason,” cannot do this.  If we fail to distinguish the validity from the applicability of this law, we would have to call the law of noncontradiction invalid whenever, through age, illness or infirmity, we could not fulfill the condition of holding meanings stable.  See LU, II, 107-108.


� 	As such, of course, they are not open to introspection.  See above, p. 45. 


� 	NP, p. 203.


� 	“Die Gefahren der Technizierung,” p. 347.





Chapter 3: Patočka’s Heidegger


� 	Sein und Zeit, p. 212.


� 	Ibid., p. 13. 


� 	As Heidegger writes to Husserl, “What kind of being [Seinsart] is the being in which the ‘world’ constitutes itself?  This is the central problem of Being and Time, i.e., a fundamental ontology of Dasein.  At issue is showing that human Dasein’s kind of being is totally distinct from all other beings and that it is precisely this [kind] that contains in itself the possibility of transcendental constitution” (Phänomenologische Psychologie, ed. W. Biemel (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1962), p. 601).  The entire letter appears in the textual critical notes to  Phänomenologische Psychologie, pp. 600-602.  


� 	Sein und Zeit, p. 57.


� 	Sein und Zeit, p. 12.


�	History of the Concept of Time, trans. Theodore Kisiel (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985), p. 261. 


�	In Heidegger’s words, “There exists no comportment to beings that would not understand being” (The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, p. 327).  


� 	“Die Frage ist: wie ist Erscheinen des Seienden möglich, wodurch bedingt? Erscheinen des Seienden selbst, da das Seiende selbst dabei erscheint, durch vorgängiges Verständnis des Seins bedingt. Dies Verstehen aber nur möglich, wenn ein Seiendes ständig, indem es ist, auch in seinem Sein offenbar ist: ein Seiendes, zu dessen Sein ständig eigenes Seinsverständnis, d.h. Bestimmung seiner als Seiendem, gehört” (Erscheinen als solchem, p. 194).
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� 	Being and Nothingness, p. 112.  


� 	Sein und Zeit, p. 192. 


� 	Ibid., p. 325. 
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� 	Sein und Zeit, p. 20.


� 	Ibid., p. 326. 


� 	Ibid.


� 	Heidegger expresses this in terms of the “resoluteness” that characterizes us when we genuinely confront the possibilities inherent in our situation.  He writes: “Coming back to itself futurally, [that is closing the gap between the future and the present], resoluteness brings itself into the situation [of Dasein’s having been] by making present.  Having been [Gewesenheit] arises from the future in such a way that the future that has been (or rather the future that is in the process of having been) releases the present from itself” (Sein und Zeit, p. 326.).  This is a rather complicated way of saying that the present is released from the future as we realize the latter—i.e., accomplish our goals.  Doing so, we bring ourselves into our situation since the past that we are has been augmented.


� 	Sein und Zeit, p. 326. 


� 	Ibid., p. 327.
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� 	Ibid., p. 350.  
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� 	See ibid., §23. 
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� 	Sein und Zeit, p. 285.  Sartre makes the same point in his discussion of bad faith.  Bad faith is possible only because “human reality” or Dasein “must be what it is not and not [be] what it is” (BN, p. 112).  Given that its being is essentially projective, Dasein is, in its future possibilities, what it presently is not.  As such possibilities, it is not what it presently is.  To accept this, we must assert with Heidegger: “projection is the way in which I am the possibility; it is the way in which I exist freely” (The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, p. 277).


� 	“Die Gefahren der Technizierung,” in Die Bewegung der menschlichen Existenz, p. 346. 


� 	Ibid. p. 347.


� 	Sein und Zeit., p. 250.  


� 	As Levinas puts this, “Si l’existence est un comportement à l’égard de la possibilité de l’existence, et si elle est totale dans son existence à l’égard de la possibilité, elle ne peut être que pour-la-mort.... (si l’être-pour-la-mort est supprimé, du même coup est supprimé le au-devant-de-soi, et le Dasein n’est plus une totalité)” (Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, ed. Jacques Rolland [Paris: Bernard Grasset, 1993], p. 64).
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� 	“Einführung,” Vom Erscheinen als solchem, p. 27.


� 	“Dagegen ist die Heideggersche Phänomenologie-Auffassung eine radikale Umkehr gegenüber dem Husserlschen Subjektivismus darin, daß Phänomene im phänomenologischen Sinne bei ihm keine Konstitutionsbasis abgeben können” (“Phänomenologie als Lehre vom Erscheinen als sochem,” Vom Erscheinen als solchem, p. 162).  


� 	“Leib, Möglicheiten, Welt, Erscheinungsfeld,” in Vom Erscheinen als solchem, p. 89. 


� 	In Husserl’s words, “The object of consciousness, in its self-identity throughout the flowing of experience, does not enter into this flowing from outside.  It lies included within it as a sense;  it is this as a result of the intentional performance of the synthesis of consciousness” (CM, p. 80).
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� 	“Der Subjektivismus der Husserlschen und die Möglichkeit einer ‘asubjektiven’ Phänomenologie” in Die Bewegung der menschlichen Existenz, p. 308. 
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� 	See Heidegger, “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit,” in Wegmarken (Frankfurt am Main: Vittoria Klostermann, 1967), pp. 91-2.  
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Chapter 4: Patočka’s Aristotle: The Concept of Ontological Motion
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� 	Aristote, ses devanciers, ses successeurs, p. 251.  


� 	Ibid., p. 253.
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� 	“la détermination du substrat est mouvement et le mouvement réside précisément, comme nous venons de le voir, dans la manifestation. Le mouvement est ainsi ce qui fonde l’identité de l’être et de l’apparaître. L’être est être manifeste” (ibid.). 


� 	Entelechia comes from en, signifying at, and telos, signifying end.  It is actualization as achieved—being-at-the-end.  Energeia comes from en (at) and ergon, signifying work.  It is being-at-work, for example, the being-at-work of the workman and the other causal factors in the building of a house. In natural products, it is the being-at-work of these factors within the entity.  Here, as Patočka writes, “la présence de la φύσις est la même chose que l’ένέργεια, l’être à l’oeuvre; le mouvement aussi est ένέργεια, bien que nοn encore achevée” (Aristote, ses devanciers, ses successeurs, p. 173).  Thus, movement is entelechia with the actualization of the potential inherent in the causal factors.  It is energeia with the being-at-work of such actualized factors.  Such factors are “at work” as long as the movement is not yet complete, i.e., still going on.  
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� 	De Anima, 429a17, my translation.


� 	Ibid., 429a 24, my translation.


� 	As Ludger Hagedorn points out, when we shift from the Aristotelian to the modern conception of motion, we lose the sense of the unity of the different types of movement (“‘Bewegung’ als Leitmotiv von Patočkas Ideengeschicte” in Andere Wege in die Moderne, Forschungsbeiträge zu Patočkas Genealogie der Neuzeit, ed. Ludger Hagedorn and Hans Rainer Sepp [Würzburg: Königshaus und Neumann, 2006], p. 21).  He writes that when movement is no longer taken as actualization, when it no longer has its Aristotelian ontological sense, both biological and human movements lose something essential: “Die Bewegung spiegelt deshalb in herausragender Weise wider, was die Ablösung des aristotelischen Naturverständnisses durch das mechanische der Neuzeit bedeutet: Wenn die Bewegung nicht mehr ontologisch verstanden wird, wenn sich in ihr nichts vollzieht oder realisiert, wenn sie nicht mehr ‘jeder einzelnen Wirklichkeit für eine bestimmte Zeit lang einen bestimmten Ort gibt,’ dann verlieren die organischen Bewegungen und insbesondere die menschlich- existentiellen Bewegungen ihren Sinn.  Sie werden ihrer Grundlage, ihrer Ziel- und Zweckgerichtetheit beraubt und zu gänzlich bedeutungslosen Vorgängen in Raum und Zeit, die sich als geometrische Punktverschiebung beschreiben lässt” (p. 22).  In fact, as Hagedorn notes, the Aristotelian impulse to unify both living and mechanical motion is also at work in the phenomenological return to the lifeworld: “In dieser Forderung nach einer einheitlichen Betrachtung der Bewegung, nach der Verknüpfung von lebendiger und mechanischer Bewegung findet sich in modifizierter Form das Grundmotiv des phänomenologischen Rückgangs auf die Lebenswelt wieder, der Versuch, die Welt der Wissenschaft in Einklang zu bringen mit der Welt unserer alltäglichen Erfahrung” (p. 21).
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� 	Ibid., 212a 20, Hope trans., p. 66.


�	Only if we ignore the issue of motion can we define “place” as the interface between the body and what immediately surrounds it.  Once we do consider motion, then as Aristotle notes, this definition has to be modified.  We have to say that “place is a receptacle which cannot be transported” (Physics, 212a15, Hope trans., p. 65).  Thus, the place of a motionless boat is given by the surrounding water, but once we consider the boat as moving down the river, “it is the whole river which, being motionless as a whole, functions as a place” (ibid., 212a19, Hope trans., p. 66).  As the example of the boat suggests, the place of a body need not be continuous with the body itself.  
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� 	Physics, 218b 28, Hope trans., p. 79.


� 	Ibid., 218b 24, Hope trans., p. 79


� 	Physics, 219b 20-23, Hope trans., p. 81.
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� 	Space and time, then, are manifested by entities only insofar as they are capable of motion, i.e., possess a potentiality which is not completely actualized.  The complete actualization of a potentiality exhausts the capability for motion and, hence, for being determined by space or time.  This implies that the grasp of what is completely actual, what Aristotle calls the “forms” and formal relations (“ratios”) of things, involves neither space nor time.  Thus, the relation between the side and the diagonal of a square is not in one place rather than another, nor is it at one time rather than another.  For Aristotle, this relation is still capable of manifesting itself since it involves the at-workness of formal relations and our mind’s receptivity to this.
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� 	“Le mouvement est le fondement de toute manifestation. Or la manifestation pour Aristote n’est pas manifestation de quelque chose dont l’essence demeurerait en retrait. Au contraire, l’être tout entier entre dans le phénomène, car «être» ne signifie rien d’autre que déterminer un substrat; la détermination du substrat est mouvement et le mouvement réside précisément, comme nous venons de le voir, dans la manifestation. Le mouvement est ainsi ce qui fonde l’identité de l’être et de l’apparaître. L’être est être manifeste” (ibid.).
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