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      Introduction

      
         
         The Question Concerning Language

         
      

      
      
         “. . . because the reflection on language and being determined my path of thinking
            from early on, therefore, their discussion stayed as far as possible in the background.”[1] 
         

      

      This book is inspired in Heidegger’s description of his path of thinking in terms
         of the question concerning language. Dating from 1953–1954, Heidegger’s autobiographical
         remark assigns to the language-question a key role, linked and on a par with his signature
         Seinsfrage (being-question), and places it at the start of his philosophical trajectory. With
         the ongoing publication of Heidegger’s works from earlier periods, it has become increasingly
         evident that the language-question was indeed a central and lifelong pursuit in his
         philosophical trajectory.[2] I aim to show specifically how Heidegger’s question concerning language unfolds over
         the course of six decades (from 1912 to 1972) by revealing its stages and patterns
         and by identifying its later problems. Accordingly, the first part of this book traces
         out the development of Heidegger’s reflections on language; the second analyzes the
         main constants and changes in his views of language; and the third concludes with
         my critical remarks on the later Heidegger’s concept of language.
      

      
      I set forth multiple arguments about sundry aspects of Heidegger’s path to language
         in this book. By way of introduction, I discuss here the broader theoretical and methodological
         framework of my approach to his language-question and offer a preliminary view of
         my main arguments in each chapter. I begin with a preparatory definition of Heidegger’s
         question concerning language. As his retrospective account makes manifest, it is a
         reflection on language that is closely connected to the reflection on being. However,
         it is important to recall that Heidegger’s being-question in its earlier formulations
         concerns the “sense” (Sinn) or “meaning” (Bedeutung) of being in its difference from beings. Thus, these earlier inquiries into being
         explicitly involve language in the role that it plays in conveying the understanding
         of what it means to be. The limits of language, its ordinary vagueness and ambiguity,
         and the challenges of formulating philosophical reflections are some of the issues
         that Heidegger addresses as he begins to pursue the being-question. At its core, however,
         his language-question at this stage focuses on the conditions of possibility of language.
         My point is that the question “What makes language possible?” drives his first approaches
         to language. Because Heidegger begins his path by viewing language from the perspective
         of the problem of meaning, his core question is more specifically “What makes the
         linguistic form of meaning-content possible?” The basic idea of “language” in terms
         of words and sentences that somehow can contain and express meaning thus lies at the
         heart of his first inquiries into being.
      

      
      Heidegger’s question concerning language eventually takes on a different form as his
         path of thinking unfolds toward the truth of being in the “appropriating-event” (Er-eignis). Initially, one could say that it asks, “What does language make possible?” However,
         I wish to emphasize that this particular query is not tantamount to a simple conversion
         of the first formulation (henceforth labeled “linguistic”). In its second formulation
         (hereafter called “essential”), the object of inquiry is the “being” (Sein), “nature” or “essence” (Wesen) of language. In this light, it is worth noting that the later Heidegger often uses
         the word “Sprache” (language) to designate the essence of language in his effort to transform ways
         of thinking about language as such. At the same time, he constantly reminds us that
         the essence of language is not itself something linguistic. Thus, I propose that the
         essential question should be rendered as asking, “What does the essence of language
         make possible?”
      

      
      I would like to stress that the term “essential question” is attuned to Heidegger’s
         critique of the metaphysical interpretation of “essence” in terms of the traditional
         ti esti, ousia, or quidditas (“whatness”) of things in their objective “being-present-at-hand” (Vorhandensein) or “presence” (Anwesenheit). Following his general claim, the primordial meaning of the noun “Wesen” is derived from the verb “wesen,” which originally means “to endure” (währen) or “the enduring” (das Währen) itself. In his essential question, then, Heidegger proposes to inquire into the
         enduring of language, that is, its being as it comes to and remains in presence and
         absence. Heidegger’s constant efforts to distinguish his reflections on language from
         metaphysical inquiries into conditions of possibility or cause-effect connections
         also give a distinct form to the essential question. In its mindfulness of being,
         his later language-question sets out to reflect instead on the “belongingness” (Gehörigkeit/Zugehörigkeit) of the being of language to being itself. In this vein, Heidegger claims that the
         metaphysical view of language as something that belongs to humankind is blind as well
         to the question concerning the belongingness of the human being to language in its
         essence. Thus, the essential question also takes on unique connotations as his reflections
         begin to cast doubt in advance on traditional human-centered answers.
      

      
      I am not claiming that there is a simple succession from the linguistic question to
         the essential question in Heidegger’s path of language. Even in the earlier works
         where Heidegger focuses on the question concerning the conditions of possibility of
         language, he also addresses the question concerning the being or essence of language.
         Often, this dual approach takes the form of an explicit treatment of the linguistic
         question with implicit references to and open-ended formulations of the essential
         language-question. I propose that Heidegger’s move from the linguistic to the essential
         question is not a “turn” to language—as the received characterization of Heidegger’s
         thought would have it, but a gradual emergence, a slow surfacing into explicitness,
         a move from background to foreground.[3] 
      

      
      The later Heidegger’s self-description of his path of thinking characterizes his reserved
         reflections on the essence of language as “background discussions.” He also describes
         his attempts to bring their discussion to the forefront as daring, painstaking attempts
         whose results were precipitated and inadequate.[4] Heidegger suggests elsewhere that his own Ent-sprechung (co-respondence) to language took the form of reticence in his attunement to problem
         of “the language of philosophical tradition” from the time of his first readings of
         Franz Brentano’s dissertation The Manifold Meaning of Being in Aristotle.[5] To describe his lasting concern, Heidegger also uses the word “bestimmt” (determined), a term that accrues important connotations as he explores the etymological
         web of words—such as “Bestimmung” (determination), “Stimmung” (mood or attunement), and “Stimme” (voice)—that he will associate with the essence of language. With these hints, then,
         the later Heidegger is pointing as well to his self-reflective linguistic usage to
         indicate the long-term significance of the essential language-question in his thought.
      

      
      Heidegger’s path to language is intricate and elusive—often faintly marked because
         of his many reticent steps. His repeated efforts to forge ways to the essence of language
         that go beyond the trodden course of metaphysics compound the difficulties of charting
         such a long and winding path. However, I hope to show that this is not an impossible
         venture. In fact, Heidegger himself calls us to this task when he speaks to the importance
         of language in the development of his thought and even offers a few clues about this
         trajectory. I believe that this is a charge that we should undertake especially because
         his philosophical contributions to our understanding of language in both the humanities
         and the sciences are significant in and of themselves. Thus, I propose to concentrate
         on his ideas and theories of language as he develops them over time. The general limitations
         of Heideggerean scholarship that are defined by the absence of an historical-critical
         edition of his work evidently apply to my chronicle of his way to language.[6] Because I depart from certain methodological standards in continental Heidegger studies,
         I would like to state the nature and rationale for my method of interpretation in
         the three additional caveats that follow.
      

      
      First, I treat Heidegger as a philosopher of language. My rationale is that he continually
         addressed age-old questions concerning the nature of language and its relation to
         reality, thought, meaning, and truth, even as he kept their discussion in the background
         and later highlighted the distance of his thoughts from the philosophy of language
         and linguistics. As a twentieth-century European thinker, he belongs in a milieu that
         is rich not only in the traditions, but also in the new directions in the philosophy
         of language that emerged with the “linguistic turn” at the turn of the century. From
         this standpoint, it is evident there is a host of theories of language that provide
         the background, influence, set the tone, and become the critical target for his own
         reflections. The intellectual currents that will reveal themselves to be at play in
         my treatment of his language-question are indeed as diverse as Neo-Scholasticism,
         Neo-Kantianism, theological hermeneutics, Eckhartian mysticism, early Husserlian phenomenology,
         the Hamman-Herder-Humboldt tradition in linguistics, Hölderlin’s poetry, analytic
         philosophy, and cybernetics.[7] However, I do not propose to develop a comparative study, but to offer a new perspective
         of Heidegger’s own pathway to language beyond the “analytic-continental divide” and
         across traditional separations between philosophy and the sciences.
      

      
      Second, my general interpretation of Heidegger does not take the conventional form
         of an exegesis of a few key texts with detailed analyses of the selected works. There
         are many insightful and illuminating close textual readings by others and I refer
         to a good number of these interpretations in this book. However, I seek out the phases
         and patterns in Heidegger’s lifelong thoughts on language, from his younger years
         as a doctoral student to the later times of his being-historical thinking. Accordingly,
         I cover a great number of his works with a steady eye on what he says about language,
         while I remain mindful of the broader framework of his thoughts and the interconnections
         of other key ideas with language. I believe that the reader will find that this method
         fits well with the goal of gaining an understanding of Heidegger’s thoughts on language
         in their development.
      

      
      Third, while my reading of Heidegger is largely explanatory and heuristic, I conclude
         by questioning and even rejecting some of his later assumptions and positions. My
         criticism is intrinsically connected to the points that come to light in my expositions
         concerning stages, changes, and constants, but it is not immanent. Put otherwise,
         I chart and analyze Heidegger’s path to language, but I do not remain on it. In my
         own philosophical pathway, I have found much inspiration, but also many problems,
         in the later Heidegger’s concept of language. I propose not only to show how these
         problems develop, but also to point to alternative ways that branch off of his path
         and perhaps can become paths on their own. Following is a chapter-by-chapter overview
         of the arguments that I set forth in my interpretation and critique of Heidegger.
      

       

      In part 1, Steps in the Path of Logos, I argue that the development of Heidegger’s interpretations of the ancient Greek
         term “logos” consistently guide his thoughts on language and are the key to many of his background
         reflections.[8] Chapter 1: Interpreting Logos outlines my working argument that what he later calls the “hermeneutics” of logos constantly affords him insight as he pursues the language-question. More specifically,
         I claim that he develops three different interpretations of logos that (in succession) provide the framework for his meditations on language in its
         essence: the pure logos of logic, the living or existential logos, and the appropriating logos. I discuss in detail each of these interpretations in the remaining chapters of part
         1.
      

      
      Chapter 2, The Pure Logos: 1912–1916, covers my discussion of Heidegger’s first interpretations of logos. It is well known that he was critical of traditional definitions of logos in terms of reason and speech. However, in the first major step on his path of logos, he shares in that tradition. Oriented by the Neo-Kantian and early Husserlian ideals
         of a pure logic, the young Heidegger interprets logos as judgment. Correspondingly, he seeks out the logical conditions of possibility
         of language, which he conceives as the sensuous form that the expression of meaning
         takes in written words and sounds. In this early treatment of language, he will try
         to adhere to a principle shared by Edmund Husserl and the Neo-Kantian Emil Lask: the
         separation of grammatical or linguistic forms from the psychic acts that they express
         and from the logical content that they contain. Yet the young Heidegger’s adherence
         to philosophical distinctions between what is linguistic, psychic, and logical is
         qualified. I claim that he is influenced by Husserl’s acknowledgment that what is
         logical is still “embedded” (eingebettet) in psychic acts, when he proposes that lived-experience cannot be ignored. Furthermore,
         he is also inspired by the theological idea of a divine Logos that makes itself manifest in our spiritual life as Word when he attaches importance
         to the living language in which logos is expressed. These influences frame his earlier view of phenomenology as the science
         that demands that we attend to consciousness in its acts of forming and giving meaningful
         expression to thoughts of different sorts.
      

      
      I argue that the early concept of an embedded and manifest logos eventually draws Heidegger to take the second major step in his path—toward the idea
         of the living logos, which he interprets primarily as “discourse” (Rede). In chapter 3, The Living Logos: 1919–1933, I show how Heidegger centers on the living or existential conditions
         of possibility of language by following this particular interpretation of logos. Rather than a concrete form for the expression of logical content, language eventually
         becomes the worldly “expressedness” (Hinausgesprochenheit) of discourse. I claim that Heidegger’s hermeneutics of the—predominantly Aristotelian—logos serve at the same time as the background for his reflections on language, not as a
         phenomenon in Da-sein, but in its essential relation to being.
      

      
      The traditional rendering of the functions of the Aristotelian logos identify judgment, proposition, or assertion with apophansis, copula or predication with synthesis, and sonorous expression or communication with phōnē. One of my main arguments in this regard is that Heidegger’s interpretations of these
         functions are fundamental to his later reflections on language. The primordial meanings
         that he begins to assign to the legein of logos as what makes something manifest (dēloun) are: to let something be seen from itself by pointing it out (apophansis); to let something be seen in its togetherness with something or as something (synthesis); and vocalization in which something is let seen (phōnē). I contend that these functions play key roles in his later conception of the essence
         of language as the saying (die Sage) in the appropriating-event, which shows and points (apophansis), gathers (synthesis), and appropriates the mortals—humans in their awareness of death as death—to co-respond
         in sounds (phōnē). My point is that each function of the earlier living logos will thereby find its place in the appropriating logos.
      

      
      In chapter 4, The Appropriating Logos: 1934–1972, I show in detail how Heidegger’s later reflections on the language-question
         bear the fruit cultivated in his former interpretations of logos, which have been gradually divested of traditional connotations. Though he drops
         the metaphysically laden word “logos,” I argue that meanings that he extracted earlier prevail in the later idea of the
         essence of language as the saying. Put otherwise, his hermeneutics of logos serves as a major thread in the continuity that characterizes his reflections on
         language in their development. More specifically, I claim that the threefold function
         of logos—as apophantic (showing and pointing), synthetic (gathering), and phonetic (sounding)—reappears
         in different formulations over time.
      

      
      My rendering of Heidegger’s path shows that he constantly defines what is linguistic
         in terms of the phōnē sēmantikē of logos. Language in this specific sense always involves the distinctively human faculty
         to speak meaningfully in sounds (as well as the corresponding properties and elements
         of speech). Following his interpretations of phōnē over time, he will define what is linguistic (successively) in terms of sensuous expression,
         Da-sein’s verbal expressedness, and the sonorous speaking of mortals. Thus, in part
         2, Constants and Changes of Language as Phōnē, Heidegger’s different definitions of language in terms of phōnē frame my discussion of his position on traditional questions in the philosophy of
         language pertaining to the nature of language itself and its structures as well as
         its relations to meaning and truth.
      

      
      Chapter 5: Means and Realms shows how Heidegger first defines language in terms of
         its instrumentality and later subsumes this idea of language as means to different
         concepts of language as realm. The idea of language as the expression of thought prevails
         in his earliest concept of the logos of pure logic. In this early conception, language is determined by objective representation
         and it is an instrument for the sensuous expression of cognition. However, I propose
         that the concept of the living logos, which is already pulsating in the young Heidegger’s phenomenological and theological
         perspectives, leads him to refine his view of language as expression.
      

      
      The living or existential logos is not originally representational, but what Heidegger begins by calling “pre-theoretical”
         and eventually construes broadly in terms of the existentialia. In Being and Time, we thus find that language “always already” harbors the understanding, mood, and
         discourse of being-in-the-world. Heidegger thereby defines the primary role of language
         as Da-sein’s verbal realm in his shift from the concept of expression to that of expressedness.
         The instrumentality of language, its readiness-to-hand, becomes a secondary possibility.
         Its being present-at-hand as an objective form of expression arises only with a deficiency
         in our everyday use of instruments. While Heidegger emphasizes the dependent character
         of language as the expressedness that has existential roots, he assigns a key part
         to it in inauthentic existence. In fact, it is a powerful realm that preserves and
         perpetuates traditional and ordinary forms of thinking. Moreover, though he places
         authentic discourse beyond this everyday verbal realm, he soon begins to understand
         the silence that characterizes the call of conscience in its close relation to language
         itself. The overwhelming silences in fundamental moods such as anxiety eventually
         become to him experiences of the “power” or “force” (Kraft/Macht) of language. I argue that this sense of the sway of language itself—in both authentic
         and inauthentic existence—leads him to change his earlier position.
      

      
      The later Heidegger endeavors to abandon the anthropocentric definition as well as
         the focus on expressedness in his concept of the essence of language as the primordial
         realm of disclosure. In his new perspective, the basic concept of “expression” also
         fails to capture what defines human speech as a disclosure that takes the form of
         words. Yet, Heidegger does not discard the instrumental concept of this speech; he
         subsumes it instead to his new concept: Language as a means is an “effect” or “consequence”
         (Folge) of the essence of language. More dramatically, he claims that the human being is
         itself instrumental to this essence, which needs and appropriates the sonorous speaking
         of mortals. In this sense, the essence of language determines human essence. It is
         not itself linguistic, but instead enables what is linguistic. I claim that this does
         not imply for Heidegger that the essence of language is ineffable, but that it is
         elusive and demands much from those who wish to put it into words. All possibilities
         of disclosure in speech occur within the realm of the primordial saying that shows.
         However, Heidegger not only understands these possibilities in terms of what is original
         in contrast with what is derivative, but also places them in a hierarchy—from the
         inaugural words of poetry and thinking to the deformed technological “language-machine”
         (Sprachmaschine). I argue that his belief that some forms of speech are superior to others remains
         throughout his transitions from the concept of means to the different concepts of
         realms.
      

      
      In chapter 6, Linguistic Structures, I explore specifically how Heidegger understands
         the structures of language as phōnē according to the apophantic and synthetic functions. Heidegger interprets apophansis differently at each stage—first, in terms of the judgment that refers to objects;
         later, in terms of discourse that lets beings be seen from themselves; and, in the
         end, in terms of of the pointing of the essence of language. I argue that when he applies the apophantic function to linguistic elements, however,
         he always understands them as structures that intend and indicate. To be sure, the
         fundamental nature of their intentionality differs significantly in each case, depending
         on whether they belong to consciousness, to Da-sein’s being, or to the saying that
         shows. Heidegger also interprets synthesis differently at each stage—as logical copula, as discursive articulation of meanings,
         and as the gathering of being. I claim that he generally believes that ordinary grammatical
         structures fail to capture the original assembling that the synthesis performs. In
         this light, I trace out the details of Heidegger’s constant search for a more adequate
         grammar—in pure logic, the existential analytic, and poetry and thinking.
      

      
      Chapter 7, Semantics, focuses on Heidegger’s answers to the question “How do words
         get their meaning?” The young Heidegger views meaning as a category or idea-form that
         determines the possibility of significant expression. I show how this view allows
         for semantic clarity, determinacy, and universality, but still finds ordinary language
         lacking in its capacity to express meaning. Heidegger’s subsequent definition of meaning
         as an “existentiale” explains the cognitive model in terms of its derivative and deficient
         character, but retains the general idea of meaning as the ground of language. This
         particular definition of meaning also gives a more dramatic sense of the semantic
         shortcomings of ordinary language with the characteristic vagueness and ambiguities
         of everyday talk and the language of traditional ontology. I claim that, in spite
         of the extensive semantic obscurity that these limitations entail, Heidegger does
         not discard the possibility of attaining clarity and determinacy, as is evident in
         his depictions of Da-sein’s authentic discourse and the project of Destruktion. The Heidegger of Being and Time does not abandon the idea of semantic universality either, insofar as he defines
         meaning as an existential a priori. However, each everyday world has its own totality-of-significations, so that the
         words that thrive on these significations are culturally defined. Thus, I argue that
         translating into another language these cultural significations and capturing universal
         meanings in commensurable languages are both problematic ventures. These ventures
         become especially challenging in the later Heidegger for whom the essence of language
         itself draws the limits of mortal speech and dialogue in general. In this sense, the
         concealedness that rules in the silent appropriating logos determines all semantic possibilities and is a matter of the mysterious “fate” or
         “destiny” (Schicksal) of “beyng” (Seyn).
      

      
      In chapter 8, Truth and Language, I explore the key changes that occur as Heidegger
         continues to reflect on the relation between logos and alētheia. His younger self understands alētheia as veritas, that is, as truth in a traditional sense, which he defines in terms of the immanent
         adequatio intellectus et rei. Judgment—the logos of pure logic—is for him the proper bearer of truth insofar as it is the “primordial
         structure” (Urgebilde) of knowledge, though the sheer perception of objects is always itself true. Language
         thus lies outside the realm of validity and truth, for grammatical expressions are
         merely the contingent forms of logical content. However, Heidegger’s move to the idea
         of a living logos goes hand-in-hand with a reconsideration of his former logical-epistemological notions
         of truth and language. Echoes of his earlier notion of a pre-predicative truth begin
         to resound in his first approaches to truth in terms of our lived-experience of beings
         as unconcealed. These echoes can also be heard in his later conception of the essence
         of truth in terms of the “unconcealedness” (Unverborgenheit) of being that makes itself manifest in the very structure of our existence, that
         is, the phenomenon of truth that he calls “Erschlossenheit” (disclosedness). In this sense, Da-sein’s disclosedness is the condition of possibility
         of language with its existential-ontological foundation in discourse. Yet, the everyday
         form that the expressedness of “Rede” (discourse) takes is “Gerede” (idle talk), which focuses on “what is said” in the talk (Geredetes/Gesagtes). Thus, language harbors “untruth” (Unwahrheit), particularly in the sense of covering up what has been unconcealed.
      

      
      Heidegger’s later reflections on language are the outcome of a long pursuit of the
         essential question. His reflections on alētheia also unfold over an extended period of time. Both concepts undergo significant changes
         as he takes their relation to being itself as the starting point for his reflections
         and repeatedly tries to overcome their metaphysical meanings. In the end, both language
         and truth in their respective essences belong primordially to being and define the
         essence of the human being. I claim that it is at this point that language in its
         essence—the appropriating logos—becomes the original site of the unconcealedness of being. In other words, the essence
         of language becomes aletheic for Heidegger. Language in its essence is accordingly
         what defines our own essence as the beings who disclose in meaningful sounds what
         is unconcealed to them. Put otherwise, the essence of language enables us to speak;
         we belong to and are appropriated by the saying of beyng or of the appropriating-event.
         Against the anthropocentric definitions of language, he thus poses this proto-linguistic
         definition, which he uses to establish distinctions between the words of mortals in
         terms of their nearness to truth.
      

      
      In the conclusion, Problems Underway to the Essence of Language, I change the tone
         of my discussion, shifting from the detailed exposition of the trajectory of his thought
         to a critical commentary on its final stage. Since the overall perspective that I
         provide is diachronic, I focus my critique on the period when his thought reaches
         its apogee as well as its most radical point. Heidegger’s later reflections represent
         not only the culmination of a lifelong process marked by fundamental changes as well
         as deep-rooted constants, but also the attainment of a position that purports to be
         extreme in its confrontation with metaphysical views of language. I argue that the
         concepts of “Wesen” and “Sprache” that are at play in his later idea of the essence of language are riddled with dogmas
         and incongruities. More specifically, I contend that the later Heidegger remains well
         within the metaphysical tradition that he confronts, perseveres in a number of his
         own preconceptions, and is guilty of several inconsistencies. My critical remarks
         will thus show how he fashions his own linguistic brands of essentialism, foundationalism,
         speciesism, and reductionism, at the same time that he establishes questionable linguistic
         lineages and hierarchies that often violate his own theoretical principles. However,
         I also believe that there are promising aspects in his later concept that could be
         fulfilled by avoiding these obstacles in his tortuous path to the essence of language.
         Thus, in my final comments, I outline an alternative approach that is inspired in
         Heidegger’s idea of Sprache in terms of Er-eignis, but draws from a modern bio-linguistic theory of language as an evolutionary force.
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      Chapter 1

      Interpreting Logos

      
         
         
      

      
      The ancient Greek word “logos” and its subsequent translation into the Latin ratio are cornerstones of the philosophia to which Heidegger is heir. The theological rendering of logos as the divine verbum and its secular counterpart in the ratio et oratio are fundamental to the tradition that he inherits as a European philosopher. Thus,
         when Heidegger begins his philosophical path, the course for all reflection on language
         had long been set in terms of the verbal or discursive functions of the animal rationale and the Cartesian subject. It is the idea of logos as ratio that prevails as well in the different conceptions of language developed in Heidegger’s
         own intellectual milieu, which includes Neo-Scholasticism, Neo-Kantianism, theological
         hermeneutics, and early Husserlian phenomenology, as well as the Hamman-Herder-Humboldt
         tradition in linguistics.
      

      
      In his younger years as a Neo-Kantian and Husserlian scholar, Heidegger followed the
         traditional reading of logos as ratio as he embraced the ideal of a pure logic that is to be the foundation of all knowledge.
         His earlier training as a seminarian, however, also provided him with the theological
         perspective of logos as the living Verb that enacts creation, is incarnate in Christ, and makes itself
         manifest in the spiritual world. Though Heidegger soon begins explicitly to question
         the secular interpretation of logos as ratio, the connotations of the theological interpretation of logos continue to resonate in his thought throughout his life. The living dimension of
         the theological logos can be heard in his critical shift away from the logos of pure logic toward the existential analytic of Da-sein. Moreover, the enacting
         and revelatory powers of the theological logos will still remain audible in his later meditations on the saying of Er-eignis.
      

      
      However, Heidegger’s seminarian past contributes more than religious reverberations
         to his concepts of language. His exegetical training in the Christian theological
         tradition impressed upon him the importance of retrieving the elemental meanings that
         are captured not only in the sacred scriptures, but also in the texts of the ancient
         pagan thinkers. When it comes to the hermeneutics of logos in particular, it is to Aristotle that Heidegger will always return in his reflections
         on language, even as hearkens the older meanings in Parmenides and Heraclitus, and
         even as he searches for the primordial words of the other beginning.
      

      
      To claim that Heidegger constantly reverts to a distinct reading of Aristotle’s logos in his meditations on language would appear to controvert significant facts about
         his later philosophy. Though the influence of Aristotle is visible in Heidegger’s
         reading of logos as discourse and in his focus on the linguistic and rhetorical praxis of the everyday Da-sein, it is obvious that he grew increasingly critical of the metaphysics ensconced in that
         logos of tradition. The later Heidegger’s perspective on the oblivion of being underlying
         the Aristotelian zōon logon echon is an evident example of this criticism. It is also well-known that Heidegger eventually
         found the word “logos” so laden with the philosophy of the first beginning that he deemed it unfit for
         the meditative saying of the other beginning. However, my claim is that his explicit
         criticism and eventual disuse of the metaphysical word “logos” go hand-in-hand with his implicit applications of Aristotle’s analysis of logos. Put otherwise, Heidegger draws continuously from the Aristotelian logos to fashion and refashion his own concept of language. Setting aside the issue of
         the veracity or plausibility of Heidegger’s often-controversial interpretations of
         other philosophers, my point is that the Aristotle that he interprets serves as a main source of inspiration for his philosophy of language.
      

      
      The key concepts that Heidegger applies again and again from Aristotle in the course
         of his own reflections on language pertain to the logos that is traditionally translated as “assertion” (or any of its philosophical synonyms).
         In particular, Heidegger repeatedly retrieves three terms from Aristotle’s analysis
         of logos that in their standard rendition correspond to the assertion (apophansis) as the only logical element that has a truth-value, the copula (synthesis) in the assertion, and the spoken words or speech (phōnē). Heidegger interprets these terms and applies the meanings that he garners from
         them in very different ways, each corresponding to a particular stage in his retrieval
         of the Aristotelian logos.
      

      
      I identify three distinct stages in Heidegger’s use of the Aristotelian logos as a guideword for his own reflections on language. I have labeled each stage according
         to the main character that this word has for Heidegger, namely, as pure, living or
         existential, and appropriating. I will first sketch out their key features and then
         pass on to a detailed account of each stage in three separate chapters.
      

      
      The first stage in Heidegger’s path of logos is the shortest, covering the period of 1912–1916, during which his philosophical
         aims are set on the logos of pure logic as the Neo-Kantian and Husserlian ideal. Defining the pure logos in terms of judgment, the young Heidegger will concentrate on the pure sense and
         the special validity or “holding” (Geltung) that apply to it as the ideal logical content of the sentences in which it is expressed.
         Following the standard interpretation of logos as ratio, he focuses on the proposition and takes pains to distinguish its special logical
         copula from the grammatical or sentential predication. Viewed from this logicist perspective,
         language is merely the ordinary form of expression of our representations; it is the
         everyday verbal means of communication that in its logical impurity lies outside the
         realm of truth and validity.
      

      
      Yet, what draws the young Heidegger away from the pure logos is precisely the existing historical spirit that expresses itself in language. His
         project of investigating the lived-experience of knowledge and its expression aimed
         to serve the logicist goal of determining the a priori conditions of cognition. However, the phenomenological method itself soon leads him
         to question the primacy of theory. In the second stage of his retrieval, which begins
         in 1919 and ends in the winter term of 1933–1934, he thus tries to develop the concept
         of a living logos that is pre-theoretical. With his (successive) focus on living, factical, and existential-ontological
         foundations, he works out his definition of logos as discourse. In this vein, he eventually manages to put into question the received
         interpretation of logos as ratio at the same time that he refashions its traditional sense as oratio.
      

      
      To arrive to the fundamentals of the existential logos, Heidegger delves deeper into the concepts that he uncovers in tradition, particularly
         in the writings of the “father of logic.” Thus, in the most finished form of this
         phenomenological hermeneutics, which is contained in Being and Time, he proposes that the Aristotelian legein that is fundamentally discursive makes manifest (dēloun) in the manner of letting something be seen (apophainesthai) in its togetherness as something (synthesis) and by way of a vocalization in which something is sighted (phōnē meta ta phantasias). From this new perspective, the traditional judgment, copula, and expression of
         the ratio are now derivatives, whose condition of possibility lies in these primordial existential
         meanings of logos.
      

      
      The role that Heidegger explicitly assigns to language as the verbal expressedness
         of discourse is framed within the phonetic function of the existential logos. Yet, in this role, language is no longer an instrument for the expression of representations.
         In pointing to its existential-ontological foundation in discourse, Heidegger underscores
         the derivative character of language defined as an objective means of communication
         about objects in the “deficient” mode of cognition of what is present-at-hand. At
         the same time, he does not discard the possibility of its use as a tool for everyday
         conversation, that is, as ready-to-hand. However, the idea that prevails in his new
         view of language is that of the verbal realm of the existential logos. Language thus has an important place in Da-sein’s inauthenticity, in particular
         in the everyday idle talk and in the harboring of the traditional oblivion of being.
         Containing the totality-of-significations of what is always already existentially
         disclosed, language as phōnē in turn exerts its own influence on the existential logos in which it is rooted. This independent power acquires an increasing importance for Heidegger as he begins
         openly to pursue the essential question of language in relation to being in the next
         step in his path.
      

      
      The stage of the appropriating logos begins in the summer term of 1934, and I have marked its ending with a poem that
         he wrote in 1972. It is at this final stage that Heidegger explicitly pursues the
         question concerning the essence of language in relation to being and the appropriating-event.
         It is also during this period that he openly steers beyond the metaphysical term “logos” toward the primordial word for language in its essence: die Sage. In his critique of the logos of metaphysics, Heidegger will try to effect his own Copernican revolution with regard
         to language: To the traditional definition of language in terms of the animal who
         possesses logos, he proposes his special linguistic definition of human essence in terms of the essence
         of language. Accordingly, he proposes that language in its essence is the saying that appropriates
         mortals to their essence as sayers (Sagender). In the same vein, he claims that this saying of language is a primordial showing
         or pointing (Zeigen) that involves a gathering (Sammeln/Versammlung) of all that is, while mortals are able to say in their turn by co-responding in
         sounds.
      

      
      The terms that the later Heidegger uses to depict the essence of language are clearly
         different from those that he had earlier gleaned in his hermeneutics of logos. Eschewing anthropocentric interpretations, he insists that the primordial saying,
         pointing, and gathering are not human at all. They certainly do not pertain to the
         cognitive actions of the rational animal or the Cartesian subject or the en-framed
         bustle of modern technological humans. They do not even pertain to the circumspective
         dealings of being-in-the-world. Neither the pure logos nor the living logos is the defining factor of language in its essence; rather, the appropriating logos is what ultimately enables all forms of speech. In Heidegger’s view, the essence
         of language is what enables humans to speak, in whatever mode of speech they find
         themselves—idle talk, conceptual, technological, poetic, or meditative. Languages
         as such unfold only in their belongingness to the essence of language—to the saying
         of Er-eignis.
      

      
      At the same time, it is important to note that the specific functions of the appropriating,
         living, and pure logoi as Heidegger describes them are similar. Schematically, the similarities are as follows:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Primordial saying, dēloun, and indicating make something manifest;
            

         

         
         	
            Primordial showing, apophansis, and assertion let something be seen;
            

         

         
         	
            In gathering, synthesis, and copula, there is an assembling of something as something; and
            

         

         
         	
            Mortal co-respondence in sounds, phōnē, and spoken word-things involve sonorous verbalization.
            

         

      

      
      The functions of the appropriating logos ultimately determine the functions of the other logoi, for it is the foundation of all language. At this deepest level of determination,
         the essence of language holds sway in its primordial saying, pointing, and gathering.
         Ascending to the next level, we find the existential logos—formerly Da-sein’s discourse and now the speaking in sounds of mortals, which is
         language in its living dimension, as it appears in human being. The pure logos, the abstract expression of representation that culminates in Logistik, now lies at the surface, epitomizing the metaphysical deformation of language. At
         the end of Heidegger’s path of logos, we thus find a theory that aims to give a holistic account of what enables language
         in its existential structure and historical configurations and uses.
      

      
      The following table (Table 1.1) offers an overall view of the different stages of
         Heidegger’s interpretations of logos and its functions:
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      Chapter 2

      The Pure Logos

      
         
         
         1912–1916

         
      

      
      Heidegger’s autobiographical account of his student years at the University of Freiburg
         between 1909 and 1916 highlights the variegated background of his intellectual influences,
         among which he includes Franz Brentano, Carl Braig, Heinrich Rickert, Emil Lask, and
         Edmund Husserl.[1]  Correspondingly, we find that the different forces converging on his thought can
         be traced back to his beginnings in theology, Neo-Kantianism, and phenomenology.
      

      
      The conception of language that prevails in Heidegger’s earliest writings, from 1912
         and 1913, is oriented by the Neo-Kantian and early Husserlian ideal of pure logic.
         In his 1912 article “Neuere Forschungen über Logik” (Recent Inquiries into Logic),
         the young Heidegger applauds the development of logic as the “theory of theory.”[2]  Similarly, his 1913 dissertation “Die Lehre vom Urteil im Psychologismus” (The Doctrine
         of Judgment in Psychologism) issues the proposal for a “pure logical doctrine of judgment.”[3]  In both works, it is evident that he identifies judgment as the pure logos, understands synthesis in terms of the copula, and associates phōnē with verbal expression.
      

      
      To develop his theory of judgment in 1912–1913, Heidegger applies “fundamental distinctions”
         of logic made by Husserl, Lask, and Rudolph Hermann Lotze. Husserl’s critique of psychologism
         serves to separate the ideal, extra-temporal, logical content from the real, temporal,
         psychological acts of judging; Lask’s program for the emancipation of logic from grammar
         and meta-grammatical subject-predicate theory help to distinguish judgment as a logical
         entity from the grammatical sentence; and Lotze’s distinction, which Lask also applies,
         between what is and what is valid or “holds” (gilt) highlights the special nature of judgment.[4]  By applying these principles that separate pure logic from psychology and grammar,
         Heidegger places language outside the realm of sense, validity, truth, and knowledge
         where only judgments belong.
      

      
      The Heidegger of 1912–1913 views language in terms of grammatical forms (sentences
         and words) that are sensuously perceptible and serve as the means for communicating
         our representational thought. We can also infer from Heidegger’s 1912 article “Das
         Realitätsproblem in der modernen Philosophie” (The Problem of Reality in Modern Philosophy)
         that language serves as the means of “communication” of our thought about objects
         and, thus, of judgments in particular.[5]  Intent on establishing judgment as the proper object of logic, Heidegger distinguishes
         the “pure sense that endures in itself” from the changing psychological and physical
         circumstances of judgment-formulations in sentences.[6]  Sense is the “static moment” that remains identical throughout the variations.[7]  The special manner of being valid or “holding” (Gelten) has neither psychic, nor physical, nor even metaphysical, that is, not immediately
         known, existence. Validity and the disjunction true/untrue apply only to judgment
         as “the content of representation (Vorstellungsinhalt), that which we mean, the sense.”[8]  Situated in the realm of what is physical, language offers only the “grammatical”
         guise for judgments with their exclusive properties in the fourth (logical) realm.
      

      
      In his repeated emphasis on the “difference between grammatical sentence and logical judgment,” Heidegger draws attention to their radically different forms of synthesis.[9]  Declarative sentences that contain judgments bind subject and predicate, but grammatical
         analyses often fail to yield insight into the logical sense. Sense plays a crucial
         role in knowledge, which is the possession or determination of an object in judgment.
         It relates one “meaning-content” (Bedeutungsgehalt), or determination of the object in judgment, to another meaning-content.[10]  Therefore, to analyze a judgment properly, we must consider its elements: the object,
         the determining meaning-content, and the copula, which is the “necessary third” component because it represents the relation of the first two and is what alone
         pertains to holding or validity. Thus, according to Heidegger, there is in principle
         no “univocal correspondence” between sentence and judgment, between what is grammatical
         and what is logical.[11]  
      

      
      However, the young Heidegger’s adherence to Lask’s principle of the emancipation of
         logic from grammar is not absolute. In fact, he qualifies his anti-psychologism and
         anti-grammarism, much in Husserl’s spirit.[12]  In 1912, Heidegger ventures to say, “The sharp separation of logic from psychology
         is perhaps not feasible.”[13]  Husserl had already observed that the objects of pure logic are “embedded” in concrete
         mental states.[14]  Thus, the young Heidegger is evidently indebted to Husserl’s observation when he
         states, “What is logical is embedded in what is psychic.”[15]  It is this early Husserlian idea of psychic embeddedness that Heidegger considers
         crucial for the development of a phenomenology of consciousness to aid in the logical
         analysis of judgment. István M. Fehér plausibly argues that Heidegger’s 1912 notion
         of the psychic embeddedness of what is logical anticipates his “hermeneutics of facticity”
         and “existential analytic” in the twenties.[16]  However, it should be emphasized that the young Heidegger’s point is that while
         logic and psychology must remain separate disciplines, the objects of logic, that
         is, judgments, unfold in acts of consciousness, which must be investigated in their
         theoretical structure.
      

      
      In a related fashion, the young Heidegger departs from the strict separation of logical
         analyses from psychological and linguistic considerations. To this effect, he points
         to the problem of the question as a special case when “descriptive-psychological investigations
         of language” might provide a solution that neither psychology nor logic alone can
         offer.[17]  Heidegger’s qualified anti-grammarism seems to be influenced by Husserl’s view of
         grammatical analysis as an “imperfect aid” whose objects cannot be ignored by phenomenology.[18]  Similarly, Husserl’s treatment of questions as a case of non-objectifying acts that
         can function meaningfully without being capable of truth and falsity appears to inspire
         Heidegger’s mention of questions.[19]  More importantly for our purposes, his call for “descriptive-psychological investigations
         of language” clearly situates language in the phenomenological project of pure logic.
      

      
      The young Heidegger’s qualified anti-grammarism is also visible in his 1913 dissertation,
         where he concludes that we can build the foundations for pure logic only through “unequivocal
         determinations and clarifications of word meanings.”[20]  Heidegger follows this linguistic route himself in his approach to the concept of
         sense. To define this concept, he asks—in his already idiosyncratic manner: “What
         is the sense of sense?” After following different uses of the word “Sinn” in everyday talk, he concludes his ordinary-language analysis with the claim that
         it is closely connected to what we universally associate with the type of thinking
         that can be true or false.[21]  Thus, insofar as he defines meanings as object-determinations and sense as their
         relation in a judgment, the sensuous forms in which meanings and senses of judgments
         are expressed—the words and sentences—are critical starting points for the “theory
         of theory.”
      

      
      Moreover, Heidegger’s pursuit of the pure logos involves defining the different modes of reality of the “whole realm of ‘being’”
         and their respective kinds of knowledge.[22]  Determining and clarifying the meaning of the word “Sein” will soon become a central task. This relation between the being- and language-questions
         that is intimated in 1913 takes a more explicit form in his habilitation work on Duns
         Scotus’s doctrines of the categories and of meaning, which he completed in 1915 and
         published in 1916 with an additional conclusion.
      

      
      In the older Heidegger’s account, his first step in the path of the questions concerning
         being and language is his 1915–1916 habilitation; his younger self associated the
         being-question with Scotus’s doctrine of the categories and identified the language-question
         with (what was later determined to be, not Scotus’s, but Thomas of Erfurt’s) “grammatica speculativa, the metaphysical reflection on language in its relations to Being.”[23]  In the habilitation, Heidegger offers a distinctively phenomenological interpretation
         of Scotist philosophy that is in constant dialogue with Husserl and also reflects
         Lask’s influence.[24]  His explicit aim is to show how medieval scholasticism can contribute to the development
         of modern logic.[25]  Yet the tension between the pure and theological logoi makes itself apparent in the program that he outlines for the philosophy of language.
         A closer look at each concept of logos will allow us to appreciate this tension.
      

      
      The older Heidegger’s critical self-assessment of the habilitation focuses on its
         adherence to “the ruling standard of the doctrine of judgment for all onto-logic.”[26]  Indeed, the younger Heidegger develops his concept of the pure logos in terms of judgment as the proper bearer of truth and primordial structure of the
         knowledge of being understood as objectivity.[27]  By combining Scotist with Husserlian and Laskian elements, Heidegger construes judgment
         as a noematic act that belongs to the logical—as opposed to the psychologically real—realm.[28]  Elaborating on the synthesis in this ens logicum (logical entity), he also argues that it has the property of holding or being valid
         in its copula.[29]  
      

      
      Heidegger develops the concept of judgment in much more detail, as would correspond
         to its centrality in the habilitation. Judgment is now more specifically a meaning-complex.[30]  Moreover, its syntactical construction is determined by ideal meaning-categories
         or meaning-forms. These meaning-categories constitute the “non-sensuous logical” parts of discourse, and not its “phonetic structure” as “word-forms.”[31]  The syntactical function of the ideal meaning-categories in judgment is especially
         important to Heidegger because it grants an ontological, logical, and epistemological
         “dignity” to meaning.[32]  In his view, judgment as a logical entity is characterized not only by “intentionality”
         and “validation” (Hingeltung), but also by “assertability” (Aussagbarkeit).[33]  Insofar as the ideal meaning-categories determine the logical syntax of judgment,
         they determine its capacity to be asserted. Thus, Heidegger now views pure logic more
         explicitly as a transcendental grammar as he compares the Scotist grammatica speculativa to Husserl’s idea of a pure grammar.[34]  
      

      
      However, Husserl had also suggested that certain grammatical distinctions could be
         seen as reflections of essential semantic distinctions.[35]  Thus, it is not surprising that Heidegger takes pains to argue that the Scotist
         philosopher viewed the elements of Donatus’s grammar (specifically, noun, pronoun,
         verb, adverb, participle, conjunction, preposition, and interjection) as meaning-categories.[36]  Heidegger’s earlier anti-grammarism now has yet another reason for moderation, for
         this treatment of grammatical categories as semantic reflections suggests that ordinary
         grammar is somehow linked to the meta-grammar of pure logic. More importantly, we
         begin to see the increasing importance that language acquires for Heidegger in the
         habilitation in its role as the phōnē of the pure logos, that is, as the Scotist vox significativa (signifying voice) of judgment.
      

      
      In Heidegger’s account of Erfurt’s grammatica speculativa, it is evident that he endorses the Scotist’s general view of language as the means
         of significant expression. According to this view, which Heidegger renders in Husserlian
         and Lotzean terms, language is the organic whole of sensuous expressions of non-sensuous
         meanings and sense.[37]  Language-forms (words and sentences) belong to the realm of what is sensuous, temporal,
         and changing.[38]  They receive meaning through “meaning-bestowing” (Bedeutungsverleihung) acts of consciousness and thereby become expressions.[39]  These expressions are themselves unities of signs and what they signify.[40]  While this unity means that there is a sort of “togetherness” (Beisammen) of the logical content and the linguistic expression of a judgment, logical structures
         such as judgments are independent and do not require linguistic expression to be real.[41]  In fact, Heidegger argues that the problem of the limits of language or of word-meanings
         lead us to conclude that there must be independent meaning-forms that enable us to
         reach what is given and to present what is determined.[42]  In his 1914 dissertation, he had left aside the question of whether a “primordial”
         judgment is given in a sentence.[43]  Now (with Erfurt), he notes that logical structures and their properties, such as
         validity, are “earlier” than the linguistic forms in which they find expression.[44]  Put otherwise, the ideal meaning-categories provide the “logical conditions” and
         “logical structure” of language.[45]  
      

      
      Thus far, the concept of the pure logos that Heidegger develops in his combination of scholasticism with modern logic would
         appear to lead unequivocally to the central task that he assigns to the philosophy
         of language: It should be a “science” that searches for the “logic of language.” It
         is in this sense that he decrees that the task is not to carry out psychological and
         historical investigations that explain language in its “real existence,” but to investigate
         its “rational side, i.e., concerning content” and its “ultimate theoretical foundations.”[46]  However, the Scotist doctrines also articulate the distinctively theological concept
         of the living logos. In this regard, we can see why Heidegger proposes in the additional conclusion to
         the habilitation that we “cannot remain in the sphere of logic” and must turn to metaphysics
         to attain the “proper optic” into das Kategorienproblem (or the Neo-Kantian task of developing the system of the categories). In his view,
         medieval philosophy can contribute something of its own to this problem, namely, a
         “metaphysical-teleological account of consciousness” as a “living activity that is
         full of sense and involved with sense” and is “essentially historical.” Thus, for Heidegger, the teleologically oriented worldview shared by scholasticism
         and (Eckhartian) mysticism provides a model for accomplishing the task because it
         is oriented to the “living spirit.” He takes a further theological step when he claims
         that the medieval concept of analogy, which connects sensuous to supersensuous reality,
         also offers insight into the relation of the “immanence of the living individual with
         transcendence” insofar as it gives conceptual expression to the “primordial relation
         of the soul to God.”[47]  
      

      
      Yet, in its orientation to the living logos, the medieval worldview opens up a perspective precisely into that aspect that Heidegger
         himself deems irrelevant for the “science” of language, namely, language in its “real
         existence.” I propose that it is with this aspect in mind that he focuses on how the
         grammatica speculativa takes into account the lived-experience of language. While the separation between
         logical structures and grammatical language-forms remains “necessary and valuable”
         for the Scotist doctrine, it is superseded “as soon as one lives in knowledge and its presentation.”[48]  Taking pains to describe this experience “for those living in actual discourse,”
         Heidegger explains that “the alogical character of the language forms thereby disappears; they manifest themselves as realities endowed with a function entirely their own,
         as bearers of meanings and sense-structures and, through these, as ‘signs’ for objects.” At
         the same time that he emphasizes the distinction between language-forms and logical
         structures, Heidegger reminds us that language-forms nonetheless serve to “indicate”
         the region of what is objective: “Things stand in thoughts and these adhere to words
         and sentences.”[49]  Similarly, while he reserves the truth of knowledge for judgments, he reminds us
         that, as signs, language-forms are true insofar as they make something manifest to
         consciousness.[50]  They are “true” in the Scotist sense of the simple having or mere presenting of
         objects.[51]  In assigning to language-forms these roles, Heidegger is thus linking language in
         its “real existence” to objectivity and truth. In other words, the phōnē of the living logos itself is experienced as performing functions that he later bases on apophansis (as letting something be seen from itself) and on alētheia as (unconcealedness).

      
      Heidegger attaches importance not only to the phenomenology of lived discourse provided
         by medieval philosophy, but also to its “genetic” account and “teleological” understanding of language. In his view, it is significant that the Scotist philosopher
         centers the genesis and telos of language on the “finished communication of the sense of discourse.” Understanding
         the telos of language enables us to appreciate the “overruling significance” of meaning in
         our communication. It also allows us to see that it is “(only) in and through the
         meaning-complex” that we can have knowledge. At the same time, Heidegger notes that
         without language as the means for communication, neither everyday nor scientific discourse
         could “express” and “bring to presentation” their “meant objects and states-of-affairs.”[52]  Thus, what he is suggesting is that language plays a role in knowledge that cannot
         be disregarded insofar as it is involved in the “whole of relations: language-form,
         language-content, and fulfilling object.”[53]  
      

      
      The program that Heidegger outlines for the philosophy of language in the habilitation
         thus has two distinct agendas—one, logical; the other, metaphysical. On the one hand,
         the project of developing the logic of language corresponds to the idea of the pure
         logos. Here, the focus on language remains centered on the ideal conditions of possibility
         for the expression of judgment and communication of knowledge. On the other hand,
         the task of working out the metaphysical-teleological understanding of language corresponds
         to the idea of the living logos. Here, the focus on language remains centered on the existential conditions of possibility
         and the lived-experience of discursive expression. Heidegger believes that the two
         agendas are compatible; that is, he believes that the tension between the pure and
         living logoi can be resolved. Correspondingly, he sees the Scotist grammatica speculativa as an example of a coherent theory of the logical and metaphysical conditions of
         language.
      

      
      In Heidegger’s view, the Scotist doctrine of meaning illustrates a successful theory
         that connects both sides of the problem of the categories—the objective and subjective
         sides, which he equates, respectively, with the Husserlian noema and noesis. Specifically,
         he argues that in the Scotist modus significandi (the mode in which we express our knowledge about objects), the objective side of
         the meaning-categories is intrinsically linked to the subjective side of the meaning-bestowing
         acts of consciousness. In this light, Heidegger applauds the essential connection
         of meaning to the being of objects (or its intrinsic link to objectivity) and to the
         immediate life of subjectivity and its acts.[54]  Thus, as the vox of the modus significandi, language reflects and, consequently, must also be viewed in terms of the essential
         semantic connections to both objectivity and subjectivity. This is, then, the basis
         for Heidegger’s dual perspective into language, as the phōnē of the pure logos and of the living logos.
      

      
      In his attempt to combine the different perspectives into the “logic” and the “real
         existence” of language, Heidegger tries to apply the phenomenology of consciousness
         as the unifying method. Françoise Dastur argues that during this period of Heidegger’s
         thought, his “philosophy of language is confused with the Husserlian theory of signification.”[55]  I argue that Heidegger’s reading the Scotist doctrine of meaning in phenomenological
         terms is not limited to the pure logos with its ideal meaning-categories and noematic acts of consciousness, but extends
         to the lived-experience of the living logos. His earlier Husserlian insight into the psychic embeddedness of the objects of pure
         logic had already opened the door to language in its real existence as well. However,
         the living spirit of the habilitation differs radically from the Cartesian subject
         of the Husserlian embeddedness. As Heidegger himself remarks, the spiritual relation
         of the soul to God is certainly “not the radical . . . distancing of the subject.”[56]  Heeding his own call for the orientation to the living, historical spirit, he will
         soon take issue with the Cartesian assumptions of the pure logos at the same time that he pursues the phenomenological route to language. Husserl had
         stated that the way expressions are associated with the meanings that “ensoul” them
         cannot be ignored.[57]  However, I agree with Peter Simons, who argues that Husserl “pursued philosophy
         of language not for its own sake but mainly to support his conception of logic.”[58]  In this sense, I claim that Heidegger begins to go beyond Husserl in the project
         of developing a phenomenology of language.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Heidegger, ZSD, 81–87/74–80.

            

         

         
            2. Heidegger, GA1, 23.

            

         

         
            3. Ibid., 165.

            

         

         
            4. For discussions of Lotze’s concept of Geltung and its impact in Neo-Kantianism and Heidegger, see: Daniel O. Dahlstrom, Heidegger’s Concept of Truth (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001); §1.32; Steven Galt Crowell, “Making
                  Logic Philosophical Again (1912–1916)” in Reading Heidegger from the Start. Essays in His Earliest Thought, eds. Theodore Kisiel and John van Buren (Albany, New York: State University of New
                  York Press, 1994), 60–65; and Michael Friedman, A Parting of the Ways: Carnap, Cassirer, and Heidegger (Illinois: Open Court Press, 2000), Chapter 4.
               

            

         

         
            5. Heidegger, GA1, 12.

            

         

         
            6. Ibid., 22.

            

         

         
            7. Ibid., 170.

            

         

         
            8. Ibid., 31.

            

         

         
            9. Ibid., 32.

            

         

         
            10. Ibid., 175.

            

         

         
            11. Ibid., 178.

            

         

         
            12. Edmund Husserl, Logical Investigations, vols. 1–2, trans. J.N. Findlay (London; New York: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1970),
                  §58. Rickert made a similar point. Heinrich Rickert, “Zwei Wege der Erkenntnistheorie.
                  Transcendentalpsychologie und Transcendentallogik,” Kant-Studien, 14, 227. Cf. Michael Friedman, A Parting of the Ways, 28–34.
               

            

         

         
            13. Heidegger, GA1, 29.

            

         

         
            14. Husserl, Logical Investigations, I §2.
               

            

         

         
            15. Heidegger, GA1, 30.

            

         

         
            16. István M. Fehér, “Phenomenology, Hermeneutics, Lebensphilosophie: Heidegger’s Confrontation with Husserl, Dilthey, and Jaspers” in Reading Heidegger from the Start, eds. Kisiel and van Buren, 77–78.
               

            

         

         
            17. Heidegger, GA1, 32.

            

         

         
            18. Husserl, Logical Investigations, I §4.
               

            

         

         
            19. Ibid., V §68–69.

            

         

         
            20. Heidegger, GA1, 186. For broader discussions of Heidegger’s interpretation of Husserl
                  in the dissertation, see: J. N. Mohanty, “Heidegger on Logic” in Martin Heidegger: Critical Assessments, Volume III: Language, ed. Christopher Macann (London; New York: Routledge, 1992); Jacques Taminiaux, “The
                  Husserlian Heritage in Heidegger’s Notion of the Self,” trans. François Renaud, in
                  Reading Heidegger from the Start, eds. Kisiel and van Buren; and John Sallis, “The Logic of Thinking” in Heidegger and Language, ed. Powell. Crowell provides an account of Lask’s overall influence in the dissertation.
                  Steven Galt Crowell, “Making Logic Philosophical Again (1912–1916)” in Reading Heidegger from the Start, eds. Kisiel and van Buren.
               

            

         

         
            21. Heidegger, GA1, 171–72.

            

         

         
            22. Ibid., 186. For the history of Neo-Kantian uses and the etymology of Lotze’s concept
                  of Geltung in the context of Heidegger’s logical conception of truth, see Dahlstrom, Heidegger’s Concept of Truth, §1.32.
               

            

         

         
            23. Heidegger, US, 91–92/6. Cf. Heidegger, GA1, 55.

            

         

         
            24. For broader discussions of Heidegger’s phenomenological interpretation of Scotus,
                  see: John D. Caputo, “Phenomenology, Mysticism and the ‘Grammatica Speculativa’: A
                  Study of Heidegger’s ‘Habilitationsschrift’,” Journal of the British Society for Phenomenology, vol. 5. no. 2 (May 1974): 101–17; and Sean J. McGrath, “Heidegger and Duns Scotus
                  on Truth and Language,” The Review of Metaphysics, vol. 57, no. 2 (December 2003): 339–59. For different views of Husserl’s place in
                  the habilitation, see: Hermann Schweppenhäuser, Studien über die Heideggerische Sprachtheorie in Archiv für Philosophie, (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1957–1958), vol. 7, 284–305; Jacques Taminiaux, “Heidegger
                  and Husserl’s Logical Investigations: In Remembrance of Heidegger’s Last Seminar (Zähringen, 1973)” in Dialectic and Difference; Finitude in Modern Thought, eds. Taminaux et al. (Atlantic Highlands, New Jersey: Humanities Press, 1985); Theodore
                  Kisiel, “The Genesis of Heidegger’s Being and Time” (Berkeley; Los Angeles; London:
                  University of California Press, 1993); McGrath, “Heidegger and Duns Scotus on Truth
                  and Language”; and Mohanty, “Heidegger on Logic.” For discussions of Lask’s overall
                  influence in the habilitation, see: Kisiel, “The Genesis of Heidegger’s Being and
                  Time” (Berkeley; Los Angeles; London: University of California Press, 1993); Crowell,
                  “Making Logic Philosophical Again (1912–1916)”; and Dastur, Heidegger. La question du logos, 35–48.
               

            

         

         
            25. Heidegger, GA1, 203. Cf. ibid., 412.

            

         

         
            26. Ibid., 55.

            

         

         
            27. Ibid., 268.

            

         

         
            28. Ibid., 277. Cf. ibid., 271–72.

            

         

         
            29. Ibid., 269.

            

         

         
            30. Ibid., 336–37.

            

         

         
            31. Ibid., 323.

            

         

         
            32. Cf. ibid., 279, 307, 319, and 337.

            

         

         
            33. Ibid., 281.

            

         

         
            34. Ibid., 327–28.

            

         

         
            35. Husserl, Logical Investigations, IV §4.
               

            

         

         
            36. Heidegger, GA1, 346–98.

            

         

         
            37. Ibid., 290–93. Cf. ibid., 304–06.

            

         

         
            38. Ibid., 290–93.

            

         

         
            39. Ibid., 308–10.

            

         

         
            40. Ibid., 295.

            

         

         
            41. Ibid., 290–91.

            

         

         
            42. Ibid., 306–07. Cf. ibid., 264.

            

         

         
            43. Ibid., 177.

            

         

         
            44. Ibid., 291.

            

         

         
            45. Ibid., 339.

            

         

         
            46. Ibid., 339–40.

            

         

         
            47. Ibid., 405–11. Cf. ibid., 203. John D. Caputo highlights this point as the first manifestation
                  of Heidegger’s lifelong interest in European mysticism. John D. Caputo, The Mystical Element in Heidegger’s Thought (New York: Fordham University Press, 1978, 1986, 2nd rev. ed.), 6.
               

            

         

         
            48. Ibid., 294–95. Cf. ibid., 336.

            

         

         
            49. Ibid., 295.

            

         

         
            50. Ibid., 297–98.

            

         

         
            51. Ibid., 268.

            

         

         
            52. Ibid., 305–06.

            

         

         
            53. Ibid., 336.

            

         

         
            54. Cf. ibid., 307, 314, 401–02.

            

         

         
            55. Dastur, Heidegger. La question du logos, 35.
               

            

         

         
            56. Heidegger, GA1, 409.

            

         

         
            57. Husserl, Logical Investigations, I §4.
               

            

         

         
            58. Peter Simons, “Meaning and Language,” in The Cambridge Companion to Husserl, eds. Barry Smith and David Woodruff Smith (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
                  1995), 106. Cf. Husserl, Logical Investigations, I §1. 
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 3

      The Living Logos

      
         
         
         1919–1933

         
      

      
       After the habilitation, Heidegger develops his concept of the living logos as he begins to fashion his own brand of phenomenology. His theological formation
         provides him not only with the orientation to the living spirit, but also with a different
         methodology for this new form of phenomenology: hermeneutics. Offering in principle
         methods for interpreting the living Word of God, hermeneutics also affords to Heidegger
         ways to clarify fundamental word meanings and to approach the living activity of the
         spirit that is itself infused with meaning. During this new period, Aristotle’s writings
         provide him with a rich hermeneutical source for his phenomenological reflections
         on the fundamental concept of logos as discourse.[1]  Viewed as the phōnē of this existential logos, language will continue to have an expressive role, but first as the instrumental
         means and later as the realm of living meaning.
      

      
      In the 1919 war emergency course “The Idea of Philosophy and the Problem of Worldview,”
         Heidegger starts to develop his idea of language as the means of expression of “primordially
         living and experiential” meaning.[2]  His central axiom is that what is theoretical “itself and as such” refers back to
         what is pre-theoretical.[3]  This principle serves to distinguish between theoretical and pre-theoretical languages
         and to give primacy to language as the means for the verbal expression of the meaningful
         life of the historical “I” in its shared world.[4]  Arguing that not all verbal expression involves objectification, Heidegger emphasizes
         that “living in meaning” does not imply a “theoretical grasping of what is meant”
         or “only object-giving.”[5]  In a similar vein, he rejects the idea that meanings are universal only in the sense
         of the conceptual genus and theoretical “opining” (meinend).[6]  Evidently, this objection would apply to his earlier idea of the meaning-categories
         insofar as they too were viewed from the theoretical lens of pure logic. However,
         he now tries to retain the universal character of verbal meaning at the same time
         that he emphasizes its pre-theoretical roots in the self-reflective lived-experience
         of the shared world of the historical “I”: “Universality of word meanings primarily
         indicates something originary: worldliness (Welthaftigkeit) of experienced experiencing.”[7]  Moreover, the notion of a worldly universality of word meanings implies that the world of the historical “I” is shared
         with others; it is a social world.[8] 
      

      
      Heidegger’s treatment of the concept of verbal meaning represents a significant development
         of his earlier idea of the living, historical spirit and its lived discourse. Now,
         he characterizes the intentionality of consciousness in terms of the meaningful lived-experience
         of the historical “I” who “lives toward” the worldly something and lives the “worlding”
         of the world in an “event of appropriation.”[9]  Pre-theoretical language serves as the means for expressing this worldly meaning
         experienced in life. However, not all meaning is worldly, for the historical “I” can
         also intend or live toward the pre-worldly something, whose meaning resides in “the
         fullness of life itself” that can be experienced in special moments of our lives,
         and the primal-something, which is “the essence of life in and for itself.” Thus,
         pre-theoretical language can express pre-worldly and worldly meaning, in Heidegger’s view.[10] 
      

      
      Heidegger offers examples of worldly meaning from ordinary life and poetry. An everyday
         sentence, “The lectern is adjusted a bit too high for me,” can express my meaningful
         relation to a particular worldly something in my environmental experience; the phrase
         “the most beautiful glance of the sun” in Sophocles’s Antigone can serve to express the pre-theoretical experience of the sun within the poem’s worldly
         meaning of a successful battle. Moreover, in the summer course of the same year, “Phenomenology
         and Transcendental Philosophy of Value,” Heidegger describes poets as “figures within
         a genuine world of life-experience.”[11]  Presumably, we can also express our lived-experiences of the pre-worldly fullness
         and essence of life. However, they would be properly conveyed only in pre-theoretical
         language, for they would undergo a “de-vivification” (Ent-lebnis) in theoretical language.
      

      
      Significantly, Heidegger singles out the allegedly pre-theoretical language of phenomenology
         as the means for capturing meaning in both its worldly and pre-worldly signifying
         functions.[12]  In his view, phenomenology is that pre-theoretical science that can escape the circularity
         that would affect any theoretical science taken as Urwissenschaft (primal science).[13]  Moreover, with its pre-theoretical language, phenomenology also escapes the objections
         to the possibility of a pure verbal description of lived-experience.[14]  Only phenomenology is the science that grants us access to the primordial “live-experiencing
         (Er-leben) of something.”[15]  Thus, Heidegger believes that because phenomenology is in “absolute sympathy with
         life” and with the “hermeneutical intuition,” it can provide phenomenological-hermeneutical
         descriptions of lived-experience in its meaningfulness.[16] 
      

      
      To the problem of the “deception in language” in theoretical questions, Heidegger
         adds several critical references to the problem of prattle in other philosophies.[17]  Like Husserl, he also complains about the problem of using ordinary language to
         convey phenomenological descriptions: “(Our) language is not adequate to the new basic
         type of lived experience involved here.”[18]  His own attempts to deal with this inadequacy are certainly evident in the neologisms
         that he formulates in his phenomenological-hermeneutical descriptions, e.g., Er-leben, Ent-lebnis, es weltet, er-eigne. More generally, he suggests that there are limits to the verbal expression of meaning.
         On the one hand, he speculates that it is perhaps necessary to “return to individual
         objects with particular concrete contents” to grasp the meaning of “something in general.”
         Thus, we can infer that it would also be necessary to revert to concrete meanings
         to express the meaning of something in general. On the other hand, he claims that
         the “minimum assertion” that I can make about something is that “it is something,”
         and in this assertion “I stand over against it without presuppositions.”[19]  The limits of language thus extend to the lived-meaning of the being of something.
      

      
      Clearly, Heidegger no longer frames the being- and language-questions in terms of
         the pure logos. Removed from his own words in 1912, which once echoed Husserl’s, he now argues that
         logic cannot escape the problem of circularity to be the primal science.[20]  He also condemns the “absolutization of the logical,” and the “pan-logical fundamental
         orientation,” which block “any free access to the sphere of lived-experience.”[21]  Thus, he claims that when we frame truth and validity in terms of pure logic, we
         de-vivify their lived-experience and limit our purview to what is theoretical.[22]  This is also why he now argues that the theoretical approach to the question of
         the reality in terms of judgment is “nonsensical” and “absurd.”[23]  
      

      
      Heidegger thus bids his final farewell to the pure logos in 1919. Soon afterward, during the summer of 1920, he begins to frame the idea of
         logos in terms of “facticity” as he launches an attack on Lebens- and Kulturphilosophie. He identifies the shared assumption of these philosophies in the idea that “culture = expression, symbol of psychic experience.”[24]  However, he centers his attack on their neglect of the problem of the “actual (aktuelle) Dasein.”[25]  In his critical assessment, they fail to accomplish the task of philosophy, which
         is to “conserve the facticity of life and to invigorate Dasein’s facticity.”[26]  Thus, in Heidegger’s own conception, language would still serve as the means for
         the verbal expression of meaning, but now this meaning is “factical” and should be
         distinguished from mere symbols of mental experiences. In 1919, he had declared that
         the terms “inner,” “outer,” “physical,” and “psychical” had “little meaning” for phenomenological
         descriptions of lived-experience.[27]  In his approach to language as the means of expression of the factical logos of Dasein, Heidegger will thus continue to eschew such “theorizing” terms as he works
         out the phenomenology of lived discourse.
      

      
      Heidegger’s self-description as a “Christian theologian” in his letter to Karl Löwith on August 19, 1921, offers important insights into
         the religious influences operating in his reflections on logos at the time.[28]  In this light, what he later described as his “theological-speculative” orientation
         to language is clearly visible in the summer course of 1921, “Augustine and Neoplatonism,”
         where he focuses on the features that characterize speaking and hearing in spiritual
         life.[29]  This orientation is also evident in “The Problem of Sin in Luther (1924)” his two-part
         lecture in Rudolf Bartmann’s seminar during the winter semester of 1923–1924, where
         he highlights that fact that in the Christian view, “the being of God is always conceived
         of as a verbum and the fundamental relation of man to him as audire (hearing).”[30]  At the same time, Heidegger’s self-description as a theologian highlights the place that he assigns to the factical logos in his phenomenological reflections. The logic that he now claims to develop is thus
         not pure, but factical, demanding a “strict objectivity in . . . facticity.”[31] 
      

      
      During the twenties, Heidegger develops his idea of the factical logos in great part through his phenomenological hermeneutics of Aristotle. According to
         the older Heidegger, he “tried out a transformed understanding of Aristotle in a seminar”
         after 1919.[32]  Following the record of his teaching activities between 1915 and 1930, this is probably
         the 1921 summer seminar “Phenomenological Practicum for Beginners in Conjunction with
         Aristotle’s De Anima.”[33]  Heidegger also claims that the insight into unconcealedness occurred “as I worked
         on the Logical Investigations every week in special seminars” in 1922.[34]  In all likelihood, this refers to the 1921–1922 winter seminar “Phenomenological
         Practicum for Beginners in Conjunction with Husserl’s Logical Investigations II” and the 1922 summer seminar of “Phenomenological Practicum for Beginners in Conjunction
         with Husserl’s Logical Investigations, Second Investigation.” Heidegger taught phenomenological introductions to Aristotle
         during that period as well—in the winter of 1921–1922 (GA61) and in the summer of
         1922 (GA62) and he prepared the 1922 “Aristotle Introduction.” It is thus unsurprising
         that Heidegger’s students saw him as “an Aristotle redivivus” and “took Heidegger’s concretizations of Aristotle for his philosophy,” as Hans-Georg
         Gadamer tells us.[35] 
      

      
      However, Heidegger’s departure from the traditional rendering of the Aristotelian
         logos begins in the winter course of 1921–1922, “Phenomenological Interpretations of Aristotle
         (Initiation into Phenomenological Research),” where he first offers his translation
         of the term as Rede. Though he still seems to associate discourse with “conceptual articulation,” he
         does allude to the synthetic and phonetic functions of logos in the “grasping determination that ‘says’ that, what, how the object is.”[36]  He also highlights its factical character as he distinguishes logical from grammatical
         categories, which “originate in living speech, in those of the immanent speaking of
         life itself.”[37]  Moreover, such immanent speaking of life now includes the “no-talk” (Nein-Rede) or the collapsing of the factical life that speaks with itself in chatter.[38]  
      

      
      Heidegger’s 1922 “Aristotle Introduction” stands out among other works from the twenties
         not only for his detailed analysis of Aristotle’s concept of logos, but also for his first developed interpretation of alētheia in terms of unconcealment. Theodore Kisiel speculates, on the basis of Otto Pöggler’s
         recollections, that Heidegger had similar insights into ancient Greek concepts, including
         kairos and ousia, between 1922 and 1923.[39]  I am adding logos to Kisiel’s list, based on Heidegger’s interpretations of Aristotle. In this light,
         I wish to emphasize that the role of legein in the manifold meaning of being for the younger Heidegger is critical. The older
         Heidegger himself highlights the title page of Brentano’s dissertation, which quotes
         Aristotle’s phrase “to on legetai pollakos,” as he reminisces his early path.[40]  The importance of the concept of logos that is at play in the legetai is evident in the 1922 “Aristotle Introduction.”
      

      
      Claiming that alēthes means “being-there as unconcealed,” Heidegger argues that alētheia does not occur “in judgment” and does not consist in propositional “agreement.”[41]  At the same time, he discards the “common conception of logos as valid judgment.”[42]  It is at this point that he expands on the idea of logos as discourse by delving into the “intentional character” of legein as an “addressing and discussing” of beings.[43]  He explicitly identifies the apophantic function of this legein in the “letting the object ‘appear’ for itself . . . from out of itself and as it
         is in itself.”[44]  He pinpoints its synthetic function as well in its bringing “to givenness . . .
         beings themselves . . . in their as-what,” so that “everything addressed is addressed
         as something.”[45]  He also identifies the phonetic function in the speaking that “says what is said
         on the basis of the object and is drawn from (apo) it.”[46]  The legein, which Heidegger interprets in terms of worldly, factical life, thus “speaks the
         language of the world.”[47]  This is the worldly language that life speaks “with” and “about” itself.[48]  Thus, though Heidegger continues to see language as the instrumental means of expression
         and communication of discourse, he also begins to understand its role as the medium
         that harbors usual ways of intending and interpreting, i.e., the “having-been-addressed”
         and “having-been-interpreted” that characterize factical life as it speaks with and
         about itself.[49]  The analysis of this language of factical life is evidently a key factor in the
         task that Heidegger assigns to the ontology of facticity, which to him involves the
         “interpretation of the categories of . . . addressing and interpreting” and, therefore,
         is “logic.”[50]  
      

      
      Between 1923 and 1926, Heidegger continues to develop his phenomenological hermeneutics
         of logos by experimenting with diverse readings of the term that give increasing importance
         to the phonetic function.[51]  During this period, we thus find interpretations of logos as phōnē sēmantikē, which he renders as the “voice that means something.”[52]  In a more specific rendering, it is “a vocalizing which contains a hermēneia, i.e., which says something understandable about the world.”[53]  In other terms, it is “something vocal which shows (zeigt) something in the sense of a signifying, which yields something understandable.”[54]  Correspondingly, Heidegger continues to consolidate the idea of language as discursive
         realm, so that it is “in speaking (im Sprechen)” that the apophantic “bringing-a-thing-to-show-itself . . . occurs.”[55]  He has the insight as well into legein as dēloun, which “makes beings openly manifest.”[56]  Eventually, he interprets this speaking as a “discursive making manifest” (redendes Offenbarmachen).[57]  He also begins to develop the idea of the different kinds of syntheses of legein by distinguishing the “pre-predicative” as-structure of logos from its “modification” into the “apophantic-as” of what is present-at-hand.[58]  In Being and Time, these structures become, respectively, the existential-hermeneutical as-structure
         and the derivative and deficient apophantical “as” of the theoretical assertion.[59]  
      

      
      Taken together, Heidegger’s interpretations of the Aristotelian logos in terms of factical life discern all of the functions of legein that he will later identify in his hermeneutics of logos and apply to discourse and language. However, it is important to note that he is
         already voicing his departure from the Ancient Greek idea of logos, which he believes is intrinsically tied to their understanding of being.[60]  In his “Aristotle Introduction,” he articulates, possibly for the first time, his
         criticism of the ancient Greek idea of being in terms of “being-an-object” and he
         refers to their notion of speaking or addressing (phanai) as one of the concepts that the Greeks “viewed in the same way . . . in their unity
         with being.”[61]  By the time of Plato’s Sophist, Heidegger’s critique focuses on the ancient Greek idea of being as Anwesenheit, which he claims determines their concept of logos “as the primary way in which one presentifies something” and thereby decides the fate of European logic into becoming propositional logic.[62]  Clearly, he sees language implicated in this fate insofar as “(all) our grammatical
         categories . . . are essentially determined by this theoretical logic.” Thus, Heidegger
         emphatically announces “the task of conceiving logic . . . much more radically than the Greeks . . . and working
            out thereby . . . a more radical understanding of language itself.”[63]  
      

      
      Significantly, Heidegger’s explicit distancing from the ancient Greek logos is not limited to its ontology of presence, for he also believes that its meaning
         is relative to the ancient Greek world. As he sees the task of translating the ancient
         Greek words, it involves “making present what was presented in a foreign language accessible in our language and for the sake of it.”[64]  Translating logos thus involves understanding that it is defined in the terms of another world.[65]  In the same vein, Heidegger proposes that every interpretation of logos has a “specific preconception” of its sense. Thus, in his discussion of the distinctively
         Greek sense of logos, he observes—from afar: “(We) have no sure information about what language meant
         for the Greeks in their natural existence, how they saw language. . . . One thing
         is to be said with certainty. The Greek lived in a special way in the language and
         was lived by it and he was conscious of this.”[66]  
      

      
      In his translation of the word “logos” immediately before Being and Time, Heidegger refrains from using the word “Sprache,” arguing, “the Greeks had no designation for language,” did not distinguish between
         “talking and speaking,” and conflated the terms for discourse and language.[67]  Accordingly, he begins to make his own distinctions by highlighting the phonetic
         function of language as a whole of “utterances” (Verlautbarungen) or a “ multiplicity of words . . . vocabulary as a whole,” which is “only possible”
         on the basis of Da-sein’s shared historical understanding.[68]  In this sense, the general distinction between language and discourse in Being and Time continues his explicit distancing from the ancient Greek understanding of logos.[69] 
      

      
      Though Heidegger highlights the existential rootedness of language in its phonetic
         function, he does not consider this the definitive answer to the language-question.
         In the winter semester of 1923–1924, he remarks that there is a “fundamental lack
         of clarity about the existence of language.”[70]  In the winter semester of 1925–1926, he explicitly frames this issue in terms of
         the “fundamentally dark,” “still completely unexplained,” and “ontologically entirely
         enigmatic” question concerning the “proper being of language itself.”[71]  I propose that this enigma pertains to the essential language-question, which Heidegger
         will leave open in Being and Time.[72]  
      

      
      From 1927 to the summer of 1934, Heidegger’s reflections on language take on the twofold
         form of an explicit discussion of the linguistic question and an implicit treatment
         of the continually open essential question. In both formulations of the language-question,
         he carries on his application of the Aristotelian logos at the same time that he marks his distance from the ancient Greeks and the ontology
         of presence that they established in the dawn of philosophy.
      

      
      In Being and Time, Heidegger implicitly ponders the essential language-question in his hermeneutical
         Destruktion of the ancient Greek concept of logos, which he sees as key to the project of fundamental ontology. At the same time, he
         explicitly pursues the linguistic question in the Daseinsanalytik, particularly in the section dedicated to discourse and language (§34).[73]  Both formulations of the language-question are intimately linked through his translation
         of the ancient Greek logos as discourse. As I hope to show, this connection is evident in the parallelism between
         the characteristics that he uncovers in his critical hermeneutics of the logos of traditional ontology and those that he displays in his existential analysis of
         discourse. Schematically, the parallels run as follows:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Logos: Discourse (existentiale of disclosedness)
            

         

         
         	
            Apophansis: Letting beings be seen from themselves
            

         

         
         	
            Synthesis: Articulation of intelligibility
            

         

         
         	
            Phōnē: Language as expressedness of discourse[74] 
            

         

      

      
      Heidegger’s Destruktion of logos in Being and Time culminates his experimental interpretations during the twenties, binding them into
         one primordial meaning. The legein of logos interpreted as discourse originally means dēloun—to make something manifest. More specifically, it is an apophainesthai—to let something be seen from itself. This, in turn, is the basis for synthesis—to let something be seen in its togetherness with something or as something, and
         for phōnē meta phantasias—vocalization in which something is always sighted.[75]  
      

      
      The Daseinsanalytik, for its part, culminates Heidegger’s interpretations of logos as living, factical, historical, and worldly. As an existentiale that is equiprimordial
         with attunement or mood and understanding, discourse co-constitutes “the being of
         the there, the disclosedness of being-in-the-world.”[76]  The equiprimordial role of discourse in Da-sein’s disclosedness—to let see from
         itself what attunement and understanding disclose—parallels the apophainesthai of logos. The role of discourse as the “‘significant’ articulation of the intelligibility
         of being-in-the-world” parallels the synthesis of the logos.[77]  The synthetic function of discourse is visible in its role of providing the “structure
         of something as something.”[78]  It is also visible in the “articulation” of sense in interpretation.[79]  The synthesis and the phōnē of discourse are both patent in the full structure of assertion as the intentional
         “pointing out which communicates and defines.”[80]  In fact, Heidegger explicitly bases this definition of assertion on “the primordial
         meaning of logos as apophansis.”[81]  Thus, assertion as a pointing out lets “beings be seen from themselves.” As predication,
         it lets “what is manifest be seen in its determinable definite character.” As communication, it is a “speaking forth”
         that lets “someone see with us what has been pointed out in its definite character.”[82]  
      

      
      Heidegger’s claim that discourse is the “existential-ontological foundation of language” parallels his idea of apophansis as the basis of phōnē. In its “specifically worldly mode of being” as the way in which “the totality of significations of intelligibility is put into words” and “discourse gets expressed,” language parallels the phōnē of logos, which “has the character of speaking or vocalization in words” when discourse is
         “fully concrete.” Thus, as the “totality of words in which discourse has its own ‘worldly’
         being,” language is the existential counterpart of phōnē with its basis in apophansis.[83] 
      

      
      In his move to the concept of language as the worldly expressedness of discourse,
         Heidegger is able to develop a more definitive account of how language serves as the
         realm for the expression of meaning. Da-sein’s understanding and interpretation are
         “always already contained in what is expressed” and words themselves “accrue to significations.”
         Thus, “language harbors in itself an interpretedness of the understanding of Da-sein.”[84]  At the same time, Heidegger retains the idea of language as an instrument “at hand”
         and explains how it can be “broken up into word-things objectively present” in the
         deficient mode of objectification.[85]  
      

      
      Heidegger argues that the existential-ontological characteristics of discourse “first
         make something like language ontologically possible.”[86]  His argument includes the claim that language as the verbal communication (Mitteilung) of discourse is grounded in Da-sein’s shared conversance (Mit-teilung) of its being-in-the-world.[87]  Because of this grounding in Mit-dasein, language is critically involved not only in the falling of Rede into Gerede—into the inauthentic discourse or idle talk of everyday being-in the-world, but also
         into the oblivion of being that permeates traditional ontology. In his restriction
         of language to the phōnē of the existential logos—to the concrete speaking in words of discourse, Heidegger assigns to language the
         crucial role of harboring the inauthenticity of everydayness and tradition. As Jacques
         Derrida claims, it is thus important to pay particular attention to how “the question
         of being unites indissolubly with the precomprehension of the word being.”[88]  
      

      
      Heidegger claims “(in) the language that is spoken . . . there already lies an average
         intelligibility.” This claims serves to explain why we “listen to what is spoken about
         as such,” and why “what is talked about” is “understood only approximately and superficially”
         in our inauthentic discourse.[89]  Similarly, he claims that our traditional ontological understanding of fundamental
         words, such as “seiend,” “Sein,” and “ist,” is based on an “average comprehensibility” that is really “incomprehensibility”
         and “borders on mere verbal knowledge.”[90]  Correspondingly, he assigns to philosophy the task of protecting the “power of the most elemental words.”[91] 
      

      
      Heidegger also emphasizes that the problem for the project of fundamental ontology
         involves not only the lack of “most of the words . . . but above all the ‘grammar.’”[92]  His use of scare quotes to refer to grammar ties directly to his attack on the logos of tradition. Critical of traditional interpretations of logos in terms of ratio, Heidegger centers his attack on its rendition as judgment, proposition, or (theoretical)
         assertion, claiming that it has served as the “sole guide” in the history of ontology.[93]  Thus, 
he argues that the logic of logos taken as statement is the “foundation” of grammar, which itself is “based on the
         ontology of objective presence.”[94]  In Heidegger’s view, then, the language of tradition is permeated—semantically and
         syntactically—by the ontology of objective presence.
      

      
      Given Heidegger’s idea of the prevalence of inauthenticity and tradition in language,
         it is not entirely surprising that he characterizes Da-sein’s authentic discourse
         in terms of reticence, and silence.[95]  Significantly, these features that he attributes to authentic discourse can be said
         to apply to his own “background discussion” of the essential language-questions in
         Being and Time. In this light, we could interpret his Destruktion of the logos of tradition as his reticent attempt to ponder the being of language in its relation
         to being. I would argue that Derrida’s critique of the “logocentrism” of Being and Time is attuned to this background discussion, though it is narrowly focused on the phonetic
         function of the logos.[96]  
      

      
      As Heidegger himself later states, in Being and Time, the “normative role was played by the reference to fundamental words of Greek thought
         which I interpreted accordingly: logos (to make manifest) and phainesthai (to show oneself).”[97]  The gist of Heidegger’s “background” answer to the essential language-question would
         thus address how apophansis applies in the relation of language to being. We will later see this answer emerge
         into explicitness in his reflection on the appropriating logos. In the interim, however, Heidegger remains reticent in his approach to the essential
         language-question.
      

      
      In the years following Being and Time until the summer of 1934, Heidegger advances his critique of the propositional logos of metaphysics.[98]  He also advances his attack on the notion of propositional truth that he traces
         back to Plato.[99]  In the 1931 summer course on Aristotle’s metaphysics, Heidegger begins to accentuate
         the more “original meanings” of legein as a “gathering” that makes beings manifest.[100]  The apophantic, synthetic, and phonetic functions of this original legein take form in discourse as the “gathering exposition (sammelnde Darlegen) that makes things accessible and manifest.”[101]  Highlighting the worldly character of logos as discursive “conversance” (Kundschaft), he continues to emphasize the existential rootedness of language in its phonetic
         role as discursive saying; it is not a mere “vocalizing,” but a “speaking that says
         something, means something . . . to someone for someone.”[102]  However, from this point forth, Heidegger increasingly stresses the power of language
         as realm: “To be empowered with language—; language, however, not merely as a means
         of asserting and communicating, which indeed it also is, but language as that wherein
         the openness and conversance of world first of all bursts forth and is.”[103]  Thus, he is claiming that our worldly understanding and discourse originally unfold in language, which suggests that he is starting to view language itself in
         terms of the original legein. Poetry is the special kind of speaking in which the original legein occurs: “Language, therefore, originally and authentically occurs in poetry . . .
         as the proclamation of world in the invocation of the god.”[104]  
      

      
      In “Die Grundfrage der Philosophie” (The Basic Questions of Philosophy)—the 1933 summer course that Heidegger taught
         during his rectorship, he highlights the role of language as social realm and bases
         its instrumentality on this role: The “already ruling language” of a Volk, “can only be . . . an instrument of communication because it is in advance and originally
         the preserver and enhancer of the world, within which in each case a Volk exists.” He also seems to fluctuate on the idea of language as an original power:
         Though it is “in” the ruling language that “beings as whole manifest themselves,” he insists that language “could not be,” if speakers “had not understood something
         like being” and comported themselves toward “beings as such.”[105]  Thus, here language continues to have its condition of possibility in Da-sein’s
         discursive understanding of being and its synthesis of beings as beings.
      

      
      Similarly, in the 1933–1934 course “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit” (On the Essence of Truth), Heidegger seems to vacillate on the idea of language
         as primordial apophantic power when he works out his interpretation of Heraclitus’s
         conception of polemos as the essence of beings. On the one hand, Heidegger claims that it is “only because”
         our deepest essence consists in our “subjection in the superior power of being,” that the human being “exists in language, indeed there must be something like language of the human being.”[106]  Moreover, he now points to the human “ability to be silent” or “silencing ability”
         (das Schweigenkönnen) as the essential origin and ground of discourse and language.[107]  On the other hand, he states that our exposedness and openness to the superior power
         of being and our ability to speak mean “one and the same fundamental state-of-affair
         in the human essence.”[108]  Furthermore, the role that he assigns to language as the realm of human existence
         emphasizes its original apophantic function, for “beings as a whole as beings are only powerful and unfold in and through language.”[109] 
      

      
      I propose that Heidegger’s fluctuations on the primordiality of language as an apophantic
         power suggest that he is grappling with the duality of his language-question, i.e.,
         with both the linguistic and essential formulations. His renewed call for a “positive essential circumscription of the essence of language” that will “shake up” the traditional
         logical-grammatical conception of language evidently alludes to the essential question.[110]  Yet, once again, he explicitly leaves this question open. At the same time, he relies
         on his interpretation of logos as “gathering” to characterize language as “the law-giving gathering and manifesting
         of the jointure of beings (die gesetzgebende Sammlung und Offenbarung des Gefüges des Seienden).”[111]  This characterization could be taken as his implicit answer to the question concerning
         the essence of language, which could be viewed here in terms of an original synthesis and apophansis of beings. Yet, it is important to see that these are still functions of the existential
         logos, of human subjection in the power of being in its unconcealedness and the corresponding
         human “comportment” and “fundamental mood” of “original reticence.”[112]  However, as Heidegger takes on the task of explicitly pondering the essential language-question,
         he begins to see the “law-giving” nature of language in terms of the appropriating
         logos of being itself.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. It seems that Heidegger was also inspired by Braig’s “etymology for fundamental ontological
                  concepts” in text passages from Aristotle, Aquinas, and Suarez, though he does not
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      Chapter 4

      The Appropriating Logos

      
         
         
         1934–1972

         
      

      
      The older Heidegger identifies the 1934 summer course “Logic as the Question Concerning
         the Essence of Language” as the first place where he “dared discuss in a lecture the
         question concerning language.”[1]  He also explains that he then aimed for the “transformation of logic” into the essential
         language-question.[2]  However, as John Sallis observes, this course is a turning point where “it appears
         that Heidegger has abandoned entirely the task of renewing logic.”[3]  In Heidegger’s later assessment, the shortcoming of this first attempt is that “it
         was a reflection on the logos in which (he) sought the essence of language.”[4]  Heidegger does continue to rework his earlier hermeneutics of the Aristotelian logos in this reflection. Yet the fundamental difference now is that being begins to take
         center stage as he takes on the essential language-question. I agree with Kovacs,
         who claims that the course is a critical step in the “crossing of the language of
         metaphysics toward be-ing-historical language.”[5]  I argue that Heidegger’s first explicit step in this direction is evident in his
         claim that logic as the question concerning the essence of language “happens as the
         care of knowing about the being of beings.”[6]  
      

      
      If logic is the starting point for Heidegger’s overt reflection on being and the essence
         of language, poetry soon takes on this role in his course on Hölderlin’s hymns “Germania”
         and “The Rhine” in the winter of 1935.[7]  Metaphysics follows soon thereafter in the summer of 1935 course “Introduction to
         Metaphysics.”[8]  In this three-pronged approach that intertwines the being- and language-questions,
         Heidegger begins to redefine all of the features of logos in terms of the essence of language.[9]  Language in its essence thus emerges as the original apophantic and synthetic power
         of being that defines human essence in terms of sonorous speech, that is, phōnē.
      

      
      In Heidegger’s earlier focus on the living logos, he had defined language as a phenomenon of Da-sein’s disclosedness. With his eye
         on the appropriating logos, he begins by defining language in its essence as the “primal event” in which our
         “exposedness into beings happens, the delivering over (Überantwortung) to being happens.”[10]  Language is now an original apophantic force. As this primordial apophansis, the
         essence of language is the realm where “being and nonbeing open (eröffnen) themselves.”[11]  It is also where “essence and being . . . speak (sprechen)”[12]  and where “things first become and are.”[13]  Accordingly, it has the role of constituting and preserving Da-sein’s world and
         grounding its history.[14]  Thus, Heidegger now begins to define human essence itself in terms of the essence
         of language.[15]  
      

      
      Claiming to be retrieving the more original meanings of logos (beyond Aristotle, in the likes of Sophocles, Parmenides, and Heraclitus), Heidegger
         also draws out what I identify as the synthetic sense of legein—as collection or gathering (Sammlung) or collectedness (Gesammeltheit).[16]  Significantly, he interprets this synthesis in close relation to what he defines
         as alētheia: Legein as collection means “to produce-by-placing-hither (her-stellen) the unconcealed as such, beings in their unconcealedness.”[17]  It is also logos as gathering that “founds (begründet) the essence of language.”[18]  His distinction between the “languageless” animal and the human being who dwells
         “in language” accordingly relies on the claim that the synthesis of “beings as beings” is exclusive to humans.[19]  Our exceptional ability to speak in words is itself determined by the apophantic
         naming power of language.[20]  In this light, Heidegger argues that these (apophantic and synthetic) powers of
         the essence of language define the unique essence of the human being as “the sayer (der Sager).”[21]  He repeatedly emphasizes that these primordial powers do not pertain to language
         as an instrument of communication that we possess. Therefore, it is evident that he
         is beginning to redefine human essence in terms of what I call the appropriating logos of being.[22] 
      

      
      In the older Heidegger’s recollection, it took “nearly another ten years” after his
         first explicit discussion of the essential language-question in the summer of 1934
         before he “was able to say what (he) was thinking.”[23]  However, he certainly continued these reflections, as the opening lines to the 1936
         private manuscript Contributions to Philosophy (From Enowning) suggest, “held back in prolonged hesitation . . . held fast, hinting.”[24]  Moreover, he not only taught the summer 1939 seminar On the Essence of Language, but also worked steadily on the private monograph Zum Wesen der Sprache (Concerning the Essence of Language), which contains manuscripts dating from 1939
         to 1960. In 1946, he begins to address a broader audience in his “Letter on Humanism,”
         presumably himself mindful of the imperative for the thinking of being to “recognize
         the seductions of the public realm as well as the impotence of the private.”[25]  
      

      
      During his “private” period of 1936–1946, Heidegger reformulates his project in terms
         of the “crossing” from within metaphysics toward being-historical thinking.[26]  While Heidegger does not label his project “trans-metaphysical,” I believe that
         this term best describes his crossing as a move from within metaphysics that aims to overcome and thus go beyond metaphysics.[27]  Emphasizing the preparatory and transformative aim of his project, Heidegger continues
         to counterbalance his critique of the metaphysical interpretation of logos with the reflection on the essence of language. He often refers to language in its
         essence, which I identify as the appropriating logos, as das Wort.[28]  The metaphysical definition of language in terms of the logos that belongs to the human being is a constant target for the contrasting idea of
         the human being in its “belongingness” to the word of being.[29]  Striking beyond the metaphysical conception of language, Heidegger also increases
         his dramatic depictions of the language of metaphysics itself as the dominant realm
         that deforms our very essence.[30]  Insofar as “all language is still the language of beings”[31]  and the “new language for being” is “still lacking,”[32]  Heidegger proposes “to say the language of beings as language of being.”[33]  This transformative saying involves turning around the meaning of metaphysical words.[34]  In this move, transformative saying of the thinkers in the crossing is, therefore,
         “essentially ambiguous.”[35]  Heidegger’s aim thus includes turning around and thereby aiming to overcome the
         anthropological meaning of “word” that is based on the metaphysical interpretation
         of logos.[36]  
      

      
      To reflect on the essence of language during his reticent crossing, Heidegger generally
         drops the metaphysically laden word “logos” from his own lexicon, but retains the earlier functions that he had garnered from
         his readings of Aristotle. Language in its essence now takes on the apophantic function
         of the “naming that founds” (stiftenden Nennung) the truth of being.[37]  I maintain that such a reassignment occurs even as Heidegger explicitly distances
         himself from the metaphysical “apo-phansis.”[38]  Language in its essence points to beings, lets us see beings from themselves for
         the first time. Thus, it is the primordial apophansis in its intentional character.
      

      
      The word of being also assumes what can be straightforwardly identified as the synthetic
         function: the power of “measure-setting,” “fitting together,” and “gathering.”[39]  This reassignment of synthesis is especially noteworthy in light of Heidegger’s 1944 assessment of the ancient Greek
         notion of logos:
      

      
      
         What would have come to pass had Heraclitus—and all the Greeks after him—thought the
            essence of language as Logos, as the Laying that gathers! Nothing less than this: the Greeks would have thought
            the essence of language from the essence of Being—indeed, as this itself. For ho Logos is the name for the Being of beings. Yet, none of this came to pass.[40] 
         

      

      
      Heidegger’s lament clearly suggests that he understands his own idea of the essence
         of language in terms of the gathering of being as an attempt to retrieve the forlorn
         synthetic sense of the Heraclitean Logos.
      

      
      It is also worth noting that in two letters to Hannah Arendt (Freiburg, Feb 6, 51,
         and Freiburg, April 1, 51), Heidegger characterizes the essay on Heraclitus’s doctrine
         of logos as “a companion” to the essay “Sprache” in Unterwegs zur Sprache, and he notes that in his preparation of both essays, they are “slowing coming together
         as they must.”[41]  Hugh Silverman argues that Heidegger’s transformative writing here takes the form
         of a “de-logocentralization of language,” which involves “the positing and re-placing of Logos . . . to the place of difference: the Being of beings.”[42]  In agreement with Silverman, I argue that Heidegger’s relocation of the earlier
         synthetic function—from Da-sein to being—is especially evident when he criticizes
         the objectifying “as-structure” of presencing.[43]  This critique occurs in explicit contrast with the appropriating “as” of primordial
         naming.[44]  Thus, now it is the essence of language that lets us see beings as beings for the first time.
      

      
      Heidegger also refashions the earlier phonetic function of the existential logos at the same time that he relocates its grounding. While phōnē is still a distinctively human function, it no longer has its ultimate foundation
         in Da-sein. Therefore, Heidegger concentrates his attack on the anthropocentrism that
         prevails in the metaphysical idea of phōnē in terms of sounds.[45]  In the same vein, he rearticulates earlier objections to its interpretation in terms
         of acoustics and phonetics, and he reformulates earlier concepts of Da-sein’s hearing,
         hearkening, and keeping silent in his critique.[46]  Accounts of phōnē in terms of physical and mental abilities that presuppose the logos of the animal rationale are woefully inadequate, but now anthropocentrism is their core problem.
      

      
      Heidegger’s re-centering of phōnē is intrinsically connected to the development of his concept of alētheia in terms of the truth of being. By this time, he views the unconcealedness of being
         from its original concealedness in terms of the appropriating-event. For him, the
         essence of language now has its origin in the silencing and stillness of this unconcealedness
         of being.[47]  In this primordial sense, truth is what enables language to unfold in its essence.
         However, what is proper to language as language is non-sonorous; precisely this soundless
         essence is what enables humans to speak in sounds.
      

      
      The tie between Heidegger’s reticent reflections on phōnē and alētheia is especially evident when we focus on his positive idea of the essence of language
         itself as the clearing where beings unconceal themselves as beings. This idea is anticipated
         in his 1935 concept of language as “an opening (Eröffnung) of being” where “self-opening beings” are preserved in the “openness” (Offenheit).[48]  It is more explicit in 1935–1936, when he defines the clearing as where “beings
         can only be as beings.”[49]  In this vein, he claims, “language by naming beings for the first time” is what
         enables beings to “come into the Open.”[50]  By 1939, he identifies the word of being as the “original clearing (Lichtung/Lichten)”[51]  and as the “appropriating event of the clearing (Er-eignung der Lichtung).”[52]  When he makes these thoughts public in 1946, he claims that language is the “clearing-concealing
         advent of being itself.”[53] 
      

      
      Charles Taylor focuses mainly on the notion of the clearing to argue that the later
         Heidegger’s “strongly anti-subjectivist view” makes him “more than just a constitutive
         theorist.”[54]  However, Taylor does not consider the important associations between logos and alētheia that are at play as Heidegger develops his concept of language. With Heidegger’s re-locations
         of alētheia and logos in being, the relation between his concepts of truth and language undergoes dramatic
         changes. With the pure logos, language as the sensuous means of expression was outside the logical realm of propositional
         truth and validity. With the existential logos, language as expressedness had its foundation in the existential-ontological truth,
         in Da-sein’s disclosedness. Now, the essence of language is itself grounded or “belongs”
         in the truth of being; as the clearing, it is the site of the unconcealedness of being
         where beings come to light—are constituted or enacted—as beings. In this sense, language
         is now aletheic in its essence.
      

      
      However, it is important to keep in mind that Heidegger continues to grapple during
         his reticent “crossing” period with the question concerning the relation of language
         and being. As he points out in 1936, this question leads him to “fall in the abyss”
         of the language-being relation, so that he admits knowing “no answer.”[55]  A few years before, in 1934, he had described the problem of the hermeneutical circle
         in the definitions of the being of language and being of the human being as a “circling”
         that “gradually becomes a vortex,” which “draws us slowly into an abyss.”[56]  As he describes the problem in 1936, it consists of three difficulties: the metaphysical
         tendency to interpret language as a being; the anthropological interpretation of language;
         and the crucial fact that there is no other “‘standpoint’” for reflecting on “the”
         language and being than “our” language, which itself has a being-historical determination.[57]  Heidegger appears to address the first two difficulties already in his project of
         the “overcoming” of metaphysics, in which “anthropology too is overthrown.” However,
         because he believes that we cannot “interpret what is ownmost to language from within
         the being-historical determination,” he seems to refer to the third difficulty in
         particular as what remains as “task.”[58]  
      

      
      Heidegger’s assumption that natural languages are “determined” 
being-historically goes hand-in-hand with his idea that language and the human being
         are both “appropriated” by being. In 1936, he focuses on the “mutual” determination
         of language and humans in their “equiprimordial” belongingness to being in the appropriating-event.[59]  However, in his 1939 seminar on Herder, Heidegger claims that the reciprocal definition
         of human being and language is a product of metaphysical thinking, in particular,
         of the logos as ratio et oratio.[60]  Thus, he questions Herder’s metaphysical “The ‘human being’ ‘has’ ‘language’” by
         proposing, “The ‘word’ ‘has’ the ‘human being.’”[61]  Heidegger also believes that his re-centering can undertake as “breaking through”
         the metaphysical circle in the reciprocal definition of language and the human being.[62]  Accordingly, he focuses on the “belongingness” in being and in the appropriating-event
         of the essence of language as he explicitly distances this focus from the metaphysical
         search for conditions of possibility.[63]  In his 1939 private manuscript on language, Heidegger goes further: The word itself appropriates the human being;[64]  it is itself the appropriating-event of the clearing.[65] 
      

      
      Heidegger’s metaphors of language as the “house of being” and the “home of the human
         being” in his 1946 “public” formulation aim to capture the central ideas of his “private”
         reflections on the essential language-question during the preceding decade. As house
         and home, language thus appears in the central role of the “protective heed” of being
         that “holds” the human being.[66]  Significantly, the features that he attributes to language as house and home closely
         parallel his 1944 interpretation of the Heraclitean Logos as the—apophantic and synthetic—laying that gathers in its “sheltering” (Bergen) and “safekeeping” (Verwahren).[67]  In particular, he claims that in Heraclitus “Logos is in itself and at the same time a revealing and a concealing. It is Alētheia.”[68]  This reading of Heraclitus is patently echoed in Heidegger’s own—aletheic—definition
         of language as the clearing-concealing advent of being and in his repeated characterizations
         of its “mystery.”
      

      
      With the publication of Unterwegs zur Sprache, which contains six essays dated between 1950 and 1959, Heidegger begins to define
         language in its essence as the saying that shows.[69]  I argue that while he explicitly rejects the metaphysical logos because it is not the “fitting word” for the essence of language, he implicitly continues
         to retrieve its functions in the concept of the appropriating logos.[70]  His characterization of language as the primordial “peal of stillness” (Geläut der Stille) highlights the appropriative power that brings the human being “into its own.”[71]  At this point, language in its essence plays a major role in the appropriating-event—as
         its clearing, saying, and gathering, and as the soundless event that enables the speaking
         of the appropriated mortals.[72] 
      

      
      Other interpreters have tuned into the role of logos in the later Heidegger’s concept of the essence of language. Irmgard Bock argues
         that there is not a change, but a “certain shift in emphasis” in Heidegger’s interpretation
         of the “proper function” of logos from the gathering to the letting-lie-before.[73]  However, Bock does not account for the continuing interplay of the apophantic, synthetic,
         and phonetic functions of logos. Dastur traces the apophantic function of logos to Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle in Being and Time, but focuses only on the semantic function of phōnē while examining Heidegger’s account of the origins of conception of truth as adequatio.[74]  As I will now show, all of the functions of logos are at play in the later Heidegger’s retrieval.
      

      
      Heidegger’s claim that language itself “speaks” puts into question human-centered
         conceptions by focusing on the apophantic essence of language.[75]  In retrospect, we can see that this idea was already germinating in 1922 in the
         concept of the speaking of factical life,[76]  and sprouting in 1935 as the speaking of being and essence.[77]  We can also discern its kinship to previous notions of saying as the apophantic
         power of language.[78]  In a similar vein, its essential calling or bidding are evidently foreshadowed in
         the apophantic “addressing” that much earlier constituted objects[79]  and—later—enables the belongingness of beings to Seyn.[80]  
      

      
      In the claim that language speaks, the later Heidegger assigns to saying the primordial
         function of showing, which lets-see or lets-appear.[81]  Moreover, he identifies this apophantic function when he refers to logos as the “oldest word” for “saying . . . showing that lets beings appear in their ‘it is.’”[82]  The intentional structure in Heidegger’s revamped definition of apophansis is also visible in his characterizations of saying as the primordial “calling” (Rufen) and “bidding” (Heißen),[83]  the original “pointing” (Zeigen),[84]  and the “primordial-announcing” (Ur-Kunde) of the appropriating-event.[85] 
      

      
      The aletheic essence of language continues to be evident in the “clearing-concealing”
         (lichtend-verbergend) manner in which it lets-appear.[86]  Heidegger’s depiction of the essence of language as the primordial “rest” (Ruhe) and the “peal of stillness” also suggests a more intimate connection between apophansis and alētheia.[87]  With the auditory trope of the “peal,” he tries to go beyond the visual metaphors
         of unconcealedness, letting-appear, and clearing—a move that fits well with his phonetic
         characterization of human language as the mortal co-respondence in sounds. More substantively,
         the essence of language has increased in power and extended its range. The saying
         that shows in the manner of clearing-concealing appropriates as it lets-appear beings
         in their being, world (as the unitary fourfold of sky and earth, mortals and divinities),
         things, and the difference of world and things.[88]  
      

      
      The broadened scope of Heidegger’s appropriating logos is also patent in its synthetic power as the “gathering into the appropriation.”[89]  As such gathering, it is “the relation of all relations.”[90]  It lets-appear different dynamics marked by tension—the difference of world and
         things,[91]  the twofold of beings and being,[92]  the clearing-concealing of world,[93]  and the encounter (Gegen-ein-ander-über) of the four world-regions.[94]  The tension is also evident in Heidegger’s depiction of the (synthetic) unity of
         the essence of language as the “design” (Aufriß) that is a “design-that-tears-open” (Auf-Riß).[95]  
      

      
      The synthetic essence of language is what defines the as-structure that characterizes
         human speech “as the speech of mortals.”[96]  It is also what enables mortals alone to experience death as death.[97]  Da-sein’s being-toward-death assumes the renewed form of the mortality of “what
         is human,” which is “in its essence linguistic . . . occurring in appropriation (ereignet) from the speaking of language.”[98]  Heidegger thus tightens the connection between the synthesis and the phōnē of human speech in what he characterizes as the “essential relation between death
         and language.”[99]  The sonorous speaking of mortals that the non-sonorous speaking of language itself
         enables thereby takes the form of a (phonetic) co-responding (Ent-sprechen) that heeds the command of the essence of language.[100]  Moreover, it is only on the basis of this co-responding that human speech itself
         can be apophantic, as a “calling that names” and “bids thing and world to come.”[101]  Thus, Heidegger retains all of the functions of the earlier existential logos at the same time that he re-centers them in the appropriating logos.
      

      
      Heidegger’s re-centering of phōnē is especially noteworthy because it is with the sonorous speech of mortals that he
         can preserve and develop further the idea of human existence as the Da (t/here) of being. It is in this sense that he emphasizes that the essence of language
         itself “needs . . . the speaking of mortals in order to sound as the peal of stillness for the
         hearing of mortals.”[102]  Note that to meet this need, mortals must let-appear the essence of language as the essence of language; this is the transformative saying of poetry and thinking—where
         mortals listen to and speak from language in its essence.[103]  Like the earlier discourse of authentic Da-sein, such human speech hearkens and
         is reticent. However, now it is the silent voice of being itself that calls. Moreover,
         this silent call demands a co-responding and it is what enables the dialogue among
         mortals themselves.
      

      
      Heidegger proposes, “All human language is appropriated in Saying” and “is thereby
         historical.”[104]  This sweeping claim evidently applies to all natural and artificial languages as
         well as any type of human speech—metaphysical, poetic, thinking, and ordinary. However,
         the key point of distinction among all these forms of human language for Heidegger
         seems to lie in “the different measures of the nearness to the appropriating-event.”[105]  This suggests that some language-forms are somehow nearer to—and others further
         from—the appropriating-event. In more straightforward terms, Heidegger is claiming
         that languages are being-historically different. Language-forms differ in the ways
         in which the essence of language appropriates mortals to their world. Mortals dwell
         
in “different” houses of being.[106]  The “earth speaks in them differently each time” and grants mortals different forms
         of “rootedness.”[107]  We co-respond by listening to “the language that we speak.”[108]  In this sense, co-responding requires hearkening.[109]  The words of—and dialogues among—thinkers and poets would be an obvious example
         of such authentic discourse. Since Heidegger deems German and Greek the “most powerful”
         and “most spiritual” languages with regard to the “possibilities of thinking,” presumably
         he believes these natural languages would offer more possibilities for authentic discourse
         as well.[110]  
      

      
      Heidegger is more direct in his critical assessments of the language of metaphysics
         and logistics.[111]  Its dominance in the era of modern technology “conceals . . . the attack on the
         essence of language.”[112]  This attack involves “the thoroughgoing technicalization of all languages into the
         sole operative instrument of interplanetary information.”[113]  It is the language of “en-framing” (des Ge-stells), which challenges forth and frames all languages into becoming information.[114]  Yet the “greater danger” comes from the essence of language itself insofar as it is what grants all possibility of human speech.[115]  The appropriating logos is thus what enables the deforming language of metaphysics.
      

      
      Significantly, the apophantic power of the essence of language is key to the danger
         envisioned by Heidegger: Our relation to language is “determined according to the
         destiny of whether and how the essence of language as the primordial-announcing (Ur-kunde) of the appropriating-event retains us in this.”[116]  The saving power also lies in the essence of language. Though we can “neither compel
         nor invent” a “transformation” of language from its deformed state as an instrument
         of en-framing, poetry and thinking “might perhaps prepare us a little for the change
         in our relation to language.”[117]  Thus, both possibilities unfold in the apophantic essence of language itself.[118] 
      

      
      In the decade following Unterwegs zur Sprache, Heidegger continues to work out the idea of the danger and saving power of the essence
         of language in an increasingly vigorous critique of the language of the age of modern
         technology. The idea of the apophantic power of the saying that shows or lets-appear
         emerges repeatedly in this criticism as he explores the saving possibilities. For
         example, in his 1960 essay “Sprache und Heimat” (Language and Homeland), Heidegger
         argues, “At this hour . . . the world-hour of our world-age” . . . we have become
         “languageless . . . homeless . . . without a homeland.”[119]  In his argument, he characterizes language as mother tongue in terms of its apophantic
         power: “the pointing, the letting-appear . . . the primordial showing of the bringing-forth-hither.”[120]  Thus, he proposes that the saving power lies in what he calls the “poetic essence”
         of language in which it is “the bringing forth of the homeland” and is itself “as homeland.”[121]  
      

      
      The 1962 lecture “Traditional Language and Technological Language” returns to the
         idea of language as the saying that shows and lets-appear.[122]  The apophantic essence of language again lies at the heart of the oppositions that
         Heidegger establishes between the language that is “handed down in tradition” (überlieferte Sprache) and the language that is technologically transformed into “mere information.”[123]  The danger, as he sees it, lies in technological language as “the severest and most
         menacing attack on what is peculiar to language: saying as showing and as the letting-appear”; thus, it threatens our “ownmost essence.”[124]  Heidegger envisions the poet in the saving apophantic task of “handing down in the
         tradition of a language . . . through the language itself . . . to say the world anew
         . . . and thus to bring what is not-yet-seen into appearance.”[125]  He also formulates the task of thinking as he calls for a “reflection” on the “danger”
         and “saving power” that conceal themselves in the “mystery” of language.[126]  
      

      
      Heidegger’s idea of the apophantic essence of language reappears in 1964.[127]  At the same time, he offers poetry as an example of a non-objectifying thinking
         and speaking that is a “letting be said of the god’s presence.”[128]  Similar characterizations appear in the 1969 “Zeichen” (Signs), as he contrasts the “information-theoretical technologization of language”
         as “mere sign-transmission” with the poetic experience of “what itself first enables
         light-brightness and darkness,” which we can see alludes to the aletheic essence of
         language.[129]  
      

      
      It is thus fitting that what are possibly Heidegger’s last written words on the language-question
         include one of his own poems, “Sprache” (Language), which he composed in 1972. The reference to this poem quotes a letter
         (dated March 18, 1976) that Heidegger wrote to Professor Raymond Panikkar, University
         of California at Santa Barbara. This letter gives a clear view of the intended philosophical
         sense of the poem: “The enclosed text is at the same time a word against the ubiquitous
         self-expanding linguistics, which makes the essence of language of the technologically
         determined world—the Computer—serviceable, but in truth drives on the destruction
         of language.”[130]  
      

      
      At the risk of ruining the aesthetics of Heidegger’s poem, I would like to conclude
         this chapter by pointing out its more prosaic meanings. Heidegger’s poetic ode to
         Sprache not only uses the same terms, but also reiterates his philosophical thoughts on the
         essence of language in the age of modern technology and its technological signs or
         “terms” (Wörter). What I label the “appropriating logos” reappears in the poem as the forlorn “word” (Wort) at the “site” (Ort) of the “primeval owning” (uralter Eignis) that “appropriates mortals” (Sterbliche eignend). The apophantic features of the essence of language appear again in the “peal of
         stillness” (Geläut der Stille) that “calls” (ruft), while those same features that define mortal speech are evident in “the words”
         (die Worte) of those who will perhaps “say” (sagen) in the manner of “pointing” (zeigend). These are the words of the future poets and thinkers, who would follow the apophantic
         “showing turn” (weisender Wende) back to those of the ancient poets and thinkers.[131]  Heidegger thus yearns for a re-turning, at the same time that he re-turns, to the oldest word for language in the European tradition: to logos.
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      The changes in Heidegger’s understanding of logos and its particular phōnē are reflected in the significantly different concepts of language that he develops
         over time. Seen from the perspectives that he adopts in succession—pure logic, existential
         phenomenology, and being-historical thinking—language as phōnē sēmantikē is, respectively, a physical instrument of expression, the existential realm of expressedness,
         and the speaking of mortals in the realm of the unconcealedness of being. In what
         follows, I explore each concept, what motivates Heidegger’s transitions, and what
         is the significance of these changes.
      

      
      In Heidegger’s earliest conception, language is primarily the impure and imperfect
         phōnē of the pure logos. Accordingly, if the purity of judgment lies in its ideality, then the impurity of
         what is linguistic lies in its reality. Words and sentences are physical, temporal,
         changing objects that we can perceive through our senses. They can take multiple and
         varied forms—written and spoken—that are contingent upon factual circumstances. As
         an instrument of cognition, ordinary language is an imperfect means for conveying
         judgments. Natural linguistic forms are not adequate for expressing logical content.
         This imperfection and inadequacy of language in its ordinary form lie in its grammar,
         which often falls short of the logical copula and the ideal sense of judgments. Thus,
         the young Heidegger claims that we must transcend ordinary grammar to capture the
         primordial structures of knowledge. However, since language serves to express and
         communicate our representations of objects, he believes it is still important as the
         signifying voice, that is, as the verbal means for expressing meaning in general.
         Moreover, it is the instrument of expression of the teleological life of the spirit,
         which is not confined to the cognitive realm of pure logic. Therefore, the young Heidegger
         believes that language is instrumental for spiritual, metaphysical purposes as well;
         it is also the living phōnē of the theological logos.
      

      
      The young Heidegger’s view of language through the prisms of pure logic and theology
         remains focused on its instrumentality and its limits. From his perspective, language
         is a limited means for the expression of meaning—both cognitive and spiritual. The
         ordinary uses of language do not meet the demands of pure logic; hence his call for
         extraordinary measures—clarifications of word-meanings and the development of a pure
         grammar. Yet, for him, language in its ordinary usage is still a means for the expression
         of the teleological life of the human spirit. It is the verbal means for the purposeful
         discourse of the spiritual community and (presumably) for the unique communication
         of the individual soul with God. With subjectivity as the starting point of this spiritual
         dimension of human life, it matters precisely how it is that we experience language
         and its limits. Therefore, he believes that this lived-experience calls for a phenomenology
         of language as the verbal instrument for the expression of meaning.
      

      
      As Heidegger embarks on the phenomenological route to the living logos, his earlier definition of language as an instrument of cognition becomes problematic.
         In 1919, he argues that factical life is not cognitive or theoretical; it is pre-theoretical.
         Therefore, the language of facticity cannot be primarily cognitive either; it is pre-theoretical
         as well. Factical life uses language to express worldly and pre-worldly meanings.
         Thus, language is “de-vivified” as an instrument of cognition, for it lives primarily
         as a cultural means of expression. In this sense, language is still temporal in its
         nature, but now in the deeper sense that it retains and projects the historical meanings
         of factical life. However, by 1922, Heidegger begins to see that the idea of language
         as an instrument does not adequately capture this living temporality of language.
         Moreover, his phenomenological approach eventually reveals that factical life itself
         does not experience language primarily as an instrument, but as the medium in which
         it speaks with and about itself.
      

      
      In Being and Time, language takes on the primary phenomenological form of the verbal realm of being-in-the-world.
         As such realm, it is the totality of words that grow or “thrive on” meanings. The
         holistic character of language is not entirely new for Heidegger; in his habilitation,
         it was the sensuous voice of the organic totality of non-sensuous meanings.[1] However, language is no longer adequately defined as a totality of sonorous grammatical
         expressions or factical linguistic forms of cognition, which are now categories of
         the ontology of objective presence.[2] The idea of a Cartesian subject that uses words to convey its internal ideas to an
         external world is also averted. As the expressedness of discourse, language is rather
         a totality in which discourse has “its own ‘worldly’ being.”[3] More specifically, it is the verbal whole that belongs to being-in-the-world-with-one-another.
         Rather than a Cartesian means of exchange, it is the realm in which we verbalize our
         existential Mit-teilung. Heidegger thus stresses that language is a derivative totality that has its place in our intrinsically social existence.
      

      
      At the same time, his account of the social grounding of language focuses on the role
         of language as the verbal realm of inauthentic Da-sein. In this regard, it is worth noting that he establishes its basis in being-the-world
         by pointing only to Da-sein’s having “been thrown and reliant on the ‘world.’”[4] Correspondingly, his prevailing idea of language is of the verbal repository of the
         existential meanings that shape our mood and understanding. In his definition of language
         as expressedness, Heidegger accordingly focuses on how it harbors what has been understood and interpreted and has reached the averageness that characterizes our
         daily inauthentic existence.[5] 
      

      
      Moreover, because Heidegger concentrates on language as the verbal medium of inauthenticity,
         he sees it as the key to the temporality of idle talk: “(Since) discourse is for the
         most part spoken in language and initially speaks by addressing the ‘surrounding world’
         in taking care of it and talking about it, making present has, of course, a privileged constitutive function.”[6] Thus, he constrains language in effect to the power of tradition and idle talk to
         make “so little inaccessible,” “closing . . . off” original paths of understanding.[7] Since he generally associates what is linguistic or verbal with what is inauthentic,
         this narrow association marks the contrasting concept of authentic discourse. The
         voice of conscience “is lacking any kind of utterance” and “does not even come to
         words.”[8] Authentic discourse wrests itself away from the chatter of inauthenticity: “It takes
         the words away from the commonsense idle chatter of the they.”[9] Keeping silent and reticence are thus the marks of authenticity from within the verbal realm where inauthenticity prevails.
      

      
      Heidegger’s existential phenomenological concept of language as a verbal realm of
         inauthenticity nonetheless represents an in-depth development of his earlier sense
         of the linguistic medium of factical life. It is also a much broader idea, for it
         includes two derivatives to its primary phenomenological form as Da-sein’s verbal
         realm: In its secondary form, the totality of words becomes something that we may
         come across as “at hand,” and in its tertiary form, it is “broken up into word-things”
         or dissolved in the deficient mode of taking words as objects.[10] Martin Kusch argues that Heidegger sees language as a “universal medium,” but he
         does not take into account these instrumental and presentative roles of language.[11] Cristina Lafont develops a critical view of these different roles in terms of what
         she defines as a “transitional role” of language “between ontic and ontological” as
         a phenomenon of Da-sein’s disclosedness.[12] However, her definition fails to capture how Heidegger himself proposes to link these
         roles.
      

      
      With the idea of language as ready-to-hand, Heidegger is able to account for our experiences
         of language as an instrument of our being-in-the-world. Such experiences are possible
         because our being-with-one-another is discursive and thus our social interactions
         involve discursive deeds such as “assenting, refusing, inviting, warning . . .”[13] While surely these actions need not be accompanied by words, they can take the form
         of verbal utterances. These utterances are certainly not outward utterances of something
         inward in the Cartesian sense of expression or communication—all terms, that fail
         to capture the phenomenology of language not only as Da-sein’s verbal medium, but
         also as an existential instrument.[14] In Heidegger’s new view of the existential instrumentality of language, words operate
         as tools for the explicit sharing of our being-with, which is always out and about in the world. How we actually
         use words—what he refers to as linguistic “intonation, modulation . . . the tempo
         of talk . . . ‘the way of speaking’”—can thus convey our mood or attunement in the
         shared world.[15] 
      

      
      Heidegger’s critique of the logos of objective presence includes the corresponding interpretation of language, where
         words are “initially objectively present, that is, what can be found like things.”[16] The primacy that he claims the ready-to-hand has over the present-at-hand thus applies
         to language; it is at first instrumental, and only when this instrumentality is somehow
         compromised—in “deficiency”—can it become objectified. It is only when words are not
         at work that they can become objects. Thus, when language is objectified, it is stripped
         of its instrumentality. Heidegger’s idea of the “deficient” nature of objectified
         language also points to the holistic character of instrumental language. Insofar as
         the ready-to-hand is in the manner of an interrelated whole of functions or a totality
         of equipment, the words that we can use as tools in our everyday dealings are “useful”
         in a “totality of useful things.”[17]  Therefore, when words are taken as objects or things, they are taken out of the
         meaningful whole in which they function.
      

      
      Heidegger’s theory of the deficiency of the present-at-hand puts into question not
         only the traditional idea that words themselves are fundamentally objects, but also that language is at first about objects. His examples of sentences in our concernful circumspection can help to illustrate
         this double attack: “The hammer is too heavy,” “Too heavy!” and “Hand me the other
         hammer.” These sentences serve as verbal complaints and demands about instruments
         as instruments. The sentences are not objects for those involved in conversation,
         but means in the practical context of their activities. Moreover, they are not about
         hammers as objects of cognition, but as tools in their utility for the interlocutors.
         In this regard, Heidegger argues that traditional logic would analyze them “logically”
         as categorical statements that ascribe properties to objects. Following his example,
         the first sentence would thus be misread as “This Thing—a hammer—has the property
         of heaviness.” While he had earlier viewed theoretical language as a secondary form
         that is “only object-giving,”[18] his new idea of the realm of expressedness demotes such language to the tertiary
         form of statements about the present-at-hand.
      

      
      Heidegger’s self-described task of pointing out the “ontological ‘locus’” of language
         highlights how it is “rooted” in Da-sein’s ontology. This task explicitly concerns
         language as “phenomenon,” that is, as it shows itself in Da-sein’s being.[19] Thus, Heidegger’s account of the existential conditions of possibility of language
         in the three forms discussed above responds to what I call the linguistic question.
         This is why he declares that the essential question of “what mode of being belongs
         to language in general” and whether it is “an innerworldly useful thing at hand, or
         does it have the mode of being of Da-sein or neither of the two?” remains open.[20]  
      

      
      In terms of the existential phenomenological account in Being and Time, language is an entirely dependent realm, for it is conditioned by mood and understanding
         and founded in discourse. Moreover, Heidegger’s explicit distinction between discourse
         and language in effect restricts the functional scope of language—the phōnē of the living logos.[21] As the articulation of intelligibility, discourse has the synthetic function of structuring
         what we can understand and express. The active role of language, however, is the verbalization
         of what is intelligible and expressible. In this specific sense, what is discursive
         not only includes, but also extends beyond what is linguistic. Thus, neither meaning—“the
         upon which” of the intelligibility of beings that discourse articulates, nor mood
         and understanding, which are determined equiprimordially by discourse—is inherently
         linguistic. Focusing on language as an activity, as speaking, this can mean simply
         that we do not necessarily speak or verbalize what we can comprehend existentially.
         However, when we focus on language as the realm of expressedness, this implies that
         we might not be able to speak or verbalize all of what we can comprehend existentially.
         The totality of words does not always already embrace the whole of existential possibilities,
         as is suggested in Heidegger’s descriptions of the call of conscience in terms of
         silence and authentic discourse in terms of reticence.
      

      
      As Da-sein’s verbal realm, language is limited because it is dependent. However, though
         Heidegger argues that meanings or significations “found the possible being of words
         and language,” he appears impressed by how the actual being of the latter can weigh
         down on the possible meanings.[22] This power of language as the verbal realm of tradition and the everyday suggests
         more independence than he expressly attributes to it in Being and Time. While language does become increasingly independent in the works that soon follow,
         Heidegger also changes his focus to its creative apophantic power as a realm of historical
         existence. The apophantic and synthetic functions that he had assigned specifically
         to Rede thus reemerge under the label of Sprache.[23] 
      

      
      Heidegger eventually expands the realm of Sprache as well to include not only inauthentic idle talk, but also original or authentic
         forms of speaking, such as poetry and reticence.[24] This expansion begins as early as 1929, when he characterizes Angst in terms of a “silencing of the ‘is,’” in contrast with the common approach to the
         nothing through idle talk.[25] In the winter term of 1933–1934, he grounds the realm of language in “the ability
         to be silent” (das Schweigenkönnen) and notes that he is thereby going beyond Being and Time: “There language was, to be sure, brought into an essential connection with silence,
         . . . but that which is proper was not seen . . . : Silence ultimately as possibility of discourse; but not: Discourse and language as originating from silence.”[26] It is worth noting, however, that he continues to understand silence as a human “comportment,”
         or “fundamental mood,” specifically, as the “originary reticence of human Dasein.”[27] Thus, the silencing that can occur in fundamental moods such as dread and profound
         boredom reflects the limits of language as a realm that is still rooted in Da-sein.[28] Nonetheless, it anticipates the silencing experiences that become prominent in later
         reflections on the appropriating essence of language.
      

      
      As he begins his explicit pursuit of the essential language-question, Heidegger retains
         the concept of an apophantic realm and a deepened sense of those overwhelming experiences
         in which silence befalls us. His developed idea of the essence of language is a radicalized
         version that combines these earlier thoughts. As the saying that shows, language in
         its essence is the primordial realm of disclosure that appropriates our own essence
         as “sayers.” It is worth noting that Heidegger repeatedly uses the preposition “in” as he pits this idea against metaphysical conceptions of language. A prime example
         comes from 1935: “It is in words and language that things first come into being and
         are.”[29] Similarly, it is the “domain,” “web,” “element,” or “house” in which humans “belong”
         or “dwell” and are enabled to disclose verbally or to speak.[30] Thus, the concept of realm now serves as a way to dis-locate, as it were, all anthropocentric
         definitions, for “human essence rests in language.”[31] Correspondingly, human essence occurs only “out of the speaking of language.”[32] 
      

      
      Heidegger’s re-centering of phōnē signals his departure from his own anthropocentrism. In his earlier approach, language
         as verbal realm was rooted in Da-sein’s being; now it would rest in the essence of
         language—the primordial realm of unconcealedness. Thus, he is proposing that what
         is linguistic in the narrow sense—or verbal—is enabled by what is proto-linguistic.
         What is proto-linguistic pertains to his understanding of the essence of language,
         which “is not anything human” and “cannot be anything linguistic.”[33] It is Sprache as Urphänomen (primordial phenomenon) of being.[34] In contrast, what is linguistic is what he classifies “as a phenomenon that occurs
         in” the human being.[35] Because he sees the latter phenomenon as derivative, Heidegger continually argues
         that metaphysical definitions of language as a human instrument of expression are
         “correct,” but not “essential.”[36]  In this vein, he claims that these definitions merely indicate an “effect” or “consequence”
         (Folge) of the essence of language.[37]  Sprache as Urphänomen ultimately enables what is linguistic. Thus, the instrumental, expressive, and objective
         forms that language can take as a human phenomenon are consequences of the essence
         of language that unfold in its realm.
      

      
      With his concept of the essence of language as the primordial apophantic realm, Heidegger
         manages to develop a theory that includes—by subsuming as a consequence—language as
         a general means. In this light, he accounts for language not only as the verbal means
         of the conversation that we are, but also as the means of our idle talk.[38] It is significant that he no longer claims neutrality in his characterizations of
         the language of every day. In particular, his critical reflections on the modern technological
         age often include the argument that we “misuse” and “deform” language by taking it
         solely as instrument of information and calculation.[39] Since he insists that both the danger and the saving power are determined by the
         appropriating essence of language, it is only within the realm of the essence of language that all linguistic—dangerous as well as saving—possibilities
         lie.[40] Specifically with regard to the modern technological danger, Heidegger thus claims
         that it is language itself, which “still denies us its essence” and instead “surrenders
         itself to our mere willing and trafficking as an instrument of domination over beings.”[41] 
      

      
      Heidegger argues that we cannot transcend the proto-linguistic realm that defines
         our being: “In order to be who we are, we human beings remain committed to and within
         the being of language, and can never step out of it and look at it from somewhere
         else.”[42] Since our very essence is determined in the realm of the essence of language, he
         believes that we cannot initiate its transformation, but can only prepare ourselves
         for this in poetry and thinking.[43] Heidegger characterizes Denken (thinking) as an immanent reflection on the essence of language; it unfolds “within language,” which we “encounter
         . . . everywhere.”[44] The earlier hermeneutical circle thus becomes the “circle” of the realm of the essence
         of language in which such reflection must move.[45] In accordance with this new idea of a meta-hermeneutical realm, Heidegger tries to
         distinguish the immanent movement of thinking (as a speaking “of” language) from the
         dominant objectifying approach that “takes up a position above” to speak “about” it.[46] Moreover, he claims that, insofar as it is non-objectifying, thinking is non-propositional
         as well.[47] 
      

      
      In a similar vein, Heidegger tries to eschew an instrumental characterization by suggesting
         that thinking and poetry instead serve as a means for the essence of language: “Thought
         and poesy never just use language to express themselves with its help; rather, (they)
         are in themselves the originary, the essential, and therefore also the final speech
         that language speaks through the mouth of man.”[48] In general, this reversal of the instrumental relation reflects the appropriative
         character of the essence of language that determines our essence as speakers. With
         poetry and thinking, the human being is thus “appropriated” in the sense of being
         “used for bringing soundless Saying to the sound of language.”[49] There is also, of course, the destructive instrumental relation in the age of modern
         technology in which it is the language-machine that really “masters the essence of
         man.”[50] 
      

      
      Heidegger concedes that the “conceptual language” of metaphysics is “unavoidable.”[51] However, he also claims that thinking is “more rigorous than conceptual thinking.”[52] I propose that what is key to the distinction that he tries to establish is the immanent
         conceptuality of thinking—as the “in-grasping” (Inbegriff) of being.[53] Because thinking is mindful of the meta-hermeneutical realm in which it moves, it
         does not try to explain or “ground language in something else that is not language
         itself.”[54] Such is the strayed metaphysical route in which “language itself is conceptually
         grasped—but grasped in the grasp of something other than itself.”[55] Moving in the circle of the essence of language, thinking (in-) grasps instead the
         circular “language is language.”[56] 
      

      
      Heidegger refashions his earlier concept of authentic discourse to characterize thinking
         and poetry in the realm of the essence of language. Poetry and thinking both move
         and are neighbors who dwell in a special manner in this realm.[57] Poets and thinkers are those who share the authentic attitude that hearkens and is
         reticent, but they listen and co-respond to the silent essence of language (instead
         of the earlier silent call of conscience). Poets and thinkers are the mortals, who
         in their awareness and responses, are similar to the earlier Da-sein in its authentic
         being-toward-death. Their lived-experiences of speechlessness now provide for extraordinary
         moments of insight into language in its essence. The poet’s enlightened experience—“Thus
         I renounced and sadly see: Where word breaks off no thing may be”—is a model to which
         Heidegger returns a few times.[58] All poetic and thinking insights, however, are appropriating-events of the essence
         of language itself in its primordial silencing. As the original site of the unconcealedness
         of being, language in its essence is the silent realm that enables—and thus can also
         disable, as it were—the sonorous speaking of mortals. Everything regarding our possibilities
         of speech depends on whether the essence of language “gives” or “withholds” itself.[59] 
      

      
      Heidegger depicts the task of thinking as one that is confronted with “obstacles”
         that “come from language itself.”[60] These obstacles have to do not only with the general features of the essence of language,
         but also with the specific characteristics that it takes on in the age of modern technology.
         In general, the apophantic realm of language in its essence is not itself linguistic,
         but enables what is linguistic as such, making it possible for us to speak. Heidegger
         characterizes this enabling as the “withholding” or “holding back” in which the essence
         of language does not “bring itself to language” or “never has the floor.”[61] Put otherwise, disclosure is silent in the sense that it is the nonverbal condition
         of possibility of what is verbal. Heidegger is not claiming here that the essence
         of language is ineffable, inexpressible, or beyond words; only that it is very difficult
         for us to capture it in words. Thus, he states that our relation to the essence of
         language is “almost”—not entirely—“speechless.”[62] However, he believes that it is only in the authentic speaking of poetry and thinking
         that “the being of language puts itself into language nonetheless, in its own most
         appropriate manner.”[63] 
      

      
      For Heidegger, the historical obstacles for thinking pertain to the dominance of metaphysics,
         which reaches its apogee with the en-framing essence of modern technology. Thus, he
         complains that the “difficulty” of “the step back out of metaphysics” “lies in language,”
         more precisely, in the “languages of metaphysical thinking.”[64] He also bemoans the “difficulty” for us moderns “to understand a non-instrumental
         concept of language.”[65] Still, these are difficulties that arise from the appropriative essence of language
         itself and within its realm. Accordingly, Heidegger suggests that this essence makes
         itself inexpressible in the propositional language of metaphysics; it “flatly refuses
         to express itself in words—in the language, that is, in which we make statements about
         language.”[66] 
      

      
      The inaugural character that Heidegger attributes to poetry and thinking pertains
         to their saying in the realm of the apophantic essence of language. Both are ways
         of showing or letting see what is essential in words; they are verbal disclosures
         of being.[67] With this characterization of poetry and thinking, Heidegger is able to account for
         the language of authentic discourse—beyond the earlier silence and reticence of Da-sein
         in the soliloquy of conscience. Thinkers and poets are “those who think and those
         who create with words.”[68] They speak among themselves and to others in these words that are original in what
         and how they disclose. In this sense, they are the first and final speakers in the
         conversation that we are; their speech is a dialogue that is foundational in its disclosure.
         Yet, because such extraordinary disclosure takes linguistic form, it succumbs to an
         ordinary realm akin to what Heidegger earlier described as everyday expressedness:
         “(Even) the essential word, if it is to be understood and so become the common possession
         of all, must make itself common.”[69] He thus sees the original verbal disclosure as prone to falling into idle talk. In
         this sense, he characterizes the language of every day as a “forgotten and therefore
         used-up poem” in which such disclosure “hardly resounds.”[70] However, he now sees that there are saving possibilities, even in the derivative
         realm of ordinary language. Insofar as poets and thinkers are the “guardians” of the
         realm of the essence of language, they have the task of safeguarding the inaugural
         disclosure in their words.[71] Safeguarding this disclosure involves handing it down in the realm of the traditional
         language that serves as alternative to the language-machine.[72] 
      

      
      Heidegger’s final concept of the essence of language not only tries to encompass all
         forms that language can take, but also establishes lines of derivation and hierarchical
         orders among them according to their type of disclosure. The verbal realm inaugurated
         and safeguarded by poets and thinkers is the first, highest, and purest form because
         it is the site of the disclosure of being itself. The traditional language in which
         this original disclosure can be preserved is the second form, but as the language
         of every day it can deteriorate into a much lower form as chatter. Still, ordinary
         language is a form of verbal disclosure of beings, but it focuses on what is non-essential
         and commonplace. The language of metaphysics, which determines logic and science as
         well, is the philosophical variant that discloses beings as objects or things. In
         the age of modern technology, the language of beings—both ordinary and philosophical—is
         deformed into the language-machine that en-frames or discloses beings as standing-reserve.
         The main danger posed by this modern instrumental form of language lies in its imperialism;
         it threatens to pervade as the only form of verbal disclosure. Poetry and thinking
         are the alternative forms of linguistic disclosure that the later Heidegger deems
         superior because of their proto-linguistic character. However, it is also worth recalling
         that he had also deemed his earlier projects of pure logic and fundamental ontology
         to be superior forms of reflective discourse, though he then provided other philosophical
         justifications of their extraordinary nature.
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      Chapter 6

      Linguistic Structures

      
         
         
      

      
      Heidegger’s different theories of language as phōnē sēmantikē explain its configuration in terms of the other functions that he attributes to the
         corresponding logoi. In this chapter, I discuss how the apophantic and synthetic functions are at play
         in his understanding of linguistic structures.
      

      
      Heidegger’s evolving interpretations of the apophantic function—as propositional indicating,
         discursive letting something be seen, and saying that shows—coincide in viewing language
         in terms of the intentionality—of consciousness, of Da-sein’s being, and of the essence
         of language, respectively. For him, apophansis in its linguistic form invariably involves
         not only intending, but also pointing to or indicating something. Keeping his main
         focus on the sentences in language, he constantly approaches them as fundamentally
         intentional and indicative structures.
      

      
      In the young Heidegger’s view of judgment from the perspective of pure logic, he follows
         the interpretation of apophansis that he later deemed inadequate. Judgments are apophantic in the sense that they
         are (theoretical) assertions or propositions that intend, refer to, and determine
         objects. In his identification of judgment as the primordial structure of knowledge,
         he takes pains to highlight its intentional character. Accordingly, he argues that,
         as intentional acts of consciousness that are propositional, judgments are those pure
         logical entities that can bear truth and validity. Following the theoretical distinction
         between what is logical and what is grammatical, the young Heidegger rejects the idea
         that sentences can have those ideal properties of knowledge. However, he does not
         deny to language the character of intentionality, but instead bases it on that of
         consciousness.
      

      
      In terms of what I have identified as the logical agenda of the habilitation, language
         serves as the means for expression of our object-oriented thought and is thereby instrumental
         for conveying the intentionality of consciousness. The assumption that sentences in
         general have an indicative structure is evident in Heidegger’s earlier treatment (in
         1912 and 1913) of certain sentence-examples. The impersonal exclamatory sentences
         “Fire!” and “It is thundering!” are problematic because they lack grammatical subjects.
         Though these examples serve to illustrate the need for meta-grammatical analyses,
         Heidegger himself does not suggest a logical solution. With regard to the latter exclamation,
         he simply asks rhetorically: “And what meaning lies in the ‘It’? And can the subject
         be seen in it?”[1] Another impersonal sentence, “it flashes” or “it lightens” (es blitzt), “does not have the sense of a nominating judgment (Benneungsurteil),” but says rather that something “happens” or “takes place.” Determining the meaning
         of the “mysterious ‘it’” is once again a future task for logicians.[2] On the other hand, the problem with declarative sentences used to express judgments,
         such as “a is greater than b,” is that they tend to invert the logical reference or
         indication; the meta-grammatical subject of the judgment appears as the grammatical
         predicate. Thus, he believes that declarative sentences serve to convey the intentionality
         of judgments in ordinary language, but they are inadequate in terms of their indicative
         structure.
      

      
      What I have identified as the metaphysical agenda of the habilitation anticipates
         Heidegger’s move to existential phenomenology. In terms of this agenda that is based
         on the theological idea of the living logos, he suggests (through Erfurt) that language is lived as having its own intentionality.
         Words and sentences make themselves manifest as “‘signs’ for objects.” They are lived
         as having this function as “entirely their own.”[3] Thus, in lived-experience at least, linguistic structures themselves intend, refer
         to, and even disclose objects. Though Heidegger soon discarded the competing “theoretical”
         lens of pure logic, he did not abandon the approach to language in terms of its intentional
         and indicative structure.
      

      
      Heidegger’s subsequent interpretation of apophansis as an existentiale of Da-sein’s disclosedness serves as a key premise for his arguments
         concerning the existential roots of assertion and language. He also applies his definition
         of apophansis as Da-sein’s discursive letting something be seen to argue for the derivative character
         of theoretical assertions and sentences about objects. In all of these accounts, he
         focuses on propositions and sentences as intentional and indicative structures.
      

      
      In Heidegger’s existential-phenomenological view of intentionality, it is Da-sein’s
         understanding of being that intends or is directed to the beings within its world.
         Such intentionality pervades not only the “existential-hermeneutical” interpretation,
         but also the “apophantical” interpretation. The former takes the form of the “primordial”
         assertion that intends the beings within the world as ready-to-hand, while the latter
         results in the “derivative” assertion (the theoretical proposition) that intends beings
         as present-at-hand. Heidegger’s definition of assertion as a pointing-out that predicates
         and communicates links such intentionality to apophansis. In this vein, he states that the pointing-out, which he identifies as the primary
         meaning of assertion, adheres to “the primordial meaning of logos as apophansis—letting an entity be seen from itself.” The indicative structure that he attributes
         to assertions is evident as well in his caveat that what is pointed-out is the entity
         itself, and not something else such as a “meaning” or a “mere representation.”[4] Thus, in their pointing-out, assertions essentially intend and indicate beings.
      

      
      The declarative sentences in which assertions are verbalized come into play in what
         Heidegger identifies as the third meaning of assertion: communication or “speaking
         forth” (Heraussage). Insofar as the communication is a “letting someone see with us what is pointed
         out and given a definite character,” it involves putting into words what we assert.
         Thus, the speaking forth of assertion requires drawing from the totality of words
         that is shared in being-with-one-another-in-the-world. Heidegger accordingly focuses
         on the role of language as the verbal repository for assertions: “Any statement, as
         a communication understood existentially, must have been expressed.”[5] In the same vein, he claims that it is because “language always already contains
         a developed set of concepts,” that the fore-conceptions implied in our assertions
         can be “mostly inconspicuous.”[6] 
      

      
      Following Heidegger’s reasoning, if assertions are essentially intentional and indicative,
         then so are the declarative sentences in which they are verbalized. This principle
         would apply to the sentences that communicate both types of assertion in his classification—“primordial”
         and “derivative.” In his analyses of the sentence “The hammer is too heavy,” Heidegger
         thus assumes that the sentence intends and indicates the hammer. He uses the sentence
         both as an example of an assertion of Da-sein’s circumspective concern and as an example
         of a theoretical assertion that is analyzed by traditional logic as a categorical
         statement. Accordingly, in the first case, the sentence points-out the hammer as an
         entity that is ready-to-hand and in the second case as an object or thing present-at-hand.
      

      
      Heidegger ascribes to assertions and declarative sentences as wholes the function of pointing-out entities, that is, they operate in effect as special
         nouns or names that give something a definite character. Accordingly, it is as a whole
         that the sentence “This hammer is too heavy” names the hammer in its heaviness—regarding
         either its practical utility or its objective property. Moreover, the role of the
         noun “hammer,” which simply points-out the hammer, is key to the function that the
         sentence as a whole performs, that is, to the pointing-out of the hammer in its heaviness.
         As the primary and central function that Heidegger assigns to declarative sentences
         and nouns, pointing-out is thus what characterizes these as intentional and indicative
         structures.
      

      
      It is worth noting that the pointing-out (Aufzeigen) that defines assertions and linguistic forms is not the indicating or pointing (Zeigen) that Heidegger claims is peculiar to signs as the ready-to-hand that serve to orient
         Da-sein in its concernful circumspection. Heidegger argues that signs are fundamentally
         equipmental, not present-at-hand indicator-things. Their peculiar character as handy
         things lies in their pointing (Zeigen) function, which Da-sein’s understanding discloses by referring or assigning (Verweisung) to them the purpose of orienting Da-sein about in its everyday dealings. Insofar
         as discourse is equiprimordial with understanding, the apophantic role of discourse
         would be at play in the existential condition of possibility for signs.[7] 
      

      
      Heidegger’s own classifications and examples of signs do not mention those that are
         verbal. Yet, insofar as language can become something ready-to-hand, evidently linguistic
         forms can also function as signs.[8] Thus, when they are instrumental in orienting us in our everyday activities, words
         and sentences—such as “Stop” and “No smoking”—would have the practical function that
         Heidegger calls Zeigen. However, they would not be signs in the sense of what is present-at-hand, that is,
         things that refer to objects. Neither in pointing-out nor in pointing would linguistic
         forms originally function as objective indicators. Given Heidegger’s theory, present-at-hand,
         objective reference would thus be only the “derivative,” “deficient” mode of the intentional
         and indicative structure of language.
      

      
      Heidegger’s account of the constitutive moments of discourse provides more direct
         confirmation that he views language in general in terms of intentionality and indication.
         These constitutive moments, which he claims “make something like language ontologically
         possible” are what the discourse is about, what is said as such, the communication,
         and making known.[9] The first moment—what is talked about or discussed (das Beredete)—is key to the intentional structure of language, for Heidegger claims that it is
         “always ‘addressed’ (angeredet) in a particular view and within certain limits.”[10] This is the particular intentionality that determines discourse itself as it “initially
         speaks by addressing (in . . . Ansprechens) the ‘surrounding world’ in taking care of it and talking about it.”[11] The centrality of addressing in discourse is also evident in the phenomenon of Gerede (idle talk), for the second constitutive moment of discourse—das Geredete (what is said-in-the-talk)—predominates. In this fashion, idle talk “covers up” and
         “closes off” what is talked about. The “primary relationship of being to the being
         talked about” is thereby occluded in the inauthentic focus on what is said.[12] Therefore, as the expressedness of discourse that harbors the average understanding
         and interpretation, language is structurally conducive to this inauthentic intentionality.
      

      
      As he explicitly develops his concept of the essence of language, the later Heidegger
         continues to focus on intentionality and indication. The saying that shows—language
         in its apophantic essence—is itself intentional and indicative, for it is “the pointing”
         (die Zeige) that originally unconceals being and lets beings appear.[13] The primordial pointing is what enables mortals to intend and indicate in their sonorous
         speech. Heidegger’s characterizations of “the word” as having the primordial “naming”
         power that enables the “words” of mortals thus reflect his focus on the pointing that
         defines the essence of language and its mortal derivative.[14] To my mind, his most dramatic portrayal of this shared structure can be seen in the
         claim that “man first is man” as “the pointer” or one who points (ein Zeigender) toward being in its withdrawal and is thus essentially “a sign.”[15] 
      

      
      Heidegger’s radical idea of the human being as a sign that belongs to die Zeige or the primordial pointing could be seen as a concept that subsumes his earlier ideas
         of das Aufzeigen (pointing-out) of assertions and even das Zeigen (pointing) of signs in their readiness-to-hand. All human possibilities of saying
         and showing are enabled by the essence of language as the saying that shows. Presumably,
         then, assertions can point-out and signs can point only on the basis of the primordial
         pointing of the essence of language. More importantly, Heidegger’s main objective
         in this regard is to confront the metaphysics that dominates the conception of language
         as a system of signs that serve merely as objective indicators. Looking beyond the
         anthropocentric, instrumentalist, and Cartesian elements of the concept, he also expresses
         his concern with the modern technological “transformation” of language itself into
         “a mere report of signal transmissions.”[16] Moreover, his critical depictions of the language-machine suggest further that he
         views the technological signs or “terms” (Wörter) as indicators that serve to en-frame beings into standing-reserve. To him, such
         technological “deformations” of language are key to the supreme “danger” that confronts
         human essence. The one who points is under the threat of becoming the en-framer; hence
         Heidegger’s poetic call for those mortals whose “words . . . bear in the manner of
         pointing (zeigend tragen)” to the site of the essence of language.[17] 
      

      
      While Heidegger’s view of language in terms of intentionality and indication is a
         constant that is tied to the three kinds of apophansis, his different interpretations of synthesis result in significant changes in his account and assessment of grammar. As his path
         of thinking unfolds, he assigns the synthetic function of originally assembling something
         as something first to ratio, then to discourse, and finally to the essence of language. The nature of the original
         synthesis differs, correspondingly—as an assembling that is logical, existential-hermeneutical,
         and proto-linguistic. The propositional copula, the as-structure of understanding,
         and the gathering of being are respective operations of these different types of synthesis.
         In all cases, Heidegger believes that the grammar of ordinary language is derived
         from and somehow reflects the original synthesis, but rarely adequately. Ordinary
         grammar is often problematic in his view, but for different reasons.
      

      
      In the young Heidegger’s view, ordinary grammar is inadequate for the purposes of
         pure logic. Sense and holding or validity are pure logical properties that are exclusive
         to judgment in its ideality. These are properties that pertain to its syntax—to the
         synthesis of meaning-contents and objects in the propositional copula.[18] Heidegger thus extols the Laskian meta-grammatical theory, the Husserlian pure grammar,
         and the Scotist grammatica speculativa for affording insight into the a priori structure of judgment. To this extent, he agrees with Lask and Husserl on the importance
         of emancipating or distinguishing logic from grammar. What is logical is ideal, whereas
         what is grammatical is real (in the early Husserlian sense of what is physical, temporal,
         and changing). The ordinary subject-predicate relation is thus merely a contingent synthesis. Thus, a declarative sentence can fail to express a judgment properly and
         even invert the logical syntax in its own grammatical syntax. Since a one-to-one syntactical
         correspondence is only accidental, Heidegger thus insists: “Grammatical sentence and
         logical judgment can indeed go ‘parallel,’ but must not.”[19] Still, like Husserl and Erfurt, Heidegger believes that there are essential grammatical
         distinctions, such as that between noun and verb, that reflect logical distinctions—albeit
         distortedly. As is evident in the logical agenda of the habilitation, this is because
         he believes that the ideal meaning-categories provide the logical conditions of language.
         Thus, the grammar of ordinary language is determined in part by logic; the remaining
         conditions would be “impure.” With the metaphysical agenda of the habilitation, however,
         it becomes clear that the other conditions of possibility that would determine ordinary
         grammar would be those of the living spirit.
      

      
      In his move away from pure logic toward the logic of facticity, Heidegger retakes
         the idea of the living conditions of ordinary grammar: “(The) categories of grammar
         in fact originate in those of living speech, in those of the immanent speaking of
         life itself (which are not the categories of logic, to be sure!). The grammatical
         categories originate, in great part, historiologically.”[20] However, as he develops his critique of traditional ontology, Heidegger reincorporates
         the categories of logic into grammar.[21] The logic that is based on the inadequate ontology of objective presence provides
         the problematic “foundations” of grammar. Thus, in a veritable inversion of the earlier
         project of pure logic, the task becomes one of “freeing grammar from logic.”[22] At the same time, he does not discard the idea that grammar originates in living
         speech. Instead, grammar retains its living conditions in Da-sein’s everyday existence,
         but the earlier living speech becomes the inauthentic idle talk.
      

      
      Heidegger’s critical tenet that grammar is determined by the logic of objective presence
         states that traditional grammatical categories and principles are ontologically inadequate.
         Traditional logic itself is determined by and, in turn, contributes to the metaphysical
         oblivion of being by providing the categories and principles of thinking. Thus, the
         traditional role of logic that is visible in the three conceptual “prejudices” that
         confront the being-question—the empty universality, indefinability, and self-evidence
         of the concept of being—is what he believes determines the alleged “lack” of “the
         ‘grammar’” for the project of fundamental ontology.[23] The determination of grammar by logic is also implied in the difficulties that he
         claims affect the very formulation of the being-question—the average understanding
         that is reflected in the use of the words “das Sein,” “das Seiende,” and “ist.” In his view, the propositional logos that since the times of the ancient Greeks has provided the “guideline” for developing
         “the fundamental structures of the forms and constituents of discourse” determines
         what becomes ordinary grammar.[24] Heidegger thus suggests that basic grammatical elements, such as the noun and the
         verb, as well as fundamental principles of syntax and predication are ruled by categorical
         logic. Thus, ordinary grammar is a grammar of objective presence.
      

      
      The metaphysical interpretation of logos as theoretical assertion is 
another key point in Heidegger’s critical theory of grammar. The discipline of grammar
         is ontologically inadequate precisely because it “searched for its foundation in the
         ‘logic’ of this logos.”[25]  The subject-predicate relation that is fundamental to grammatical analysis is accordingly
         based on the metaphysics of objective presence. Heidegger’s argument concerning the
         derivative character of the apophantical as-structure thus questions the primordiality
         of the propositional copula. The synthesis that occurs in the proposition about the
         hammer in its heaviness is in the deficient mode of interpretation of beings as present-at-hand.
         Heidegger claims that a more original synthesis occurs with the “simple prepredicative
         seeing” in which Da-sein interprets something as something.[26] More specifically, he claims that the existential-hermeneutical as-structure, according
         to which entities within-the-world are interpreted in their readiness-to-hand, is
         primordial. Thus, by taking the propositional copula as the fundamental synthesis,
         the traditional discipline of grammar remains blind to the primordial as-structure.
         His call for the liberation of grammar from logic accordingly includes the task of
         developing a grammar that is focused on these foundations, for it “must inquire into
         the basic forms in which it is possible to articulate what is intelligible in general,
         not only of the innerworldly beings that can be known in theoretical observation and
         expressed in propositions.”[27] Heidegger outlines this existential grammar in his account of discourse, as I will
         now show.
      

      
      As the articulation of intelligibility, discourse carries out the synthetic functions
         that are key to the structure of understanding and its verbal expression. Synthesis
         involves letting beings be seen in their “togetherness” with something, “as something.”
         Thus, discourse provides the structure for understanding their possibilities of being
         within a context of relations. Heidegger argues that the relational context is always
         at first the whole of everyday activities and not a system of cognition. We first
         understand a hammer in terms of its possible practical uses, not its objective properties.
         The synthetic function of discourse is at play in both forms of interpreting the hammer
         as heavy—in its readiness-to-hand and in its presence-at-hand. In its articulative
         role, discourse “already lies at the basis of interpretation and statement.”[28] Put otherwise, discourse carries out the synthesis that characterizes the as-structure
         in general. Therefore, Heidegger is suggesting that the sentences in which we express
         our understanding—both practical and theoretical—are ruled by a “grammar” that has
         its foundations in logic of the existential logos.
      

      
      Heidegger’s suggestion that the most fundamental “grammar” is existential accounts
         for the grammar that is propositional as a derivative and deficient case. Yet the
         latter is precisely the grammar that comes to prevail in the language of traditional
         ontology and ordinary language. In his view, the oblivion of being is the basis of
         this prevalence. The as-structure that is at stake here, however, is not ontical—pertaining
         to beings as ready-to-hand and present-at-hand, but ontological—pertaining to the
         being of beings. Though language is only possible because of Da-sein’s understanding
         of being, such understanding is “vague” and “average.” Infused with traditional ontology,
         the grammar of ordinary language remains blind to the difference between being and
         beings and to the manifold meaning of being. Heidegger’s dim assessment of ordinary
         grammar goes hand-in-hand with his professed difficulty in finding an ontologically
         adequate as-structure—a form of expression “in which to grasp beings in their being.”[29] This suggests that he envisions the goal of arriving to those “original experiences
         in which the first and subsequently guiding determinations of being were gained” as
         one that includes the retrieval of a primordial grammar of being.[30] 
      

      
      Heidegger continues his critique of ordinary grammar and his search for a primordial
         grammar as he begins explicitly to pursue the essential language-question. However,
         with his diagnosis of the anthropocentrism that ails metaphysics, the alleged problematic
         nature of ordinary grammar intensifies. In the thirties, he is already claiming that
         our very essence is at stake when he proposes to “shake up” propositional logic and
         the grammar that it determines.[31] He makes similar claims as he advances his critique of the rule of logic in his investigations
         into the grammar and etymology of the word “Sein.”[32] These arguments reappear multiple times in the years that follow as he takes on the
         logical-grammatical conception of language in metaphysics.[33] He also focuses on the language that he claims is determined by metaphysical thinking
         in his criticism.[34] In the end, language in the age of modern technology is the unessence (Unwesen) of language with the deformed grammar of en-framing. In this grammar of unessence,
         the as-structure distorts beings as standing-reserve.[35] 
      

      
      The terms of the primordial grammar change with the later Heidegger’s critique of
         anthropocentrism as well. It becomes the mysterious grammar of being that appropriates
         thinkers and poets in their mindfulness of the essence of language. Heidegger also
         suggests that the as-structure of their saying is extraordinary in that “the thinker
         utters Being” and the “poet names what is holy.”[36] He points to both forms of speaking as prime examples of the non-objectifying as-structure.[37] Poetry in particular is the “inaugural” saying, the Ursprache of the Volk that “declines” into the “everyday use of words.”[38] Accordingly, he claims that the overcoming of logic must involve a reflection on
         poetry as the primordial language, which is preserved, but flounders in ordinary language.[39] Being-historical thinking, for its part, exerts the supreme effort “to say the language
         of beings as language of being” in anticipation of the transformation of language that might unfold
         in the dangerous age of modern technology.[40] Thus, Heidegger assigns the saving task—the “liberation of language from grammar
         into a more essential framework”—exclusively to poetry and thinking.[41] 
      

      
      Heidegger’s interpretation of synthesis in terms of the gathering of being serves as the basis for his claims concerning
         grammar in general. Our ability to formulate words into sentences is possible because
         language in its essence originally discloses and enables us to see beings as beings.[42] We are able to speak about something as something because language in its essence
         provides the primordial as-structure—the original assembling that joins all beings
         and fits each into the whole of being. Heidegger obscurely refers to this primordial
         structure as the appropriating “as” at the same time that he highlights its almost
         unfathomable nature: “The origin and the mystery of the ‘as’—something as something—from
         the event as deliverance. Individual ‘objects,’ things in general ever this and that—as
         one: always already out and in the world-earth. The ‘as’ the concealed and in this
         word only barely graspable abyss of the word.”[43] The primordial “as” is also what enables humans to be mortals, that is, to grasp
         their death as death. Thus, it is at the heart of the abysmal difference between the human being
         and the languageless and world-poor animal.[44] Heidegger’s final concept of synthesis thus adds deeper layers to the difference
         between the species as well as between the grammars that he deems original and appropriate
         and those that he believes are derivative and defective.
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      Heidegger’s general concept of meaning undergoes significant changes in the course
         of his thought. In his moves from pure logic to existential phenomenology to being-historical
         thinking, we witness the transformation of meaning from a category to an existentiale
         to its eventual folding into truth as the unconcealedness of being. His answer to
         the question “How do words get their meaning?” changes accordingly. In this chapter,
         I discuss the specific differences that arise as I explore the implications of his
         three semantic theories on the issues of the determinacy of verbal meaning and the
         possibility of inter-linguistic communication or translation.
      

      
      Heidegger’s first formulation of the being-question is phrased distinctively in terms
         of the categorical meaning of being understood as objectivity. The meaning-categories
         provide the logical conditions of possibility of verbal meaning insofar as they determine
         the possible concrete meanings and their connection in meaning-complexes.[1] Words get their meaning through meaning-bestowing acts of consciousness that are
         guided by the meaning-categories. The meaning-contents of words thereby present objects.[2] Thus, in principle, the meaning of a word can be ascertained by referring to the
         object that it presents. Heidegger’s belief that this ascertainment can be realized
         in pure logic is evident in his call for “unequivocal determinations and clarifications
         of the word meanings.”[3] He also believes that the formation of sense (Sinn), which he distinguishes from meaning (Bedeutung), is ruled by the meaning-categories. The elements of sense are meanings, whose connection
         in the meaning-complex determines the objects presented.[4] Thus, the sense of a sentence can be ascertained as well, specifically by referring
         to the objects and state-of-affairs that are determined in a sentence.[5] This semantic determinacy is crucial to the young Heidegger, given the centrality
         of judgment in his project. In principle, then, cognition can ascertain the pure logical
         sense and the ideal meanings that pertain to judgment—the primordial structure of
         knowledge.
      

      
      For the young Heidegger, the meaning-categories would guarantee the semantic universality
         of judgments as well because they are themselves universal forms of cognition. Pure
         logic (with its new system of a priori concepts) and transcendental grammar would provide a common method for formulating
         judgments with clarity and precision. This universal semantic system would thus avoid
         the shortcomings of ordinary language—with the characteristic vagueness and ambiguities
         of meaning that go with its impurity. It would also circumvent the problem of the
         unwieldiness of natural languages—with their individual bounties of concrete meanings.
      

      
      In the habilitation, we find the idea of a pure logical realm, which holds the sense
         and validity of judgments, as well as the idea of a metaphysical realm of the living
         spirit. The two realms intersect at the meaning-categories, for these ideal meaning-forms
         determine the semantic conditions for both cognition and spiritual life. In both cases,
         the relation between language and being is mediated by meaning. The ideal meaning-categories
         and the meanings that fall under them—cognitive and spiritual—stand between words
         and objects in general. However, as the young Heidegger’s idea of the essentially
         historical life of the spirit develops into the theory of the historical existence
         that is grounded in Da-sein’s temporality, meaning in general sheds its ideality and
         changes its intermediary role.
      

      
      Being and Time represents a significant rupture with the semantic premises of the earlier project
         of pure logic, but Heidegger continues to view meaning in general as a pre-linguistic
         condition of possibility. Sinn and Bedeutung are now roughly interchangeable terms in the vocabulary that he uses to work out
         his existential phenomenological theory of meaning. As an existentiale, meaning (Sinn/Bedeutung) is integral to the existential-ontological foundation of language in its role as
         “the upon which” of the intelligibility of beings. As the verbal expressedness of
         Da-sein’s discursive understanding and interpretation of beings, language is thus
         based on meaning. The practical whole of significance and the totality-of-significations
         of Da-sein’s everyday world of circumspective concern are themselves the condition
         of possibility of words.
      

      
      Heidegger’s definition of language in terms of meaning is accordingly holistic and
         organic; it is the living totality-of-words that have their ground in and grow on
         meanings or significations (Bedeutungen). The significations on which words thrive can only be “broken up” or “dissolved”
         from the totality of significations that precedes them.[6] Moreover, significations belong originally to the meaningful whole that everyday
         being-in-the-world forms in its sign-ifying or designating (Be-deuten) the interrelated purposes of what is ready-to-hand. Since the being of useful things
         is that of having been assigned or referred to this or that task, significations are
         practical in their origin and character.[7] For example, the original signification of the hammer lies in its particular handiness,
         in its possible uses in daily activities such as repairing or constructing something.
         Thus, the word “hammer” has its ground in or grows on this original, practical meaning.
      

      
      Heidegger explicitly rejects the idea of Sinn as an intermediate domain (Zwischenreich) between Da-sein and the beings that it understands. Da-sein’s intentionality is
         direct in that what is understood is the being itself and neither something like a
         signification nor, much less, a representation.[8] However, meanings or significations continue to function as intermediaries for language
         insofar as they stand between the words and the beings that are understood. In this
         sense, words are still conventional labels that adhere to significations, but these
         significations are now at first practical in nature. Thus, Heidegger argues that the
         cognitive model of meanings as intermediaries between words and objects or their representations
         is derivative and deficient, but he does not relinquish the idea of semantic mediation
         for language.
      

      
      The project of fundamental ontology hinges on the assumption that the concept of being
         is semantically determinable—that the meaning of being can be “ascertained” in an “explicit” and “available concept.”[9] Though marred by traditional prejudices that have rendered the concept of being incomprehensible
         in its “average comprehensibility,” the meaning of being can be clarified and fixed
         through the “adequate formulation” of the question of being. However, the vague and
         average understanding of being that is the starting point of the hermeneutic circle
         “borders on mere verbal knowledge” and may be so “entangled” in and “ensnared” by
         tradition that the “original ‘wellsprings’” of ontological understanding remain hidden
         and forgotten.[10] This vague and average understanding of being is reflected not only in the discourse
         of traditional ontology, but also in the everyday idle talk, with its characteristic
         averageness and ambiguity. It follows that language—the verbal repository of such
         inauthentic meanings—is woefully inadequate for the task.
      

      
      Yet the concept of being that Heidegger aims to determine in his project can be made
         intelligible, explicit, and concrete, according to his claims. Thus, he does not consider
         it ineffable, in spite of the inadequacies of language. It is precisely through the
         Destruktion that he hopes to find the adequate words in “answering” the question concerning the meaning of being.[11] Presumably, the discourse of the project bears the markings of a philosophical type
         of authenticity as well. In his account of existential authenticity, Heidegger emphasizes
         that the voice of conscience is silent, yet “is not at all obscure and indefinite
         . . . loses none of its perceptibility” and does not amount to the “indefiniteness
         of a mysterious voice.”[12] Thus, the call of conscience, which says nothing and calls to nothing, is semantically
         determinate; its meaning is precisely the indeterminate self—Da-sein’s unrealized
         potentiality-for-being. Analogously, the question concerning the meaning of being
         would be a philosophical call to determine the concept of being in the dialogue of
         the retrieval. Heidegger characterizes Da-sein’s authentic discourse as a soliloquy,
         where Da-sein “gives itself to understand its ownmost potentiality-of-being.”[13] In this soliloquy, Da-sein speaks reticently to itself without “the expectation of
         a communication or any such thing.”[14] However, Heidegger does not thereby discard the possibility of dialogue in an authentic
         being-with-others. The reticent discourse where anyone who “wants to give something
         to understand in silence must ‘have something to say’” is an obvious example.[15] Moreover, in principle, semantic solipsism goes against the grain of Da-sein’s essential
         being-with others in the world.
      

      
      I disagree with Lafont’s unqualified characterization of Heidegger’s “reflection on
         the world-disclosing function of language” as one that effects a “detranscendentalization” that has “relativistic consequences.”[16] Heidegger’s definition of meaning as an existentiale accounts not only for meanings
         that are specific to a particular way of life, but also for semantic universals—meanings
         that can be understood by all. Given the intrinsically social nature of human existence,
         shared meanings are possible both within and across cultures. Though the structures
         of meaning—the whole of significance and the totality-of-significations—of each historical
         Mitwelt are unique, they cannot be semantically incommensurable. Being-in-the-world is the
         existential key to all with-worlds. Thus, Heidegger’s existential semantic theory
         allows for inter-linguistic communication. However, the worldly structures of meaning
         are like concentric circles with increasing semantic scopes—from the existentiell
         to the existentiale, from the ontic to the ontological. The broader the semantic scope,
         the less specific the meanings become. The problems of language would thus range across
         the concentric circles of meaning—from the complexities in capturing cultural peculiarities
         in another language to the difficulties of specifying universals in any language.
      

      
      In Heidegger’s existential-phenomenological account, the disclosive spectrum of meaning
         is mostly shrouded in darkness—from the oblivion of being in traditional ontology
         to the average understanding of being in our everydayness and its idle talk. Such
         pervasive obscurity is inherently related to Da-sein’s state of being in untruth,
         that is, to its essential falling prey to the world of the they, where beings “show
         themselves, but in the mode of illusion.”[17] Semantic obscurity has its ultimate basis in the hiddenness of being itself, which
         “remains concealed in an exceptional sense, or . . . is covered up again, or shows itself only in a distorted way.”[18] Lurking in the shadows of the meaning of being, language is thus fraught with murkiness.
      

      
      In Being and Time, the essence of truth as unconcealedness and truth as the original phenomenon that
         is Da-sein’s disclosedness determines meaning, its obscurity, and the murkiness of
         its verbal expressedness. In his adherence to phenomenology as the only possible avenue
         for the project of fundamental ontology, Heidegger believes that the meaning of being
         nonetheless can attain the conceptual clarity necessary for the development of “a
         science of Being as such.” In this vein, he claims that the question concerning the relation of being and
         truth depends on this science, for it can be answered “only when the meaning of being
         and the scope of the understanding of being in general have been clarified.”[19] The words of the project itself would somehow be able to capture the semantic clarifications
         and develop into the language of the science that would answer the questions concerning
         the meaning and truth of being.
      

      
      In the transition from the project of fundamental ontology to the thinking of being,
         Heidegger’s ideas of meaning and language and his account of their relation change
         drastically. Marking the beginning of the Kehre (turn), the idea of the unconcealedness of being as the “more original truth” that
         grounds the human being’s disclosive freedom lies at the heart of these changes.[20] Heidegger’s re-turn to the question concerning the meaning of being in his Introduction to Metaphysics shows how these conceptual transformations are linked in the earlier turnings of
         his thought. Here, the essence of truth as the unconcealedness of being is the ultimate
         condition of possibility of the disclosure (Eröffnung) of being in our understanding.[21] Meaning, for its part, is “the disclosure of Being, not only of beings as such.”[22] It now determines language itself as one of the “powers” of the disclosure of beings.[23] More specifically, language is based on our disclosive understanding of being, without
         which there “would be no language at all.”[24]  
      

      
      In his account of the historical decline of the meaning of the word “Sein” into “a name for something indefinite,” Heidegger argues that we “understand it
         definitely” insofar as we are able to distinguish being from nonbeing, so that its
         unique semantic definiteness and indefiniteness are “one.”[25] That he still believes the meaning of the word “Sein” can be clarified is evident in his claim that “the determinateness with which we
         understand the indeterminate meaning can be unambiguously delimited . . . as a determinateness
         which, unbeknownst to us, governs us from our very foundations.”[26] Yet, the task of clarification no longer has the ontological, conceptual, and scientific
         aims of Being and Time.[27] Moreover, this new task not only places metaphysics as a whole into question, but
         also “will involve us deeply in the question of language.”[28] However, in this particular pursuit of the language-question, Heidegger begins to
         develop the notion of the essence of language in terms of an original disclosure, that is, as the realm in which “things first become and are”[29]  and “essence and being speak.”[30] This budding notion of the apophantic essence of language that determines human essence
         will eventually prevail over the idea of language as a disclosive human power that
         is determined by meaning and is based on understanding.
      

      
      In Heidegger’s later reflections on the apophantic essence of language, the concept
         of meaning loses the explicit centrality that it had in his earlier formulations of
         the being-question. Perhaps this concept was bound to fold into that of truth, given
         its earlier basis in the concepts of disclosedness and unconcealedness. What is evident
         is that, for the most part, the later Heidegger refers to the concept of meaning critically
         to expose its metaphysical underpinnings and to attack the corresponding idea of language
         as the human instrument for the expression of meanings in objectifying thought.[31] The alternative concept that is implied in his criticism is thus one that founds
         meaning in the apophantic essence of language and grounds all words and their meanings
         in the word of being. As the saying that shows, language in its essence is thus what
         enables verbal meaning.
      

      
      Heidegger’s concept of the essence of language in terms of “mystery” is evidently
         linked to his concept of truth, in particular, to the original concealedness that
         characterizes the unconcealedness of being. This link underlies his claim that the
         apophantic saying and its primordial meaning are fundamentally mysterious:
      

      
         The meaning-fullness of saying (Sage) by no means consists in a mere accumulation of meanings cropping up haphazardly.
            It is based on a play which, the more richly it unfolds, the more strictly it is bound
            by a hidden rule. Through this, meaning-fullness plays a part in what has been selected
            and weighed in the scale whose oscillations we seldom experience. That is why saying
            (Sage) is bound by the highest law.[32] 
         

      

      Though mysterious, such “meaning-fullness” is not impenetrable. However, Heidegger
         suggests that is accessible only to the few—to poets and thinkers.[33] In this vein, he repeatedly contrasts the authentic attitude of poetry and thinking
         with the inauthenticity that prevails in the age of modern technology. Reticence,
         hearkening, and mindfulness of saying are the marks of the authentic thinking, which
         alone can gain access to the primordial meanings that are closed to the incessant
         chatter and mindless calculative thinking of today. Besinnung is the only way to Sinn: “Calculative thinking never stops, never collects itself (kommt nie zur Besinnung). Calculative thinking is not meditative thinking (besinnliche Nachdenken), not thinking which contemplates the meaning (Sinn) which reigns in everything that is.”[34] Yet this primordial meaning unfolds on its own—in the appropriating-event. No human
         undertaking can overcome Versagung—the refusal of being itself, the withholding of meaning, and the silence of language.
         Poets and thinkers are seekers in the dark abysses of being and, in their hearkening,
         they must await for its “grant” (Zusage) of meaning and word.[35] The concept of mystery as what transcends human power thus goes hand-in-hand with
         his effort to de-center the anthropological conception of language.
      

      
      The difficulties confronting the few who have been granted access to the mysterious
         primordial meaning are many. The dominance of metaphysics, the inauthenticity that
         prevails in the everyday, and the dangerous sway of the essence of modern technology
         in contemporary times all contribute to the darkening of the realm of language in
         which poets and thinkers must try to find the fitting words. The faulty language of
         metaphysics,[36] the “floundering in commonness” of language in our flight from thinking,[37] and the “haste and commonplaceness” of everyday talk in the present age of the language-machine
         pose serious obstacles for saying the words as well as for having their meanings heard.[38]  
      

      
      Yet, precisely because Heidegger envisions thinking in a trans-metaphysical endeavor
         with a transformative aim, he proposes that its meanings are essentially ambiguous and must be made unintelligible for the many.[39] Evidently, he tries to apply these semantic principles in his own writings with the
         hope of preparing us for new horizons of meaning beyond metaphysics. At the same time,
         he views his readers’ misunderstandings of his words as effects of the power of metaphysical
         language to obfuscate thought and conceal and dissemble their meanings.[40] Thus, the concept of mystery also has the sense of what is beyond the common understanding
         that the language of metaphysics retains and reproduces.
      

      
      It is also worth pondering the implications for semantics in the etymological and
         metaphorical associations of the word “Geheimnis” (mystery) that are at play in the later Heidegger’s concept of the essence of language.
         If language in its essence is the house (Haus) of being, then it brings to shelter (Bergen) the unconcealedness (Unverborgenheit) of being. Thus, the essence of language houses the mysterious meaning of being.
         Moreover, Heidegger insists that language in its essence is not a house that we make
         or create. Rather, he proposes, it is the home (Behausung/Heim)—the mysterious gathered home (Ge-heimnis)—of human essence. In this sense, meaning in its mystery not only transcends, but
         also defines our very being. Heidegger argues that only thinking and poetry can build
         upon the house of being, let us dwell on the earth, and inhabit the world. In their
         listening to the voice of being and in their openness to mystery, thinkers and poets
         are the few who can co-respond to the silent essence of language. Therefore, only
         their words can be genuinely meaningful.[41] 
      

      
      Heidegger eventually disavows the “clumsy” metaphor of the house of being to forestall
         metaphysical misinterpretations.[42] However, he retains the trope of the home to depict the essence of language as the
         apophantic realm that enables mortals to speak in meaningful sounds. He also develops
         the idea of natural languages as the homeland (Heimat), which he renders as the specifically historical realm of disclosure in which different
         peoples dwell and are able to speak with one another in their Muttersprache. In this vein, he proposes that the mother tongue and the different Mundarten (regional ways of speaking or dialects; literally: modes of the mouth) are the homeland
         in which humans receive their autochthony or rootedness in the earth.[43] A similar rooting can be attributed to traditional language, which is handed over
         in tradition through the mother tongue.[44] Thus, Heidegger is suggesting that meanings are grounded in the words of a mother
         tongue or a traditional language, which disclose historically specific worlds.
      

      
      Heidegger makes his semantic relativist thesis explicit in his dialogue on language
         with the Japanese interlocutor: “If man by virtue of his language dwells within the
         claim and the call of Being, then we Europeans presumably dwell in an entirely different
         house than Eastasian man.”[45] Similarly, he proposes that an original translating (Übersetzen) from one natural language to another (from Greek to German) involves transporting
         (Übersetzen).[46] He also characterizes translating as a leaping over the “abyss” or rift (Graben) between one homeland to another.[47] However, he does not go as far as to claim that radically different languages can
         be untranslatable or semantically incommensurable. Though “nearly impossible” and
         even “dangerous,” the dialogue unfolds in language as from “a single source.”[48] Yet, as the many hints and ellipses in this reticent exchange between the two thinkers
         suggests, the semantic meeting points are elusive, shrouded within the mysterious
         essence of language.
      

      
      Mystery envelops both the meaningfulness and the meaninglessness that Heidegger attributes,
         respectively, to the poetic saying that is delivered in the mother tongue and to the
         modern technological language-machine. In this vein, he argues that the language of
         en-framing threatens to leave humans “homeless . . . without a homeland.”[49] Similarly, it threatens to make us “not be at home” (nicht zu Hause sein) so that language becomes for us a “mere container (Gehäuse) for . . . sundry preoccupations.”[50] The uncanniness (Unheimlichkeit) of language and homelessness (Heimatlosigkeit) of the modern technological human being are thus to him symptoms of the deformation
         of our essence as those who speak in meaningful sounds. However, while Heidegger claims
         that the mother tongue holds the saving power, such power not only “conceals itself
         in the mystery of language,” but also “always brings us into the nearness of what
         is unspoken and what is inexpressible.”[51] Thus, the meaningfulness that the saving power preserves is determined not only by
         the elusive essence of language, but also by the ineffable concealedness of beyng
         itself.
      

      
      Heidegger does not want us to lose sight of the fact that the mother tongue is also
         the language of every day and is thereby prone to fall into the meaninglessness of
         idle talk. He emphasizes that the essence of language is at play in this particular
         threat as well:
      

      
         For language plays with our speech—it lets our speech drift away into the more obvious
            meanings of words. It as though man had to make an effort to live properly with language.
            It is as though such a dwelling were especially prone to succumb to the danger of
            commonness. . . . This floundering in commonness is part of the high and dangerous
            game and gamble in which, by the nature of language, we are the stakes.[52] 
         

      

      The elusive essence of language holds sway over both the saving power of the mother
         tongue as homeland and the dangers of homelessness and commonness.[53] Its mysterious power thus determines a destiny that we can only discern in the piety
         of thinking amidst the semantic obscurity and indeterminacy of its realm. In this
         sense, the older Heidegger returns to a semantic principle that was latent in his
         younger self’s idea of spiritual life—meaning as the revelation of a mysterious truth.
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      Chapter 8

      Truth and Language

      
         
         
      

      
      The question “What is the relation between truth and language?” in Heidegger evidently
         changes in meaning as he alters his definitions of each term. In the context of his
         project of pure logic, this question pertains to the relation between veritas (truth) and vox (voice)—specifically, between what is cognitively true (as opposed to false) and significant
         expression. With his interpretation of alētheia as unconcealedness, the relation between the metaphysical concepts veritas and vox becomes an offshoot of more original forces. In its existential-phenomenological rendering,
         the question concerns the more original relation between Da-sein’s disclosedness and
         verbal expressedness. Being-historical thinking ponders the even more original relation
         between truth and language in their essence, between the unconcealedness and the saying
         of being. In his successive interpretations, Heidegger thus claims to be going deeper
         into the concepts themselves and their relation.
      

      
      The young Heidegger is eager to show that what is true/false in terms of knowledge
         is propositional. In this vein, he argues that truth properly applies only to judgments
         and it consists in the correspondence of the representation that a judgment contains
         with the intended object. In general, he understands judgment as a pure logical entity
         that does not require verbal expression. Its ideal properties are not adequately reflected
         in ordinary grammar. Ordinary grammatical expressions such as sentences are entirely
         contingent formulations and, as such, cannot adequately capture propositional truth.
         In this sense, he is interested in establishing the independence of truth from language.
      

      
      Heidegger first proposes that the concept of truth as adequatio rei et intellectus (correspondence of thing and intellect) can be “elevated” with the pure logical definition
         of judgment when we interpret “res” as the object and “intellectus” as the determining meaning-content of the judgment.[1] Insofar as truth is this propositional correspondence of consciousness in its intentionality,
         only judgments can be true/false.[2] Since the sentences of ordinary grammar often fail to capture the sense of judgments,
         linguistic analysis is inadequate for determining propositional correspondence. Thus,
         to determine the truth of judgments we must go beyond what is grammatical and into
         the sphere of pure logic and meta-grammar.
      

      
      A few years later, we find Heidegger expanding his notion of truth as he follows the
         Scotist notion of verum (the true). Verum applies not only to judgment, but also to the simple having or mere presenting of
         objects. In accordance with the logicist agenda of the habilitation, Heidegger focuses
         on the Scotist concept of the true judgment. In this light, he applauds the definition
         of judgment as the primordial structure of knowledge and the proper bearer of truth.[3] However, propositional truth is now essentially ontological insofar as it is intrinsically
         connected to validity and objectivity. In Heidegger’s rendering, the “est” of the copula in judgment means “the mode of reality (‘esse verum’) . . . holding.”[4]  Judgment itself is an intentional act that virtually forms its object.[5] Therefore, because the Scotist rejects the idea of judgment as a “copy” of its object
         in favor of an “immanence theory,” Heidegger compliments him for establishing the
         “absolute primacy of the validating sense . . . the absolute validity of truth, the
            genuine objectivity.”[6] 
      

      
      Heidegger emphasizes that, in the Scotist theory, judgments have their reality even
         when they “are not brought to linguistic expression.”[7] Thus, in accordance with Erfurt’s distinction between judgment as ens logicum (logical entity) and sentence as ens grammaticum (grammatical entity), Heidegger continues to uphold the independence of propositional
         truth from language.[8] Propositional truth is also independent from meaning, which is the basis of language
         as the vox significativa. Heidegger does praise Erfurt’s doctrine of meaning for its logical and epistemological
         import.[9] However, he also emphasizes that the meaning-categories, which are tenuously reflected
         in ordinary grammar, do not determine propositional truth.[10] 
      

      
      With the Scotist concept of verum, Heidegger assigns ontological import not only to propositional truth (as the genuine
         objectivity of judgment), but also to pre-predicative truth. The objects that consciousness
         simply has or presents to itself are always true in the sense that they are lived
         or experienced by consciousness and make something manifest to it. In Heidegger’s
         rendition, the Scotist modus essendi (mode in which objects are) is the robust reality of consciousness in the intentionality
         of what is livable or “experienceable” (Erlebbare) in general.[11] What is livable or experienceable includes the objects that consciousness simply
         has or presents to itself, and not just those that it knows in judgment. Thus, the
         true in general is essentially linked to ens (being)—the primordial category of the modus essendi, the highest transcendental that determines all objectivity.[12] 
      

      
      Following Heidegger’s account of the Scotist concept of truth in terms of objectivity,
         then, it seems that all forms of the true are independent from language. However,
         the “metaphysical optic” that he argues is necessary for dealing with the problem
         of the categories offers a different view of language that suggests closer connections
         to truth: the perspective into the immediate life of subjectivity and its acts. In
         his outline of the metaphysical-teleological account of consciousness, Heidegger accordingly
         highlights the lived-experience of discourse “as soon as one lives in knowledge and its presentation,” where linguistic structures “make themselves manifest . . . as ‘signs’ for objects.”[13] Since signs are “true” insofar as they “make something manifest to consciousness,”[14] this implies that linguistic structures themselves are lived as true (in the pre-predicative
         sense). Heidegger also highlights the importance of language as the means of significant
         expression of the living, historical spirit. Without the vox significativa, it would not be possible for everyday and scientific discourse “to express meant
         objects and states of affairs and bring them to presentation.”[15] Language in its real existence is thus essential for the communication of truth.
         Moreover, it figures in the “whole of relations—language-form, language-content, and
         fulfilling object”—that defines knowledge.[16] With its basis in meaning, language as the signifying voice is thus indirectly involved
         in the determination of propositional truth. Yet, since propositional truth has the
         character of absolute validity, it is not clear how Heidegger reconciles the historical
         grounding of language with its epistemological role. My sense is that this issue concerning
         language reflects the tension between the logicist and the metaphysical agendas of
         the habilitation. In any case, the principles of the metaphysical-teleological view
         of language and the Scotist concept of pre-predicative truth that the young Heidegger
         describes in the habilitation eventually prevail over their logicist counterparts.
         Their influence is visible in his own formulations as he begins his existential-phenomenological
         path.
      

      
      By 1919, Heidegger’s argument in favor of phenomenology as the primal science resorts
         not only to the idea of the pre-theoretical language that serves to express the living
         meaning of the historical “I,” but also to the idea of a pre-theoretical truth—the
         primordial lived-experience in which “I live in the truth as truth.”[17] Against the logicist conception, which he had earlier espoused, he thus argues that
         neither validity-taking nor truth-taking originally involve a theoretical “position-taking,”
         but are both phenomena “presupposing not only intersubjectivity but historical consciousness
         as such!”[18] Given that these are conditions for theoretical truth, the possibility of the absolute
         and objective truth of his earlier logicism is also left in the lurch. He simply uses
         the term “a-lētheia” to characterize the pre-theoretical experience of being-true at this point.[19]  However, he develops his notion of a pre-theoretical truth only a few years later
         through his interpretation of the ancient Greek concepts of noein and alētheia. Noein means, not the theoretical grasping of objects by the intellect, but “perceiving”
         that simply “gives sight” to something.[20] For its part, alēthes does not mean propositional truth, but “being-there as unconcealed, i.e., being-meant
         in itself,” which, he argues, is “in no way” originally based on judgment.[21] 
      

      
      Heidegger’s phenomenological hermeneutics of Aristotle in the early twenties not only
         go to the main philosophical source of the scholastic concepts of the habilitation,
         but also lay the groundwork for his existential-phenomenological concepts of language
         and truth. Thus, along with the conceptual transitions ratio → logos → discourse and vox → phōnē → expressedness that I have traced in detail in part 1, we find that of veritas → alētheia → unconcealedness and the phenomenon of disclosedness. Being and Time recaptures these transitions of his own thought systematically, in terms of the inadequate
         concepts of traditional ontology, the original meanings of these concepts, and the
         existential-ontological concepts of Da-sein analytic.
      

      
      In his critique of the propositional theory of truth in Being and Time, Heidegger focuses on the derivative nature of judgment and its truth as he exposes
         the underlying ontology of objective presence. On one hand, his interpretation of
         the original meanings of alētheia and logos develops the derivation in terms of the historical decline into the traditional concepts.
         On the other hand, his discussion of Da-sein’s disclosedness develops the derivation
         in terms of the existential-ontological conditions of possibility of propositional
         truth. Language—as phōnē and as verbal expressedness—is excluded in advance from the primary “locus” of truth
         in both cases.
      

      
      In the historical derivation of the concept of propositional truth, Heidegger interprets
         the original meaning of alētheia as the un-hiddenness of beings. By pointing to noein (the sheer perceiving that can never cover up) and aisthēsis (the sheer sensory perception that always uncovers), he indicates the loci of truth
         that the ancient Greeks considered more primordial than logos. The claim that logos itself did not originally mean (theoretical) assertion or judgment, but discourse,
         furthers the distance of propositional truth from the primary locus. Heidegger’s focus
         on the common (pre-philosophical and philosophical) understanding of logos enhances this separation. The ancient Greeks first saw that their everyday existence
         was discursive—talking with one another. Their definition of human essence in terms
         of discourse points to humans as beings who are in the manner of uncovering. With
         the emergence of the ontology of objective presence, however, logos “came into their philosophical view predominantly as statement.”[22] 
      

      
      According to the historical derivation, then, discursive truth is more original than
         propositional truth. Heidegger’s account of the criterion of truth as it originally
         applied to logos avoids the ancient Greek concept that tradition interprets as correspondence, agreement,
         or likening (homoiōsis) and, instead, centers on apophainesthai—the letting something be seen that occurs in discourse. Discourse is true when it
         lets beings be seen as unhidden or uncovered; it is false when it lets beings be seen
         by covering them up. Discursive truth is thus not originally a matter of correspondence.
         Propositional truth is not originally a matter of correspondence either, but of a
         derivative uncovering of beings in their objective presence. In this vein, Heidegger’s
         claim that it is a “multiply-founded phenomenon” suggests that it is derivative of more original forms of both alētheia and logos.[23] 
      

      
      In arguing that the ancient Greeks did not understand logos as “vocal utterance” and did “not have a word for language” and “‘initially’ understood
         this phenomenon as discourse,” Heidegger obviates phōnē.[24] However, his account of the original meaning of logos as apophantical discourse includes the concept of phōnē: It is when discourse is “fully concrete” that it “has the character of speaking—vocal
         proclamation in words.” Thus, it is only in this secondary instance of actual verbalization
         that “Logos is phōnē, indeed phōnē meta phantasias—vocalization in which something always is sighted.”[25] In any case, the un-hiddenness of beings and their sheer uncovering in perceiving
         and sensing are more primordial than discourse and, thus, even more primordial than
         its (secondary) verbalization. Yet the truth that pertains to discourse itself would
         have nothing to do with vocal utterance either, for it is entirely a matter of how
         discourse lets beings be seen. A similar exclusion would apply to the vocal utterance
         of judgments and their derivative form of truth. As sonorous expressions of the everyday
         talking with one another and of judgments, sentences in particular have no role in
         determining discursive and propositional truths.
      

      
      Heidegger’s existential-ontological derivation of propositional truth leaves open
         the question concerning the being of truth and focuses on its primordial connection
         to Da-sein. Claiming that Da-sein’s disclosedness is the most primordial truth, he
         advances the radical thesis of the relativity of “all truth” to Da-sein. He applies
         this relativist principle as well to all “truths,” that is, to all assertions that
         are deemed true, including the laws of science and logic, and he explicitly questions
         the notion of “eternal truths.”[26]  In this sense, he argues that disclosedness provides the existential-ontological
         foundations not only of all uncovering, but also of all of the asserting of being-in-the-world.
         Thus, in this derivation, disclosedness is the ultimate condition of possibility of
         both judgment and propositional truth.
      

      
      The specifics of the double existential-ontological derivation of judgment and propositional
         truth come to light when we consider that to assert is be toward entities themselves—not
         their representations—and it essentially involves letting these entities be seen from
         themselves. Therefore, the truth/falsity of an assertion is a matter of whether it
         lets entities be seen from themselves as uncovered or by covering them up. Ernst Tugendhat’s
         contention that Heidegger leaves no criterion for distinguishing between true and
         false assertions thus conflates the primary apophantic function of letting something
         be seen from itself with the secondary functions of uncovering and covering-up.[27]  Disclosedness is the locus of assertion, and it is what enables the uncovering that
         makes an assertion true. However, the everyday assertion of circumspective concern
         and its particular truth are more original than theoretical assertion and its truth.
         A judgment about objects is itself a derivative form of asserting in the deficient
         mode of the present-at-hand, and its truth as propositional correspondence is secondary
         in this sense as well. It is worth noting that Heidegger argues that the truth of
         assertion “has by no means the structure of an agreement between knowing and the object.”[28] However, he does claim to be showing how propositional correspondence or truth as
         agreement “has its origin in disclosedness.”[29] 
      

      
      Heidegger’s account of language and discourse presents some difficulties when it comes
         to interpreting their particular relations to truth. The role that he assigns to discourse
         as an existentiale is to articulate Da-sein’s disclosedness according to significations.
         Thus, primordial truth is fundamentally discursive. However, both the articulation
         and the significations are ontologically prior to language. As the totality-of-words
         that thrive on significations, language is based on meaning. In its specific (phonetic)
         function as the verbal expressedness of discourse, language is based on the more original
         discursive (apophantic and synthetic) functions of letting beings be seen from themselves
         and articulating the intelligibility of being-in-the-world. In sum, language “has
         its roots” in the disclosedness that is Da-sein—in the primordial truth that is pre-linguistic
         and is its existential-ontological condition of possibility.[30] 
      

      
      However, Heidegger’s identification of discourse with language raises questions concerning
         their separation in disclosedness. When he identifies discourse “existentially” and
         “for the most part” with language, he stresses what worldly expressedness implies:
         Discourse belongs to a being who is “thrown and reliant upon the ‘world’” and is “initially
         and in certain limits constantly entrusted to . . . interpretedness.”[31] Put otherwise, he emphasizes the facticity and inauthenticity of language as discourse
         that has always already been expressed. Yet this would entail that the functions of
         discourse cannot take place in a vacuum of expressedness, for discourse is itself a given language with the received interpretations that it harbors. The role of discourse
         in articulating disclosedness would thus be inherently linguistic in this sense. We
         can draw a similar inference with regard to the role of discourse in the true/false
         assertion. As “a pointing out” that “determines” and “communicates,” assertion is
         essentially discursive and linguistic.[32] 
      

      
      Heidegger’s separation/identification of discourse and language thus gives room for
         conflicting interpretations of his account of propositional truth. Lafont, who argues
         that the separation is “untenable,” focuses on language as “world-disclosing lexicon”
         that is “prior” to assertion.[33] Taylor Carman does not take issue with their separation as he focuses on discourse
         to argue that the context of the assertion is “not exclusively linguistic.”[34] Daniel O. Dahlstrom claims that language, unlike discourse, is “not a way of being-here,
         but of something encountered within the world as ready-to-hand.” He also argues that
         the use of language presupposes the “disclosiveness” or “truthfulness” of discourse
         and claims that assertions “are essential to discourse.”[35] My main critique of these interpretations is that they fail to analyze the issue
         in terms of the different and interrelated functions of discourse (apophantic, synthetic, and phonetic) as the living logos.
      

      
      All of the functions of discourse are involved in making an assertion—the (apophantic)
         letting something be seen by pointing it out, the (synthetic) articulation that gives
         something a definite character, and the (phonetic) speaking forth that lets others
         see. While communication should be understood in terms of its existential foundation
         in Da-sein’s shared conversance, it can take linguistic form in the assertion.[36] Heidegger accordingly emphasizes that expressedness belongs to assertion.[37] 
      

      
      However, Heidegger does not appear to take into account how language as expressedness
         would be fundamentally involved in the uncovering/covering up that defines assertion
         as true/false. Instead, he seems to limit the role of language to the actual verbal
         communication, which is not what determines the truth or falsity of the assertion.
         This focus would correspond to the role that he assigns to language in the “explicit”
         sharing of being-with that takes place “in discourse.” It would correspond as well
         to his claim that the being-in and its attunement that are “made known in discourse”
         are merely “indicated in language by intonation, modulation, in the tempo of talk,
         ‘in the way of speaking.’”[38] Moreover, it would correspond to his own use of the assertion “The picture is hanging
         askew on the wall” to illustrate his claim that its verification is determined by
         its uncovering. The focal point of his argument is what is meant in the assertion—the
         picture itself—and what is asserted—that it is hanging askew on the wall.[39]  The assumption all along is that the words simply serve to convey what is meant
         and asserted.
      

      
      Heidegger does take into account the role of language in its harboring of Da-sein’s
         received understanding when he characterizes Da-sein’s falling into its world. The
         role of language in the untruth that characterizes the everyday inauthentic existence
         is, in fact, quite strong. Da-sein’s covering up of itself in the they-self takes
         its discursive form in idle talk—in which what has been disclosed and uncovered “sinks
         back again into disguise and concealment.”[40] Everyday talking thus can “turn disclosing around into a closing off.”[41] It is language as expressedness that hides—retaining and transmitting—this inauthentic
         disclosedness.[42] Language is also key to the focus of idle talk on what is said, rather than on the
         beings talked about. Thus, while existential untruth is what determines its everyday
         functions, language, in turn, contributes to the preservation and propagation of inauthenticity.
      

      
      Given the inauthentic disclosedness that characterizes idle talk, it follows that
         Da-sein’s everyday assertions are all existentially untrue. The distinction between assertions that are true and false, which lies in
         their discursive uncovering versus covering up, is thus blurred at the existential
         level. Both true and false assertions are based on the shallow understanding of what
         is talked about, which they let be seen “disguised and closed-off” in the “mode of
         illusion.”[43] Thus, everyday true assertions differ from false ones only in that they uncover,
         rather than cover up, what seems. The derivative and deficient character of theoretical
         assertions makes the distinction between their truth and falsity even hazier, for
         both let see the semblance of the abstract present-at-hand. Thus, in spite of his
         misunderstandings, Tugendhat still correctly infers: “If truth means un-concealment
         in the Heideggerean sense, then it follows that an understanding of the world in general
         is opened up, but not that it is put to the test.”[44] 
      

      
      In all this murkiness of existential untruth, language exerts its dark power, but
         it does not hold sway in authenticity. The power of language is absent in the call
         of conscience that asserts nothing. Moreover, this call “is lacking any kind of utterance”
         and “does not even come to words.”[45] The power of language is also absent in the reticence of this authentic discourse.
         However, according to the principle of Da-sein’s essential being-with, this existential
         soliloquy could not take the form of a private language. The same principle would
         apply to the existential truth that is Da-sein’s authentic disclosedness—its anticipatory
         resoluteness. Though language is immersed in existential untruth, existential truth
         could not be languageless. Rather, existential truth must have possibility of a language
         of authenticity, a language that unveils and uncovers what is covered up, disguised,
         and closed off in the language of inauthenticity. Presumably, its philosophical counterpart
         is reflected in Heidegger’s own method of Destruktion in the language of the project of fundamental ontology.
      

      
      The issues that I have noted above concerning the specific connections of expressedness
         to disclosedness suggest a more decisive role for language in relation to truth. This
         role could be said to foreshadow Heidegger’s later idea of the disclosive essence
         of language. However, the intimate link between the unconcealedness and the saying
         of being concerns truth and language in their respective essences—not the existential-ontological
         concepts. Da-sein’s disclosedness eventually gives way to the concept of the unconcealedness
         of being as the primordial truth. Expressedness ultimately becomes an inadequate concept
         altogether because of the metaphysical ideas of “expression” (Ausdruck) and “utterance” (Äußerung). In the final analysis, Heidegger argues that just as the essence of language cannot
         be reduced to human “expression,” no form of human speech should be regarded as “utterance,
         let alone expression.”[46] The concept of discourse, for its part, loses its title as the original meaning of
         logos.[47]  Since the quest for the ground of language is a metaphysical search in which “language
         itself is conceptually grasped—but grasped in the grasp of something other than itself,”
         discourse can no longer function as foundation either.[48] 
      

      
      In his criticism of the metaphysical concepts of language and truth, Heidegger begins
         by extending the lines of derivation of assertion and propositional truth beyond their
         anthropological grounds. In “On the Essence of Truth,” freedom as the human being’s
         openness toward beings is the ground of all human speech or “saying” (Sagen) and of the correctness of assertion.[49] Yet freedom, in turn, has its ground in the more original essence of truth, which
         Heidegger identifies with the concealment and unconcealment of beings-as-a-whole.[50] In “Plato’s Doctrine of Truth,” he focuses instead on the historical relinquishing
         of truth as the unconcealedness of being in the yoking of alētheia to idea. In his characterization of Plato’s concept of truth as the right glance, Heidegger
         includes the correctness of “asserting” (Aussagens).[51] Yet his interest here lies, not in deriving propositional truth, but in showing how
         the relocation of truth and its conception as correctness mark the beginning of both
         metaphysics and anthropocentrism.[52] Similar efforts are visible in his account of the “breakdown of unconcealment” in
         his Introduction to Metaphysics.[53] However, by this point, he has already begun to define the essence of language in
         terms that place it closer to the essence of truth, that is, as the “exposedness”
         (Aussgesetztheit) of the human being to what is unconcealed.[54] 
      

      
      Throughout Heidegger’s later reflections, the concept of the truth of being remains
         fundamental to the concept of the essence of language. In its essence, language belongs
         to the primordial unconcealedness, without which there would be no saying that shows.
         In this sense, primordial truth is the ultimate condition of possibility of language
         and truth in their human manifestations as well. Heidegger’s critical contrasts between
         historical languages focus on the criterion of “nearness” to this primordial truth.
         From this perspective, his contrasts refashion earlier distinctions—between Da-sein’s
         existential truth and authentic discourse, on one hand, and existential untruth and
         inauthentic discourse, on the other—in terms that highlight the role of the essence
         of language.
      

      
      In Heidegger’s depiction, poets and thinkers are those mortals who listen to the saying
         of being and are thus nearest to the primordial truth. The inaugural words of poetry
         and thinking co-respond to the saying of being. In this co-respondence, they, in turn,
         are disclosive in the deepest form possible for mortals; they are the truest words
         humans can speak. Moreover, insofar as they are “non-objectifying” ways of speaking
         that “do not make assertions about being,” their truth is not of a propositional nature.[55] This is why “no ‘logic’ is capable of grasping” them.[56] All other forms of speech in the age of modern technology are far removed from the
         truth of beyng, though it is their ultimate source as well. The language of the first
         beginning that has dominated all forms of thinking and speaking hitherto is incapable
         of saying the truth of beyng.[57] This is the language of the beings that itself takes the form of theoretical assertions
         and propositional truths.[58] It rules as well not only in logistics, mathematics, and science, but also in the
         incessant chatter of the technologized today.[59] Thus, while what is said outside the neighborhood of poetry and thinking may be “correct”
         (richtig), it is not properly true because it is merely “directed toward” (gerichet nach) beings.
      

      
      For all of the marked distinctions that Heidegger draws in terms of the “nearness”
         to the truth of being, there is little transparency throughout the entire spectrum.
         The truth of being unfolds from an utterly dark and silent concealedness into an unconcealedness
         that is itself mysterious. Though human essence is “essential” for this primordial
         truth,[60] the human prospects are bleak. Not even those who ponder “know” the truth of beyng.[61] Everything depends on whether this truth does “come to language” and whether thinking
         itself “can attain to” this language.[62] Thus, since poets and thinkers must first hearken its primordial saying, they “will
         seldom have much to say.”[63] What they can and do say in their characteristic reticence, hinting, and ambiguity
         contains the rare sparkling treasures that only the few can see. These are the mortal
         words that must be made unintelligible to the many.[64] The remainder of the spectrum of words—from those of the “false move” made by metaphysics
         in the “decline from the first beginning” to those of the everyday forgotten and used-up
         poem—succumb to the covering up of beyng.[65] Therefore, while human speech must have the possibility of being true—indeed, of
         being inaugural in its truth, much of it flounders in untruth.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Heidegger, GA1, 176.

            

         

         
            2. Ibid., 31.

            

         

         
            3. Ibid., 268

            

         

         
            4. Ibid., 269.

            

         

         
            5. Ibid., 270–71.

            

         

         
            6. Ibid., 273.

            

         

         
            7. Ibid., 291.

            

         

         
            8. Ibid., 290–93.

            

         

         
            9. Cf. ibid., 279, 307, 337.

            

         

         
            10. Ibid., 336–37.

            

         

         
            11. Ibid., 318.

            

         

         
            12. Ibid., 215–16.

            

         

         
            13. Ibid., 294–95.

            

         

         
            14. Ibid., 297–98.

            

         

         
            15. Ibid., 306.

            

         

         
            16. Ibid., 336.

            

         

         
            17. Heidegger, GA56/57, 49/41 (modified translation).

            

         

         
            18. Ibid., 51/42–43.

            

         

         
            19. Ibid., 49/41.

            

         

         
            20. Heidegger, PIA, 257/132.

            

         

         
            21. Ibid., 256/131.

            

         

         
            22. Heidegger, SZ, 165/155.

            

         

         
            23. Ibid., 34/30.

            

         

         
            24. Ibid., 165/155.

            

         

         
            25. Ibid., 32–33/29.

            

         

         
            26. Ibid., §44c.

            

         

         
            27. Cf. Ernst Tugendhat, Der Wahrheitsbegriff bei Husserl und Heidegger (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter & Co.,1970), 328–63; and Ernst Tugendhat, “Heidegger’s
                  Idea of Truth” in Martin Heidegger: Critical Assessments, Volume III: Language, ed. Macann, trans. Macann, 82–84.
               

            

         

         
            28. Heidegger, SZ, 218–19/201.

            

         

         
            29. Ibid., 223/205

            

         

         
            30. Ibid., 160/150.

            

         

         
            31. Cf. ibid., 161/151; 167–68/157.

            

         

         
            32. Ibid., 156/146.

            

         

         
            33. Lafont, Heidegger, Language, and World-Disclosure, 70–72.
               

            

         

         
            34. Carman, Heidegger’s Analytic: Interpretation, Discourse, and Authenticity in Being and Time, 14, 261.
               

            

         

         
            35. Daniel O. Dahlstrom, “Heidegger’s Ontological Analysis of Language” in Heidegger and Language, ed. Powell, 14–20.
               

            

         

         
            36. Heidegger, SZ, 162/151–52.

            

         

         
            37. Ibid., 155/145.

            

         

         
            38. Ibid., 162/152.

            

         

         
            39. Ibid., 217–18/200–01.

            

         

         
            40. Ibid., 222/204.

            

         

         
            41. Ibid., 169/158.

            

         

         
            42. Cf. ibid., 5–6/4, 21/19, 157/147.

            

         

         
            43. Ibid., 222/204.

            

         

         
            44. Tugendhat, “Heidegger’s Idea of Truth,” 90. Cf. Werner Marx, Heidegger and the Tradition, trans. Theodore Kisiel and Marjorie Greene (Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
                  1971), 248.
               

            

         

         
            45. Heidegger, SZ, 273/252.

            

         

         
            46. Heidegger, US, 31/209. Cf. ibid., 14/192; Heidegger, WP, 92/93; Heidegger, WHD, 87/128.

            

         

         
            47. Heidegger, EM, 95/124.

            

         

         
            48. Heidegger, US, 250/119.

            

         

         
            49. Heidegger, GA9, 184–85/141–42.

            

         

         
            50. Ibid., 189–90/145–46. For Heidegger’s critical self-assessment of this definition,
                  see the “Note” added in the second edition (1949), 201–02/153–54.
               

            

         

         
            51. Ibid., 230–31/177.

            

         

         
            52. Ibid., 236/181.

            

         

         
            53. Heidegger, EM, 145–46/191.

            

         

         
            54. Cf. Heidegger, GA38, §28d, §29.

            

         

         
            55. Cf. Heidegger, GA65, 13–14/10, 472/332; Heidegger, GA9, 78/61–62.

            

         

         
            56. Heidegger, GA9, 309/236.

            

         

         
            57. Heidegger, GA65, §36.

            

         

         
            58. Ibid., 64/45.

            

         

         
            59. Cf. ibid., 21/15–16, 72–74/50–52, 97–98/67, 302/213; Heidegger, VA, 70–71/88–89; Heidegger,
                  UT, 27 /142; Heidegger, HH, 35–36/99–100; Heidegger, FD, 122/156.
               

            

         

         
            60. Heidegger, GA9, 345/263.

            

         

         
            61. Heidegger, GA65, 78/54.

            

         

         
            62. Heidegger, GA9, 344/261.

            

         

         
            63. Ibid., 344/223.

            

         

         
            64. Heidegger, GA65, 17/13.

            

         

         
            65. Cf. Heidegger, EM, 131/171, 144/189; and Heidegger, US, 31/208.

            

         

      

   
      Conclusion

      
         
         Problems Underway to the Essence of Language

         
      

      
      In this final part, I conclude with some critical remarks on the later Heidegger’s
         concept of the essence of language. The long and complex development of his language-question
         is marked by what I propose to show are problems that remain or are exacerbated in
         its final period. These are difficulties that include some of the deep-seated tendencies
         or patterns as well as some of the momentous shifts that I have indicated in the preceding
         chapters. They pertain specifically to the concept of essence that is central to his
         question concerning language and to the concepts of alētheia, apophansis, synthesis, and phōnē that I have identified in his path of logos. They also involve many of the constants and changes that I have noted in his understanding
         of language in terms of phōnē. For the sake of simplicity, I have grouped the issues under two sub-headings: “The
         Problem of Wesen” and “The Problem of Sprache.” In the final section of this chapter, “Toward an Alternative Model of Sprache,” I address some of these issues with a radical alternative.
      

      
      The Problem of Wesen

      
      The young Heidegger adopted the traditional rendering of “Wesen” as objective “whatness” when he highlighted the grammatical essence of language
         as a means of significant expression for consciousness in general. Pitting pure logic
         against empirical and psychologistic theories of judgment, as well as against the
         mathematical calculus of Logistik, he defined the essential limits of language in terms of the ideal meaning-categories.
         He had hoped that the metaphysical-teleological insights into the experience of discourse
         would contribute to the development of a phenomenology of language. However, these
         insights focus on the living, historical spirit, not on the Cartesian consciousness.
         The tension between the two agendas of the habilitation was thus reflected in the
         idea of language as having an ideal atemporal essence that is lived temporally and
         immersed in historicity.
      

      
      As the young Heidegger began to take issue with the theoretical view of language,
         he also departed from the corresponding definition of its essence. The language of
         the historical “I” in its facticity and shared world serves to express meanings that
         are originally pre-theoretical, not ideal and atemporal. It appears at first in the
         live form of speaking and discourse. Thus, he argued that only phenomenology as the
         primal science that is attuned to life in its original character can give adequate
         access to the language of the historical “I.” However, the language that belongs to
         the historical “I” is a phenomenon that takes the form of discourse; it is not “the
         proper being of language itself.” The young Heidegger characterized the latter as
         having a life of its own: It “grows . . . and decays every day,” changing “from generation
         to generation” or “dying after a century.”[1] Thus, he no longer viewed the essence of language in terms of atemporality, but in
         terms of the temporal life of language itself, which he distinguished from its phenomenal temporal form as discourse.
      

      
      In Being and Time, Heidegger criticized a host of philosophical and scientific “attempts to grasp the
         ‘essence’ of language” for their failures to develop its existential-ontological foundation
         in discourse.[2] The traditional ontological interpretation of being and Da-sein in terms of the categories
         of the present-at-hand then accounted for the inadequacy of the concept of essence
         that is at play in these failed attempts. However, the Da-sein analytic left open
         the question concerning “the being of language in general,” and it did not feign to
         offer a definition of its adequately conceived essence. For Heidegger, these were
         tasks that had to depend on the realization of the project of fundamental ontology.
         The inquiry into the phenomenon of language in terms of Da-sein and its temporality
         (Zeitlichkeit) could only be preparatory for the investigation into the essence of language in
         terms of “time and being” and the “temporalness” (Temporalität) of being.
      

      
      The later Heidegger continued his search for the essence of language as he progressively
         tried to shake off what he came to view as the metaphysical baggage of his former
         projects. Engaged in the task of the overcoming metaphysics, he strove to develop
         concepts of “essence” and “language” that destabilize and, at the same time, point
         beyond their metaphysical meanings. He purported to use the words “Wesen” and “Sprache” with the transformative aim of the Bedeutungsumschlag—the turning around of meaning. To this effect, he resorted to the strategy of ambiguity,
         so that both the metaphysical and the trans-metaphysical meanings are at play. His
         objective with regard to the concept of the essence of language was thus to “turn
         around” the meanings of “Wesen” (from objective whatness to the enduring of beyng) and of “Sprache” (from human faculty, property, or activity to the saying of beyng).
      

      
      It is important to keep in mind that the meanings of the words “Wesen” and “Sprache” are (often deliberately) equivocal in the later Heidegger’s own usage. He uses “Wesen” not only as a verb, but also as a noun to refer to the particular way of being of
         something as that something. Moreover, he uses “Sprache” to designate both what is linguistic or verbal and what is proto-linguistic or enables
         what is linguistic. Since a substantive meaning of “Wesen” and a linguistic meaning of “Sprache” prevail in the metaphysics that Heidegger aims to overcome, he often claims to be
         using them in their verbal and proto-linguistic senses, respectively. In the final
         analysis, Heidegger emphasizes the meaning of “das Wesen der Sprache” in its verbal and proto-linguistic sense, that is, as the enduring of the saying
         that shows in the appropriating-event. However, I hope to show that he does not succeed
         in shaking off metaphysical connotations even in this special use of the words. In
         particular, the later Heidegger’s stress on the differences between his concept of
         essence in relation to language and that of metaphysics tends to mute their convergences.
         I have grouped all of these problematic aspects under various labels to facilitate
         their reading.
      

      
      Heidegger’s Linguistic Essentialism

      
      Traces of Heidegger’s earlier ideas of “the being of language itself” or “in general”
         are still visible in the new concept of Wesen that he later frames in terms of Seyn and Er-eignis and applies to Sprache. As before, he claims that the essence of language is neither eternal nor bound to
         existential temporality. Instead, it has its own temporalness, so to speak, and this
         special temporal character pertains to the “mode of being” that “language as language”
         has “at any given time (jeweils).”[3] According to Heidegger’s characterization of the “turn” in his thought, the radical
         difference in the later conception of temporalness would reside in that it is “Being,
         stamped as Presence by its time character that makes the approach to There-Being.”[4] Thus, in his later conception, the temporalness of the essence of language takes form as the enduring of the saying that appropriates all mortal co-respondence in the event of beyng.
      

      
      Heidegger evidently disavows the metaphysical interpretation of Wesen in terms of idea and essentia and rejects their concomitant notions of timelessness and atemporality. However,
         if the essence of language enables every form of mortal saying in its particular beyng-historical
         determination, then it determines the conditions of possibility of all speech. Enduring
         thus functions trans-temporally—throughout the finite temporality of the mortals.
         It is in this trans-temporal sense that “language as language” remains the same “at
         any given time,” that is, throughout mortal temporality. All languages are thus essentially determined by the saying that shows.
      

      
      To be sure, language in its essence “approaches” mortals in different ways, that is,
         the saying, the showing, and the appropriating change in form over time. Such changes
         themselves define the distinct epochs of beyng within which each mortal co-responding,
         each human form of speech, emerges and unfolds. In this sense, the essence of language
         is dynamic, not static and fixed. However, it is constantly—and this means always already—for the mortals it appropriates in their finitude—the saying that shows. Thus, Heidegger
         adheres to a linguistic essentialism of his own style, even as he tries to divest
         his concept of the essence of language of metaphysical meanings.
      

      
      For Heidegger, there is one and only one essence, which defines any language as language every time. The essence of language still
         operates in the manner of koinē, that is, as a universal, which constantly provides a common identity and unity to
         particulars that meet a set of necessary and sufficient conditions. Heidegger’s brand
         of linguistic essentialism sets these conditions in terms of what I have already identified
         as the apophansis, synthesis, and phōnē of the appropriating logos. This means that the essence of language is the primordial saying that shows, gathers,
         and appropriates mortals to co-respond in sounds. Thus, something classifies as a
         language if and only if it is capable of making something manifest as something in
         sonorous verbalization. In this sense, Heidegger deems the apophantic, synthetic,
         and phonetic functions essential to any particular language. However, the specific manner in which each essential
         function operates serves as his criterion for distinguishing the languages that are
         more attuned to the silent voice of the essence of language from those that are languages
         of unessence. Before I turn to a critical examination of each of these distinctions,
         I must first expose what is problematic about his treatment of their condition of
         possibility, that is, about the aletheic essence of language.
      

      
      Heidegger’s Linguistic Anthropocentrism

      
      Heidegger emphasizes that his concept of the essence of language attends to “presencing”
         (Anwesung) itself, which metaphysics neglects in its focus on what is objectively present.
         However, as Derrida has often suggested, he does not escape from the metaphysics of
         presence and spectacle. In this light, I wish to stress that for the later Heidegger
         the “essencing” (Wesung) of language occurs in reference to the mortals. The words at play in his characterizations
         of this “essencing” establish its directionality in terms of the mortals: The mortals
         are those on- (An-) and away from- (Ab-) whom language “essences” (-wesen) in its pre-sence and ab-sence (An-wesen und Ab-wesen).[5] The primordial saying that shows “approaches” mortals at the same time that it “withdraws”
         from them; it is the clearing-concealing event that appropriates mortals as sonorous
         sayers. Put otherwise, Heidegger understands the human being—the mortal who co-responds
         in sounds to the silent saying that shows—as the spectator of presencing.
      

      
      To be sure, the human being is not the metaphysical spectator—the rational animal
         who uses language to express its cognition of present-at-hand things. Nor is the human
         being Heidegger’s earlier existential-ontological spectator in whose own worldly disclosedness
         language has its roots. Still, though no longer the centrum, anthropos remains as the point of orientation in the later conception of language in terms
         of the spectacle of presencing. Moreover, in his attempt to bring about a Copernican
         revolution with regard to language and the human being in their respective essences,
         Heidegger does not manage to overcome the anthropological speciesism of metaphysics,
         for the mortal is the sole point of orientation.
      

      
      For the later Heidegger, the clearing-concealing of language in its essence must first
         provide the scene, as it were, for the spectacle of presencing. In his rendering,
         alētheia is no longer yoked to idea and it no longer means the right glance of what is objectively present. Yet, in the
         end, even unconcealedness must have a spectator: the mortals whose own glance is “essential”
         to primordial truth.[6] The essence of language needs mortals and appropriates them for their sonorous saying
         and showing of what is unconcealed only to them.[7] Thus, Heidegger retains anthropos as the sole point of orientation for the spectacle of presencing, even as he drives
         deeper into the relation between language and truth in their respective essences.
         He also purports to anchor all languages—with varying depths—in the primordial truth,
         for unconcealedness is the conditio sine qua non of speech and its own disclosive possibilities.
      

      
      Heidegger’s Inconsistency

      
      The later Heidegger’s linguistic essentialism is also reflected in his belief in a
         standard for truths, even as he questions the primordiality of the metaphysical criteria of
         correctness and correspondence. I argue that the standard that he proposes instead
         measures the “nearness” of mortal co-respondences to the saying of primordial truth.
         The aletheic essence of language thus provides a point of reference relative to which
         mortal disclosures in words have their particular degrees of distance. Presumably,
         it can be neither an absolute nor a fixed and eternal standard. Since it unfolds in
         the appropriating-event, it would fluctuate accordingly, that is, trans-temporally.
         In sum, the later Heidegger depicts the essence of language as a Heraclitean realm
         of disclosure. One of his later characterizations captures well the immanent character
         of any inquiry into this ever-changing essence: We “are moving within language, which
         means moving on shifting ground or, still better, on the billowing waters of an ocean.”[8] However, I argue that his criterion of “nearness” to this essence is inherently problematic
         because there is no pou stō, no place to stand but within the realm of language in its essence.
      

      
      Though Heidegger repeatedly expresses his awareness that there is no other “standpoint”
         for reflection on “the” language in its relation to being but from “our” being-historically
         determined language,[9]  he later emerges from the abyss with a measuring rod for all languages. I contend
         that the he inconsistently positions himself outside the realm of the essence of language when he claims that poetry and thinking pronounce
         the “truest” words and that those of metaphysics and logic are “not true.” He stands
         in the same untenable position when he contrasts the former (as essential languages)
         with the latter (as deformed languages of unessence). His contrasts between natural
         languages in terms of their “thinking possibilities,” for example, between ancient
         Greek, Latin, and German, apply a similarly troubling criterion.[10] All of these linguistic assessments are incongruous with his claims of linguistic
         immanence. Their self-congratulatory character worsens his case, especially when he
         lays claim to the superiority of his native tongue in the hidden wisdom of its etymologies.
      

      
      Heidegger’s Linguistic Foundationalism

      
      Heidegger also persists in a linguistic foundationalist view when he inconsistently
         establishes linguistic hierarchies of “nearness” to the essence of language. The essence
         of language has as its own “effects” or “consequences” the instrumental, expressive,
         conceptual, and objectifying forms of speech. To be sure, Heidegger claims that the
         essence of language is not an “origin” in the metaphysical sense of an objectively
         present point of “origination” (Enstehung), but as the “original source” (Ur-sprung) from which all languages spring. Nor, much less, is language in its essence a “ground”
         in the sense of the Cartesian fundamentum, but in the sense of the “abyssal ground” (Abgrund) of all languages.[11] As I read Heidegger’s use of this word, the essence of language is the ground that
         sinks away (Ab-grund) and is, in this sense, the abyss (Abgrund). This is presumably the movement of its enabling power that at the same time withholds
         itself. More prosaically, it is the conditioning of possibility of what is linguistic.
      

      
      Languages are able to disclose beings in meaningful sounds precisely because the dynamics
         that make this possible recede to let that type of disclosure unfold. In Heidegger’s
         rendering, then, it is only within the clearing-concealing site of the essence of
         language and in response to its silent disclosure that the mortal sonorous disclosures
         can themselves unfold. The aletheic essence of language as the clearing-concealing
         saying that shows is thus the founding realm of all speech. Heidegger also believes
         there are languages that are closer than others and more intrinsically linked to the
         founding dimension of this realm. Put simply, some languages are foundational.
      

      
      Heidegger’s linguistic foundationalism is evident in how he traces linguistic lineages
         from the Abgrund of language in its essence. The language-forms of poetry and thinking are those that
         are closest to the essential source; they are inaugural in their particular disclosures
         of being, the gods, the world, and the essence of language itself. The others are
         forms of Unwesen because they focus on beings in their different inadequate ways. Among these language-forms,
         only the mother tongue descends from poetry, but all are forms of descent from Ur-Sprache. The used-up poem and the language-machine are both everyday forms of descent, but
         one has saving possibilities, while the other poses the danger. The faulty language
         of metaphysics, which also rules in the deformed Logistik and in the science that does not think, is the dominant form of degeneration and
         thus itself represents a major obstacle on the way to the essence. In contrast, the
         founding character of poetry and thinking places them in the deepest recesses of the
         realm of essence of language.
      

      
      Since Heidegger attributes a beyng-historical character to the essence of language
         and interprets the saying that shows in terms of Er-eignis, he also views the descent from Ur-Sprache in terms of a decline in the course of the history of beyng. From his perspective, this decline begins
         with the first beginning, which was pregnant with possibilities that were trampled
         by the march of the metaphysics of presence and lie fallow in the desolate landscape
         of the contemporary world of Machenschaft (machination). The predominant language-form of this decline is the Sprachmaschine, the modern technological idle talk, in which he claims, “all fundamental words have
         been used up.”[12] However, Heidegger’s lamentations over the downfall of language in the age of modern
         technology have their counterpoint in his songs of yearning, songs with many nostalgic
         tunes, but also with some hymns of hope. The salvation from the decline in particular
         lies in the primordial words of poetry and thinking, which are both preservers of
         what is venerable and harbingers of the other beginning.
      

      
      Heidegger’s Linguistic Prejudices

      
      Heidegger’s earlier derivations of theoretical, objectifying, or propositional speech
         from everyday idle talk stressed the existential-ontological foundation of language
         in discourse. He also relied on the concept of Defizienz to account for the changes from the primordial to the derivative language-forms.
         What he then defined as “authentic discourse”—the silent call of conscience—had its
         own derivative character, insofar as it had to be wrested away from inauthentic discourse,
         and this change involved hearkening and reticence. In all of these derivations, however,
         he disavowed the evaluative connotations of the terms he used to describe them. In
         the later lineages from the essential to the non-essential languages, he drops the
         claim to neutrality, while the discourse that he praises for its authenticity takes
         on a founding character in the originary words of poets and thinkers. Thus, his linguistic
         lineages follow the same thorny path as the hierarchies of nearness.
      

      
      The later Heidegger’s idea of the essence of language as a realm of disclosure within
         which there are linguistic spheres that are foundational and superior to others is
         problematic for a variety of other reasons. There are many assumptions at play, all
         of which are debatable, particularly in light of different positions in the philosophy
         of language that, unlike Heidegger’s, adopt more traditional philosophical methods
         of argumentation. Evidently, one of Heidegger’s fundamental assumptions is that there
         are, in fact, individual linguistic spheres that are sufficiently distinct from one
         another to merit separate labels, such as “the language of metaphysics” versus “the
         language of poetry” and “the language of thinking,” or “the (traditional) language
         that is handed down or delivered over in the mother tongue” versus “technological
         language.” One could imagine the later Wittgenstein calling them “language-games,”
         instead. However, in Heidegger’s rendition, they are quite unlike the cultural practices
         of language-use that define the Wittgensteinian language-games. A central difference,
         of course, is that the later Heidegger would not subscribe to the notions that humans
         in social interactions are the agents who determine the play and that the games involved
         are a matter of our instrumental uses of language. In fact, it is quite likely that
         Heidegger was referring critically to these Wittgensteinian notions when he claimed:
         “If we may talk here of playing games at all, it is not we who play with words, but
         the nature of language plays with us, not only in this case, not only now, but long
         since and always.”[13] All of the linguistic spheres that Heidegger describes, then, are determined by the
         essence of language in the fateful sendings that characterize the history of beyng
         and mark the epochs of the appropriating-event.
      

      
      Heidegger’s labels for the linguistic spheres of metaphysics, poetry, thinking, and
         the everyday discourse in its various forms (technological versus the traditional
         mother tongue) correspond one-to-one to the types of disclosures that he claims are
         unique to each, for example, the disclosure of being as objective presence to the
         language of metaphysics, the disclosure of beyng in its presencing to the language
         of thinking. The substantive difference between this Heideggerean criterion and the
         Wittgensteinian definition of language-games in terms of the daily activities of human
         forms of life can thus be linked to their very different conceptions of meaning. While
         Wittgenstein understands “meaning” in terms of social uses, for Heidegger it is a
         matter of truth in the sense of the unconcealedness of beyng and the clearing-concealing
         essence of language that first opens the site for the disclosures of the mortals.
      

      
      However, for the purposes of developing a better understanding of how Heidegger applies
         his concept of “languages of . . . ,” we can focus on a more tangential point of contrast
         with Wittgenstein’s language-games. The Wittgensteinian language-games can crisscross
         and change in a multiplicity of ways, and the meanings at play in the variety of uses
         are fluid and are able to move across their many “family resemblances.” In contrast,
         the Heideggerean “languages of . . .” are more rigidly determined in their one-to-one
         correspondence to the type of disclosure. For example, the language of metaphysics
         is by definition the language in which being is disclosed as objective presence. At the same time,
         the distinctively metaphysical type of disclosure has a fluidity of its own, for it
         permeates not only all fields of philosophy, including Logistik, but also science and the ordinary chatter. Still, in principle, the metaphysical
         borders are supposed to end where those of poetry and thinking begin, that is, where
         the type of disclosure is fundamentally different. Put otherwise, the languages of
         what Heidegger deems to be genuine thinking and poetry are not “metaphysical” by definition.
      

      
      The principles at play in Heidegger’s definitions of languages in terms of types of
         disclosures do not entirely exclude the possibility of communication across the linguistic
         spheres. This possibility is evident in the dialogue that unfolds between the scientist,
         the scholar (whom one can identify as a “philosopher” or “metaphysician” in the later
         Heidegger’s terminology), and the teacher (who presumably personifies the aspirational
         Heideggerean “thinker”) in “Conversation on a Country Path about Thinking.” However,
         it is quite telling that the scientist and the scholar have much to learn from the
         teacher about the nature of thinking and Gelassenheit (releasedness).[14] It is also worth noting that not all poets and thinkers are immune to metaphysical
         influences in their sayings. Individual examples abound not only in Heidegger’s self-criticism
         with regard to his earlier reliance on metaphysical concepts, but also in his detection
         of metaphysical traces in the poetry of Georg and Trakl, to name the most obvious
         cases.
      

      
      More generally, Heidegger’s critical distinctions hinge on the type of disclosure
         that he assigns to each linguistic sphere, determining their level (foundational/non-foundational)
         and status (primordial/non-primordial). However, when we consider his applications
         and explicit indications concerning these distinctions, it becomes obvious that discerning
         the type of disclosure involves complex and subtle interpretations, not only of what
         is said and how it is said, but also of what is unsaid. I would like to stress that
         these methodological points are fraught with difficulties that have serious philosophical
         implications.
      

      
      On the one hand, it is evident that determining the type of disclosure and its content
         is a very open-ended process that leaves much room for different, and even opposing,
         results. Heidegger’s self-professed confrontational interpretations of (or one-sided
         dialogues with) other philosophers and poets are notable examples of his own take
         on this process. More importantly, Heidegger explicitly claims to apply a principle
         of “greater violence” to the language-question.[15] His controversial hermeneutics of fundamental words of metaphysics, his provocative
         musings on certain Greek and German etymologies, and his own idiosyncratic wordings
         in response to those linguistic reflections all describe the labyrinthine and often
         obscure paths of this “greater violence.” However, the fact that he depicts himself
         in the task of disclosing hidden primordial meanings in these self-professed “violent”
         sayings is tantamount to his self-proclamation as an authority in the mysterious voice
         of the saying that shows. In the end, Heidegger is the one mortal who classifies how
         and what other mortals disclose in the realm of the essence of language.
      

      
      On the other hand, Heidegger’s one-to-one assignment of types of disclosures to the
         linguistic spheres not only privileges those of poetry and thinking, but also peremptorily
         excludes the other spheres. In this vein, he claims that only the sayings of poetry
         and thinking can genuinely disclose language in its essence. That such revelatory
         capacities are denied in advance to the other languages is of a piece with the self-sealing
         definition and subsequent classifications of what constitutes a genuine disclosure
         of language in its essence. Moreover, one is left to wonder why the revelations about
         language that may and do occur in the other linguistic spheres, for example, profound
         insights that arise in everyday conversations or through scientific research and technological
         advances, cannot at all be genuinely disclosive in their own right. To be sure, the
         later Heidegger’s sites of genuine disclosure provide significant alternatives to
         those favored in traditional metaphysics as the sites of truth and knowledge. However,
         he remains within that tradition in his privileging of some sites over others.
      

      
      Along with the assumption that some of the “languages of . . .” must be foundational
         and that the differences between languages are sufficient to determine lineages and
         establish hierarchies, Heidegger proceeds as if there were independent standards for
         issuing judgments about them. Even if we were to grant that there are different types
         of disclosure for each sphere, there is room left to confront him on his classification
         of certain types as problematic forms of disclosure that must be overcome by others.
         The lines that he draws to define, distinguish, and evaluate linguistic spheres in
         terms of the aletheic essence of language cannot be indelible, for he issues them
         in and from a being-historical language with its own specific form of disclosures. Thus, my point
         is that all of the lines that he draws with regard to the essence of language are
         relative at best and arbitrary at worst.
      

      
      Heidegger’s Inconsistency (Again)

      
      In Heidegger’s typology, natural languages include many different speech-forms and
         practices—from the everyday chatter, the modern technological idle talk, and the venerable
         mother tongue, to the languages of disciplines such as metaphysics and science, the
         languages of traditions such as the European and the Asian, and the extraordinary
         sayings of poetry and thinking. There are, of course, significant overlaps among these
         variants within their types of disclosure. In particular, the disclosive power of
         the language of metaphysics extends well beyond the discipline itself. It is the dominant
         language of objective presence that has permeated all the languages and speech-forms
         of the European tradition and has even encroached upon those of other cultural traditions
         in the modern technological age.
      

      
      Significantly, Heidegger understands his own role as preparing for the overcoming
         of metaphysics from within its sphere. He also situates himself within the alternative
         linguistic spheres of disclosure of poetry and thinking. Seeing the relation between
         the dominant and alternative spheres in terms of the history of beyng, he assigns
         to them the role of different beginnings. The new beginning is anticipated and thus
         enclosed in the old beginning of metaphysics, to which only poetry and thinking can
         bring closure. I find that the circling that his periodization traces are at least
         consistent with his principle of linguistic immanence. As I have already argued, the
         later Heidegger’s reflections propose to be trans-metaphysical, proceeding within metaphysics as he aims beyond it.[16] Now I argue further that he would have to concede that his individual assessments
         of metaphysical vis-à-vis poetic and thinking linguistic disclosures are subject to
         the same principle of linguistic immanence and are thus relative evaluations. In this
         sense, I contend that he could not consistently appeal to an external and universal
         standard for their comparison and evaluation.
      

      
      However, Heidegger seems to believe that his concept of transcendence grants him a
         way out of his own principle of linguistic immanence when he issues his assessments
         about languages. He applied his understanding of human existence in terms of immanent
         transcendence in his earlier ideas of the living soul in its spiritual relation to
         God and of Da-sein in its thrown and projective understanding of being in terms of
         the horizon of time. He applies this understanding as well in his later idea of the
         mortals of the fourfold who co-respond to language in its essence. Without transcendence,
         there could be no such co-respondence, for mortals must first be able to listen to
         the essence that defines their own essence as sayers. Thus, though mortal saying can
         take form only in beyng-historically determined languages, it is itself only possible
         because mortals can listen to the voice of beyng. Put otherwise, we can disclose in
         our particular languages because we are open to the disclosive essence of language
         that transcends us. Such openness enables us to reflect on that essence and gain insight
         into its rule over all languages. Thus, Heidegger believes that we can reach out—from
         within—to what is essential to language because of our immanent transcendence.
      

      
      However, while Heidegger often acknowledges that we could attain only tentative descriptions
         of the elusive essence of language, the authoritative tone of his own judgments about
         languages repeatedly belies this acknowledgment. The incongruities that I have uncovered
         in the later Heidegger’s concept of essence as it pertains to language are intertwined
         with his lingering ties to the metaphysics that he aimed to overcome. He violates
         his own principle of linguistic immanence, not only by adhering to metaphysical principles
         concerning essence, but also—and more importantly—by using these metaphysical principles
         to establish his linguistic hierarchies and lineages. In this sense, he ends up vaulting
         the limits of language that he has drawn when he appoints himself judge.
      

      
      Since other critics of Heidegger have raised similar objections, I would like to conclude
         this section with a few remarks on how their focus differs from mine. Richard Rorty
         accuses Heidegger of searching for “purity,” toward what “transcends humanity” itself,
         with the aim of finding “some uses of language which are cases of free-floating behavior.”
         In Rorty’s account, this search led not only to the later “hypostatization” of language,
         but also of “Heidegger himself . . . into a world-historical figure.” Rorty thus attributes
         Heidegger’s search for purity to “the hope that the thinker can avoid immersion in
         the ‘always already disclosed,’ avoid relationality . . . the hope that one may, by
         coming to look down upon language, or the world, or the West, as a limited whole,
         become a type A entity oneself. Such an entity which imposes limits.”[17] 
      

      
      The only agreement between Rorty’s critique and mine lies in the description of the
         later Heidegger’s final position as one that defines the limits of language from without
         or above. I focus on Heidegger’s logical inconsistency; Rorty on his psychological
         motives. It should also be evident that my account of the development of Heidegger’s
         concept of language does not agree with Rorty’s (mistaken) claim that Heidegger later
         reifies or hypostasizes language. Moreover, my critical viewpoint does not subscribe
         to the pragmatist perspective from which Rorty issues his criticism.
      

      
      Karl-Otto Apel is another critic with whom I appear to coincide. Apel charges Heidegger
         with being guilty of “self-suspension” and failing to apply “critical self-reference.”
         In Apel’s account, these faults in Heidegger involve “a certain forgetfulness of the
         logos, that is, the reflective deficiency with regard to [his] own intellectual and argumentative
         presuppositions.” However, Apel’s ultimate concern, as I read him, is with the moral
         implications of Heidegger’s philosophical transgressions. In this vein, Apel focuses
         on the relativism that results from Heidegger’s general philosophical approach:
      

      
         With Heidegger it leads to a deliberate overstepping of the philosophically universal
            validation of his own claims in favor of a hermeneutics of the facticity of understanding
            being-in-the-world; and this means in Being and Time: the temporality and historicality of “thrown projection.” In the late work it goes
            even further in the direction of a total historicism, a reduction of the philosophical
            logos itself to an epochal event in the history of being.[18] 
         

      

      My criticism of Heidegger differs from Apel’s in at least three important respects.
         First, I focus on what Heidegger himself says about language and on how his claims about language are inconsistent. In particular, I argue that
         he transgresses the limits of language that he traces when he assesses and evaluates
         languages. Second, I do not view Heidegger’s relativism as a result of his inconsistency,
         but as a logical implication of his principle of linguistic immanence. In particular,
         what I propose is that he is not a consistent relativist. Immanence implies relativism. However, Heidegger’s judgments about languages
         are not formulated in relative, but in absolute or universal terms. Third, unlike
         Apel, I am neither criticizing the relativist principles in Heidegger’s philosophy,
         nor proposing to re-attain Enlightenment ideals through a “transcendentally pragmatic”
         route. My critical focus in this section remains instead on the logic of the later
         Heidegger’s arguments in his concept of “Wesen” as applied to language; I assume Heidegger’s own relativist principles concerning
         language simply to show how he violates them.
      

      
      Finally, I also appear be in accord with James Edwards, who criticizes the idea of
         authority in the later Heidegger’s concept of language:
      

      
         Heidegger’s attack on the Enlightenment picture of the self, an attack founded in
            his radical experience of language as the primordial speaking Logos, threatens the
            moral and political heritage of the Western democracies. If language is made numinous
            and sovereign, there seems nothing to protect us from the power of those who claim
            to speak with its voice. We and our institutions are delivered over to what Heidegger
            portentously calls our Destiny. Such quasi-religious rhetoric is disturbing, since
            it encourages in us both passivity and a yearning for eschatological transformation,
            the classic conditions for the rise of totalitarian moral and political structures.
            The threat of philosophical nihilism has been replaced by the threat of a kind of
            linguistic fascism, which elevates the Logos to the status of a god.[19] 
         

      

      While Edwards argues that Heidegger’s concept of language is inherently problematic because it can lead to a dangerous form of authoritarianism, I argue
         that Heidegger’s applications of this concept are problematic insofar as they are inconsistent. My point is that
         the very fact that Heidegger establishes himself as an authority or a judge contradicts
         his own principle of linguistic immanence. In contrast with Edwards, I neither reject
         Heidegger’s idea of the “sovereignty” of language, nor propose that this idea is especially
         conducive to “linguistic fascism.” Heidegger’s personal and professional affiliations
         to—as well as his own philosophical applications of—Nazi and anti-Semitic ideas are
         morally indefensible. However, I am wary of the moral charge of Edward’s criticism
         insofar as it verges on ad hominem paths. Since those are paths that some critics have actually taken, I would like
         to end this section simply by stating that I do not accept the notion that a philosophical
         concept is inextricably linked and indelibly tainted by its provenance.
      

      
      The Problem of Sprache

      
      There are other issues with the later Heidegger’s thought that are related directly
         to the features that he assigns to language in its essence and to the speech that
         it determines. I will focus first on those that pertain to the aletheic essence and
         then turn to speech and its particular (apophantic, synthetic, and phonetic) functions.
         In his developed understanding of the essence of language as aletheic, Heidegger highlights
         its primordiality—it is the original disclosive realm that lets beings appear as beings. Thus, a critical question he
         should answer is how precisely does the aletheic essence of language have an originary relation to disclosures that are not themselves linguistic? How would this relation
         apply to the disclosures in paintings, temples, and river dams, to use his own examples?
         He has actually claimed that other essences, such as those of art, building, and modern
         technology, are at play in those non-linguistic disclosures. Presumably, then, the
         uniqueness of the essence of language resides in that it alone provides the primordial
         as-structures in its disclosures. Thus, he seems to be suggesting that all mortal
         disclosures are determined by this essence insofar as they ultimately involve understanding
         and interpreting something as something. However, there are a few problems that emerge
         with this suggestion. Once again, I have grouped these issues under different labels,
         as follows:
      

      
      Heidegger’s Circularity

      
      Heidegger ends up appealing to what is linguistic to account for the sway of what
         he has defined as proto-linguistic. In this light, he proposes, “only when man speaks,
         does he think,” that is, only when humans linguistically let beings be seen as beings do they think.[20]  Thomas Seebohm’s classification of Heidegger as a “lingualist” would be basically
         correct when applied to this proposal. However, the defining features of Seebohm’s
         “lingualismus” fail to capture Heidegger’s eschewal of anthropocentrism and the ontology
         of presence. The later Heidegger in particular is not actually proposing that we can
         analyze “categorial forms” in terms of “concrete underlying language-forms.” He certainly
         is not making the “ontological” claim that “the categorial form of objects is that
         is only attained insofar as language speaks about them.”[21]  
      

      
      Heidegger claims that we must first disclose something as something in words to be able to disclose that something in other ways, for example, as an image, instrument,
         or object. To be sure, he believes that those words are themselves only possible because
         of the word, that is, the disclosive essence of language. Thus, he could reply to
         my objection that what is proto-linguistic still sways through what is linguistic. Nonetheless, he remains with the debatable tenet that all forms
         of understanding and interpreting something as something are linguistically determined.
         Of course, Heidegger is in the company of many philosophers, including his compatriots
         Herder, Hamman, and Humboldt.[22] There are, as well, many others, including Husserl and Frege, who reject the linguistic
         definition of thought. I count myself among the latter group and hope to show what
         is especially problematic about the later Heidegger’s lingualist or linguistic tenet.
      

      
      Heidegger’s Apophantic Reductionism

      
      The later Heidegger casts a net that is too wide when he broadly defines thinking
         in terms of the disclosive structures of the essence of language and of the speech
         that it enables. His definition of speech could be said to suffer from its own excesses
         as well. Heidegger continually takes the apophantic function to be fundamental to
         all forms of speech, which he views as essentially intentional and indicative. Since
         many linguistic elements play no independent role in reference, he focuses mainly
         on sentences as the basic linguistic units of speech. In this focus, the objective
         indication of judgments, the pointing-out of Da-sein’s assertions, and the sonorous
         showing of the words of mortals coincide in determining the sentences in which they
         take linguistic form.
      

      
      Heidegger constantly assumes that judgments, assertions, names, and sentences are
         all indicative or referential elements of speech. Husserl’s earlier approach to the
         problem of reference in terms of intentionality thus seems to be guiding Heidegger’s
         assumption all along, even when he explicitly rejects the theorizing perspective and
         the ontology of presence in Husserl. However, Heidegger does not delve into the questions
         that Husserl raised concerning semantic and intentional differences between expressions.
         Nor does he consider the finer distinctions Husserl developed in response to these
         questions, for example, between categorematic and syncategorematic expressions or
         between different types of expressive acts in terms of meaning-intention and meaning-fulfillment.[23] It goes without saying that these are important issues in the philosophy of language
         that even analytic philosophers, from Frege and Russell onward, have also addressed
         in terms of the problem of meaning and reference or denoting.
      

      
      Heidegger’s flat treatment of linguistic elements in terms of reference is reflected
         in his definition of speech in terms of apophansis: to speak is essentially to indicate (in the sense of referring to or designating
         something). I claim further that this practice is reductionist, not in the sense that
         he denies other possibilities to speech, but that he bases all of them on indicating. As the later Wittgenstein perhaps would say, this is tantamount
         to basing the multiplicity of language-games on a type of language-game that has indicative
         or referential purposes. From a Husserlian perspective, one could argue that even
         the assumption that speech is inherently intentional would not warrant the notion
         that all speech acts are based on indication. Moreover, Heidegger’s departures from
         the Cartesian, instrumentalist, and anthropocentric underpinnings of these possible
         objections do not dispel the problematic nature of his reductionism.
      

      
      Heidegger’s reductionist interpretation of apophansis reaches its extreme in his later concept of language in its essence as the primordial
         naming or pointing. Since he not only continues to conflate meaning with reference,
         but also ends up equating meaning with truth, this reductionism translates into a
         conceptual blurring of all of these different features in speech. Given all of these
         unresolved issues with the fundamental apophantic function, it is doubtful that the
         other two functions that are based on it (synthesis and phōnē) can fare well. Thus, instead of pursuing the route back to their problematic basis,
         I propose to focus on the additional problems that are specific to each.
      

      
      Heidegger’s Inconsistency (Again)

      
      I argue that the later Heidegger’s understanding of synthesis in terms of the primordial as-structure of the essence of language translates into
         mostly implausible views of speech in terms of what he defines as grammar. I contend
         that the same inconsistency that plagues his evaluations of languages afflicts his
         critique of ordinary grammar and his ideal of a transformation of (or a liberation
         from) this grammar through poetry and thinking. His comparative assessments contradict
         his principle of immanence, placing him beyond the realm of the synthetic or gathering
         essence of language that, in principle, determines all grammars in their particular
         syntheses.
      

      
      Moreover, the grammar that Heidegger typically places in scare quotes is also the
         one that he claims belongs to the European languages of the metaphysical tradition.
         Yet, precisely because he is able to make his critical points about its metaphysical
         assumptions in and through one of these languages, it is not at all convincing that
         there is something amiss with this grammar as a whole. This metaphysically determined
         grammar allows even for those of his many idiosyncratic wordings that bend or break
         the (grammatical) rules of syntax and inflection his own native tongue. Thus, he fails
         in his own formulations to make a consistent case for the need to overcome it. In
         this sense, Heidegger is in the company of those analytic philosophers who also found
         faults with the grammar of ordinary language and confronted issues of inconsistency,
         for example, the problem resulting from the self-application of Vienna Circle’s principle
         of verificationism and the earlier Wittgenstein’s consistent inconsistency in his
         definition of the limits of language. The later Wittgenstein’s pronouncement that
         ordinary language is “in order as it is” appears to be an exception to this pattern
         of inconsistency. However, I agree with Apel and Edwards that the later Wittgenstein
         thereby situates himself above ordinary language as an authority concerning its proper
         order.
      

      
      I also propose that Heidegger’s philosophical definition of grammar reduces the (grammatical)
         system of rules of inflection and syntax of any given language to the as-structure
         of indicating. Put otherwise, according to his definition, pointing to something as
         something is what essentially determines that which is commonly understood as grammar.
         It is the as-structure in particular that serves him to differentiate and evaluate
         what he identifies as grammars. The ordinary grammar that he claims is determined
         by the logic of metaphysics is one of unessence, ultimately because it points to being
         as objective presence and to beings as objectively present things. Beyng-historical
         thinking aims to use this same grammar transformatively by pointing instead to beyng
         as presencing. In the end, only those linguistic elements, structures, and forms that
         he believes would pertain to such gatherings or syntheses matter in his reductionist
         approach to what is grammatical in its common definition. The problem, as I see it,
         is that Heidegger reduces in order to evaluate and thereby inconsistently places himself
         outside the realm of the primordial “as.” (It is perhaps worth stating that I do not
         find Heidegger’s thesis that indicating lies at the basis of all grammar entirely
         problematic. It may very well be that many, if not all, grammatical elements evolved
         from indicative pronouns or deictic words, as some linguists argue.[24])
      

      
      The later Heidegger’s obscure references to a primordial “as” that gathers all beings
         and fits each into the whole of being suggest that language in its essence provides
         the original framework for all forms of indicating or pointing to something as something.
         Put otherwise, the word first provides the disclosive whole—the clearing-concealing
         realm—within which the words of mortals can fit and do fit with each other to point
         to something as something in different ways, for example, beings as beings, as objectively
         present things, as ready-to-hand, or as standing-reserve.
      

      
      In terms of its holism, Heidegger’s later view of the as-structure reveals some continuity
         with his earlier ideas of language as the sensuous voice of the whole of non-sensuous
         meanings and as the totality of words grounded in the whole of significations of discursive
         being-in-the-world. However, the primordial structures that enable the indication
         of something as something in Heidegger’s earlier holistic views of language are determined
         by what are, broadly speaking, categories of human understanding (first, the pure
         logical categories and, later, the existentialia of meaning). The indications that
         his earlier primordial as-structures enabled were also of a conceptual nature. Yet
         Seebohm’s classification of the Heidegger of Being and Time as a “lingualist” for whom “the analysis of categorial form is the analysis of a
         concrete underlying language-form” fails to capture the fact that these “categorial
         forms” presuppose the proto-linguistic existential forms of understanding, interpretation, and discourse.[25] Kusch gets closer in his interpretation of the earlier Heidegger’s adherence to “semantical
         Kantianism.”[26] However, I disagree with Kusch’s application of this label to the later Heidegger.
         The primordial as-structure in Heidegger’s later holistic perspective differs considerably
         from the earlier versions, because he claims not only that its originary syntheses
         are non-conceptual and nonverbal, but also that it determines the structures of human
         understanding themselves. I contend that these assertions lead Heidegger to a quagmire
         that begins to take shape with his earlier models of precognition as fundamental forms
         of thought.
      

      
      Heidegger’s Linguistic Quagmire

      
      Heidegger began soon in his path to search for structures of thought that he believed
         were more original than those of cognition to account for the synthetic structures
         of language. In the project of developing a logic of facticity, the pre-theoretical
         experiencing of the historical individual in its shared world accounted for the living
         speech in which he claimed the grammatical categories had their main origin; in the
         Da-sein analytic, the equiprimordial mood, understanding, and discourse of everyday
         being-in-the-world accounted for the existential grammar of language as the verbal
         expressedness of Da-sein’s intelligibility. In Being and Time, Heidegger’s idea was basically that this grammar is fundamentally determined by
         a type of thinking that is precognitive, in the sense of being more original than
         the abstract representation of things according to metaphysical-logical categories
         of presence. However, such precognition is still conceptual in his explicit rendering. For him, the pre-ontological understanding of being provides
         the average intelligibility of the fundamental concept of being and it operates conceptually
         according to existential a priori conditions. Presumably, then, its principles of classification and organization would
         be structures of thought (or, broadly speaking, concepts and categories) that are
         existential-ontological, rather than metaphysical-logical in their nature.
      

      
      To account for the existential grammar of Da-sein’s verbal indications of something
         as something, Heidegger could thus appeal to the existential a priori framework of structures of the understanding (categories and concepts). However, his
         account of the existentially grounded grammar would still run into a major obstacle.
         As I have already argued, his wavering between identifying and separating discourse
         and language raises issues for his existential-ontological theory of truth and suggests
         a more decisive role for language in Da-sein’s disclosedness than he asserts.[27] This wavering evidently raises similar issues for his existential-ontological theory
         of grammar and the dependent status that he explicitly assigns to language. Since
         the function of discourse in the precognitive framework is crucial insofar as it provides
         the synthesis or articulation that defines the as-structure, its identification with language would
         entail that the synthesis is linguistic as well. The entire existential a priori framework of concepts and categories would thus end up being immersed in the verbal
         expressedness that it is supposed to ground. In this sense, language appears to play
         a key part in determining the existential grammar that he claims determines language.
      

      
      The later Heidegger’s definition of the primordial “as” in terms of the essence of
         language is dimly foreshadowed in the conundrum of the existential grammar. In the
         later definition, it is language in its gathering or synthetic essence that provides
         the originary as-structure in which beings are first disclosed as beings. At the same
         time, Heidegger argues that such primordial gatherings determine those of mortal speech.
         Thus, they are not linguistic gatherings, for the sonorous words of mortals are the
         verbal syntheses that they enable. However, he maintains the implausible position
         that all of these syntheses (proto-linguistic and linguistic) occur independently
         of concepts and categories of any sort (existential-ontological or theoretical-objective).
      

      
      While Heidegger claims at times that poetry and thinking are able to carry out verbal
         syntheses that are non-conceptual, he defines (contextually) what is “conceptual”
         in the narrower sense of the cognition or presentation of objects. His general account
         of grammar is more radical, for it encompasses all forms of thought. In his own rendering,
         only when language speaks do mortals speak, and only when mortals speak do they think.
         To use Kantian terminology, the synthetic function implies that mortals blindly gather beings as beings in words, that is, the sonorous co-respondence somehow operates
         in a conceptual and categorial vacuum. Given that the as-structure is key to this
         co-respondence, such blindness does not appear to be remedied by appealing to a special
         intuition either. If it is an intuition of beyng as beyng, for example, then the “as”
         is obviously already at play! Heidegger’s earlier ideas of Da-sein’s understanding
         of being as being and its simple prepredicative seeing of beings as beings do not
         appear to suffer from this particular form of (Kantian) blindness at least. Upon closer
         inspection, then, the later Heidegger’s elusive references to the synthetic function
         appear to be full of gaps as well.
      

      
      Heidegger’s Phonetic Reductionism

      
      I find that Heidegger’s later account of the phonetic function of speech is no less
         troubling. His earlier ideas of language in terms of the sensuous expression of meanings,
         the signifying voice of the living spirit, and Da-sein’s vocal proclamation in words
         defined what is linguistic as essentially phonetic (from the different philosophical
         perspectives corresponding to each). As he began to move away from pure logic and
         the theorizing perspective, he argued that the sounds of the human voice cannot be
         understood adequately in terms of “physical/mental” and “inner/outer” distinctions
         that de-vivify lived-experience. He also argued that the communication that takes
         place is not properly an exchange of ideas captured in word-sounds among isolated
         individuals. In his positive rendering, it is instead the sonorous voice of the living
         spirit, of the historical “I,” or of factical life that expresses itself in meaningful
         sounds in its shared world.
      

      
      In Being and Time, the earlier phonetic principles took on a highly developed form with the theory
         of their existential-ontological foundation in Da-sein’s being-in-the-world-with-others.
         The sounds of Da-sein’s voice, as well as all of those that it hears, for example,
         the creaking wagon, are always already based on understanding and are never at first
         pure noises or acoustic tone-data. The sonorous communication in which discourse takes
         its concrete and worldly form is based on Da-sein’s shared conversance. At the same
         time, Heidegger then emphasized the limits of phōnein in his account of essential discursive possibilities that are non-sonorous—in the
         silent voice of conscience, reticence, and keeping silent. These were the limits that
         he later redefined in terms of the soundless essence of language. I will now show
         what is problematic about his redefinitions.
      

      
      The later Heidegger’s concept of the sonorous words of the mortals is evidently in
         line with what Derrida identifies as the prevalence of speaking over writing or, more
         broadly, of phōnein over graphein in the metaphysics of presence.[28] Heidegger repeatedly distinguishes the mortal co-respondence to the silent essence
         of language from the metaphysical interpretation of phōnē, which he claims focuses on the acoustics and phonetics that the rational animal
         uses to communicate its thoughts about what is objectively present. Still, what is
         linguistic continues to be for him essentially phonetic. In his rendering, the phōnē sēmantikē originally pertains to the sonorous speaking of mortals; speech is fundamentally
         the mortal voice that speaks in meaningful sounds. Phonein in its deeper sense thus prevails over all other linguistic possibilities, including
         that of graphein.
      

      
      However, I do not propose to follow Derrida’s line of thought. Instead, I would like
         to point to two further aspects of Heidegger’s broader sense of phōnein that I find problematic. First, phōnein prevails over all of the other disclosive possibilities of the mortals as well, for
         it is only insofar as they speak in their sonorous words that they think. Heidegger’s
         linguistification of human essence centers on phōnē. The human being is essentially the sonorous sayer (the one who shows or points and gathers in sounds) in co-respondence
         to the silent saying (the soundless showing or pointing, and gathering). In this sense,
         anything and everything that is human is ultimately determined by language. This includes
         the entirety of human spheres of thought and deed, the totality of the many different
         forms of thinking and acting in human existence, that is, all human ways of being.
         To realize the extremity of this proposition, I believe that we need only to consider
         that making or using tools, working on a mathematical problem, and creating or enjoying
         a musical piece would thus be examples of “phonetically” determined abilities (in
         Heidegger’s sense of the word “phōnein”). Put otherwise, Heidegger linguistifies thought in general. In sum, my critiques
         above of the reductionism and radicalism of his definition of the other two speech
         functions (apophantic and synthetic) apply a fortiori in this case.
      

      
      Second, for Heidegger, phōnein operates on a proto-linguistic basis, that is, all possibilities of dialogue among
         mortals are rooted in their primordial “dialogue”—their sonorous co-respondence—with
         the silent essence of language. The basic idea is that the essential human ability
         to speak with another in meaningful sounds is ruled by a force that is neither in
         human power nor is itself linguistic in nature. Many years of reflection on the lived-experience
         of language as an independent force that defines, influences, limits, and imposes
         itself in the overwhelming moments of speechlessness bring Heidegger to identify the
         ruling power as the mysterious saying in the appropriating-event. In the progressive
         course of his reflections, he comes to find theoretical, expressive, instrumental,
         and (finally, even) traditional anthropocentric definitions of language inadequate
         to this lived-experience. In the end, rather than being the faculty that humans “have”
         and use to express their thoughts in sounds, language “has” humans and uses them to
         bring its speaking to sound. My conclusion is similar to Derrida’s: Phōnē is thus determined by a-phōnē.[29]  However, what I find problematic is not the play of presence and différance,[30] but Heidegger’s ethereal or otherworldly interpretations of this “a-phonic” determination.
         
      

      
      Heidegger’s Linguistic Preternaturalism

      
      Like other interpreters, I see tendencies in the later Heidegger that perhaps stretch
         as far back as his beginnings in Christian theology.[31] From my point of view, these tendencies can be identified in his account of phōnein. Broadly speaking, I propose that traces of a spiritual definition of human life and
         a mystical understanding of transcendence remain in his reflections on the essence
         of language, even as he questions the metaphysics of institutionalized religion and
         enters into a confrontation with onto-theo-logy. These tendencies that I associate
         (loosely speaking) with spiritual and mystical outlooks are visible in his characterization
         of the essence of language as a preternatural ruling force and in his designation
         of the mortals as the sole subjects under its rule. Of course, Heidegger claims that
         what metaphysics interprets as lying within and beyond the realm of physis and zōē—nature and animal life in their objective presence—cannot adequately capture the
         essential sway of language and the human sphere that it defines. However, my point
         is that he dismisses as irrelevant or superficial what is “physical” and “biological”
         in any sense of these terms.
      

      
      The essence and the mortals that speak, the appropriating silence and the co-responding
         sounds, are never properly material or corporeal in Heidegger’s rendition. No naturalist, objective, scientific
         standpoint can gain access into the primordial dimension of language and the speech
         that it enables. Only the mindful meditation that begins from within that mysterious
         realm, the immanent reflection on the essential command of language, the piety of
         a thinking that listens to the ethereal voice, can gain insight and attain moments
         of revelation. Nor can linguistics, the science and the philosophy of language, ever
         reach the poetic heights where language is the flower of the mouth (Hölderlin), the
         word is the deep fold where words sleep (Georg), and the homeland is rooted in the
         mother tongue (Hebel). In this poetic vein, Heidegger states, “But the mouth is not
         merely a kind of organ of the body understood as an organism—body and mouth are part
         of the earth’s flow and growth, in which we mortals flourish, and from which we receive
         the soundness of roots [or of rootedness: Bodenständigkeit].”[32] In his attempt to re-center phōnē as he expels the rational animal, Heidegger thus ends up dis-locating it, as it were,
         from the living human body.
      

      
      Having stripped the human essence from carnality and animality, Heidegger claims that
         between the human being and the animal there lies an abyss of difference: Animals
         can only make noises, not the meaningful sounds that are words. He develops thereby
         his own brand of linguistic speciesism by dogmatically positing the uniqueness of
         the mortals, whose mortality is not that of the body that perishes, but of the grasping
         of death as death in words. At the same time, much like the earth and the sky of the
         fourfold, the silent and sonorous speaking and even the mouth of the mortal are, in
         the end, poetic metaphors whose meanings have little connection to their “mere” physicality
         and corporeality. It is thus unsurprising that he views the human body as “the most
         difficult problem.”[33] 
      

      
      Heidegger’s Insights

      
      In sum, the later Heidegger embraces many “isms” in his concept of language, and there
         are just as many inconsistencies, excesses, gaps, and biases that afflict his view.
         Supposing that I have succeeded in proving to my readers that these features do characterize
         his later concept, it is, of course, still possible that some readers would not find
         all the “isms” are inherently problematic. Some would take no issue with what I critically
         label “linguistic preternaturalism,” for example. I would be content to have challenged
         their adherence to those ideas at least. Yet it would certainly be valid to challenge
         me to explain why one would continue to engage with later Heidegger at all, if his
         view of language is indeed so troubling. My response is that these problems cloud,
         but do not completely overshadow the brilliance of his insights into the nature of
         language. Many ideas about language in later Heidegger can and do have a life of their
         own, as with any thinker and thoughts. Moreover, one need not embrace an entire philosophy
         or theory of language to cultivate on the ground of other principles of thought what
         one deems to be the best that it offers. I believe that Heidegger teaches us many
         significant insights about language, but the difficulties that he creates can and
         should be overcome. As Nietzsche has Zarathustra remind us, “One repays a teacher
         badly if one always remains nothing but a pupil.”[34] 
      

      
      I count Heidegger’s critiques of traditional definitions among the bright sparks that
         can illuminate further investigations into language. His criticism not only questions
         the long-established concept of language as an instrument for the communication of
         cognition or as a tool for the expression of object-oriented thought, but also develops
         alternatives that include (albeit, by his subsuming) the cognitive, representational,
         instrumental, and expressive dimensions. Heidegger thus expands and deepens the scope
         of language at the same time that he makes the effort to go beyond traditionally fixed
         conceptual parameters. In this endeavor, he continually pursues ways off the trodden
         route that open up new avenues toward language. His focus on the experience of language
         in its power, which begins early with his approach to the living, historical spirit
         and continues through his existential-ontological phenomenology, is among the most
         promising paths in my estimation.
      

      
      My critique of later Heidegger does not imply that his earlier concepts of language
         are superior or less problematic. Of course, there are many scholars whose focus and
         arguments tend to favor one concept over the other, for a great variety of reasons.
         I favor Heidegger’s later concept because I believe that it holds a greater promise
         for the development of our understanding of language as such, compared not only to
         his own earlier ideas, but also to those of others in philosophy. To my mind, this
         promise lies in his idea of Sprache in terms of a greater power that unfolds and determines the distinctively human ability
         to speak. I agree with his notion of the determining and dynamic nature of language;
         we are indeed unterwegs zur Sprache—“under” language as we go “underway” to language. However, as I hope is clear from
         my critique, I strongly disagree with the later Heidegger’s interpretations of this
         determination and dynamism in terms of a preternatural power.
      

      
      From my philosophical perspective, language is instead a force of natural life, and
         life itself is ultimately and irreducibly physical in the multidimensionality of its
         manifestations. Pace Heidegger’s critical hermeneutics of the terms such as “nature,” “life,” and “physical,”
         I believe it is undeniable that language manifests its power in and through living,
         embodied beings ruled by a host of natural forces that science describes as “neurological,”
         “genetic,” “physiological,” “chemical,” and so on. Moreover, I propose that the naturalist
         and physicalist viewpoint can be placed into a veritable Aus-einander-setzung or dialogue in confrontation with Heidegger’s preternaturalist approach to Sprache. Thus, in the manner of a conclusion, I will outline an alternative philosophical
         approach that is inspired in Heidegger’s definition, but is compatible with bio-linguistics,
         the scientific study of language as a biological phenomenon. As a caveat, I would
         like to emphasize that I do not deny the importance of other life forces (that are
         historical, social, psychological, existential, etc.). Neither do all biolinguists,
         for some factor into their theories cultural phenomena as well.
      

      
      Toward an Alternative Model of Sprache

      
      At any stage of his thought, Heidegger would object to the biolinguistic/philosophical
         approach to language that I propose. In Being and Time, for example, he argued that the existential analytic of Da-sein must come before
         “any psychology, anthropology, and especially biology.”[35] None of these sciences gives an ontologically adequate answer to the question concerning
         Da-sein’s being. Their empirical findings never disclose existential-ontological foundations;
         rather, these foundations are “always ‘there’ already.” Biology, in particular, is
         “rooted” in an ontology of Da-sein, “although not exclusively.”[36] More specifically, Heidegger claims that biological investigations of the human Umwelt “must presuppose and continually make use” of the concept of Da-sein’s being as an
         “a priori condition.” The proper investigation of this existential-ontological structure is,
         of course, the task of fundamental ontology, which is the only sphere where “‘life’
         as a constitution of being” can be “defined a priori in a privative way,” that is, by distinguishing human from plant and animal life.[37] In Being and Time, then, we can read Heidegger’s distinction between the life of Da-sein and animal
         life as corresponding with the denial of a faculty of language to animals.
      

      
      However, in The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics, Heidegger seems to change his programmatic position on the sciences of life. Here,
         “the inner unity of science and metaphysics is a matter of fate,” which requires a “readiness for communal cooperation.”[38] In this vein, he explicitly relates his philosophical questioning to zoology and
         biology.[39] Heidegger applauds the scientific development of a concept of life that is free from
         “the tyranny of physics and chemistry.”[40] He also weighs in on the debate between mechanism and neo-vitalism.[41] Moreover, he repeatedly compares his own thesis about the world-poor animal to biologist
         Jakob von Uexküll’s work on the animal’s Umwelt. A discussion of their respective theories of life evidently falls beyond the scope
         of this reflection on language.[42] However, it is significant for our purposes that Heidegger marks his distance from
         von Uexküll by developing his own philosophical distinction between the human and
         animal worlds in terms that correspond with his denial of language in the animal.
         Thus, I shall focus on those aspects of von Uexküll’s biological arguments that are
         relevant to Heidegger’s concept of language.
      

      
      Von Uexküll distinguishes between the human and animal worlds by focusing on their
         relative degrees of complexity. Simply put, the human world has a broader and deeper
         scope than that of the animal. This difference ultimately has a biological basis;
         it centers on the “higher brain’s” capacity to reflect on and richly interact with
         its world.[43] Heidegger emphatically rejects von Uexküll’s relative distinction—without referring
         to its biological underpinnings—and establishes the as-structure as the decisive criterion:
         It is “not simply a question of qualitative otherness of the animal world as compared with the human world, and especially not a question
         of quantitative distinction . . . but rather of whether the animal can apprehend something
         as something, something as a being, at all. If it cannot, then the animal is separated from man by an abyss.”[44] 
      

      
      Of course, Heidegger argues that the animal cannot apprehend something as something.
         He claims that, while the animal is “open in relation to other things,” from “the
         perspective of the animal we should never take these other things as beings, though
         for us it is only possible to approach such things by way of naming through language.
         But linguistic naming, and all language, always already involves an understanding
         of beings.”[45] More specifically, he asserts that the “as,” which is a structural moment of manifestness,[46] is “refused to the animal.”[47] 
      

      
      Von Uexküll, for his part, develops his bio-semiotics theory on the premise that “[the] question of meaning is . . . the crucial one to all living beings.”[48] In this sense, he proposes that things can be “meaning-carriers” or acquire “a meaningful
         ‘quality’ for animals.”[49] This proposal clashes with Heidegger’s claim that the “as” is refused to animals.
         We find clear evidence of this clash in von Uexküll’s bio-semiotic analyses of animal
         experiments in terms of the animal’s “understanding” and the meaningful “perception
         images” and “effect images” in its sensory stimuli/reaction relation to its Umwelt. One of these experiments involves a dog that had first been trained to jump on a
         chair placed in front of him upon the verbal command “chair” and later continued jumping
         on other things upon that verbal command when the chair was removed. I would argue
         that von Uexküll’s comments on this experiment characterize how the as-structure functions
         in the dog’s relation to the objects in its Umwelt:
      

      
         As it turned out, the dog treated all objects with which he could do the same trick
            of “sitting” as chairs, and he jumped onto them. A whole series of other objects,
            such as boxes, shelves, and overturned footstools, acquired a “sitting tone,” as we
            would like to put it, and specifically a “canine sitting tone” and not a “human sitting
            tone,” for many of these “dog chairs” were not proper human seating.[50]  
         

      

      Though von Uexküll states, “Linguistics proper is far from me,” he is aware of the
         implications for linguistics in his bio-semiotics. In this vein, he explicitly interprets
         “language as a means of communication” that applies not only “between man and animals,”
         but also to “animals . . . among themselves” and “between human beings as well.” The
         sounds and sound-sequences made by humans and animals count for him as the “[carriers]
         of sense and meaning” that they use in their different means of communication or languages
         and dialects, for example, “the language of the turkey” as “a dialect of the language
         of the pheasant.”[51] Simply put, unlike Heidegger, von Uexküll does not deny language to the animal.
      

      
      However, Heidegger does not refer to von Uexküll’s biological arguments, but instead
         develops his position through an interpretation of the Aristotelian zōon logon echon. More specifically, Heidegger claims that his own thesis about the world-forming
         human (in its transcendence, freedom, and finitude) and the Aristotelian idea of logos, which he translates here as “language and discourse,” are “connected.” In his reading
         of Aristotle, then, discourse and language constitute the “dimension of understandability”
         of something as something. Heidegger insists in this context that the understanding
         of something as something (the synthetic function of discourse) should never be understood
         as a natural, physical process: It is “not a functioning,” as “in the case of the
         organ, . . . not a phusei, . . . not a series of events, such as digestion or blood circulation.” Likewise,
         for the phonetic function, he avers that no word is what it is “on the basis of a
         purely physical connection, on the basis of a natural event.” The basis is rather
         the synthetic function, which is what he claims makes words “symbols,” in the original
         sense of symplokē, “throwing one thing together with another, holding one thing together with something
         else.” Heidegger thus argues that animals do not produce words or symbols, in this
         sense, but “noises,” which are “vocal utterances that lack . . . meaning.” Our sounds,
         in contrast, are “first forged from meanings,” which emerge in “the essential agreement of human beings with one another, in accordance with which they are open in their being with one another and for the beings around them.”[52] In sum, Heidegger actually develops his reasons for denying language to animals at
         the same time that he merely expresses his “readiness” for “communal cooperation”
         with biologist von Uexküll.
      

      
      In the period of 1934–1935, Heidegger does not mention von Uexküll when he argues,
         “Through language, the Dasein of the human being is distinguished from the being of animals as life.”[53] It is key to this distinction that “beings as beings do not encounter the animal.”[54] Heidegger also addresses the issue of the “languagelessness of the animal and of
         ‘nature’” by claiming, “the animal does not speak, because it is not in language” and is thereby “closed to being.”[55] Thus, at this next point in his trajectory, it is Sprache that appropriates only the human being to show beings as beings. Moreover, now it
         is precisely the Aristotelian zōon logon echon that provides the basis for what he critically labels “the metaphysical-animal explanation
         of language.”[56] At the same time, Sprache itself takes on the synthetic function that is critical to the human/animal distinction
         and it becomes what “opens up world” to mortals and, thereby, what is “their dwelling
         in the world.” Human speech and speaking will also remain irreducible to what is natural
         and physical, as “something entirely different from a series of acoustically objectifiable
         sounds furnished with a signification.”[57] 
      

      
      Claiming that science does not think and is determined through and through by metaphysics,
         the later Heidegger places emphasis instead on the allegedly extraordinary thinking
         and poetic experiences in which Sprache itself comes to word. In the ordinary experiences, Sprache withholds itself and thus enables us to speak and use language as an instrument in
         our everyday activities. Both types of experiences are thus forms of the appropriating-event,
         that is, they unfold in Er-eignis, and are entrenched exclusively in the realm in which mortals dwell. Thus, it is
         evident that the later Heidegger would have plenty of objections to the biolinguistic
         approach to Sprache that I will now suggest.
      

      
      In biolinguistics, a central issue is whether language is unique to Homo sapiens. As we have seen, von Uexküll attributed language to both humans and animals, but
         believed that the relative differences in complexity between their respective means
         of communication have a biological basis. However, I would like draw attention to
         the biolinguistic position that explicitly claims that language is unique to humans and differs in kind from animal modes of communication. Of course, the later Heidegger would also take
         issue with the biologism of this view and its underlying metaphysical assumptions.
         Yet he questions neither the exclusion of language in the animal nor the dichotomy
         between animal and human forms of expression in the metaphysical zōon logon echon as he casts a critical eye on its Seynsvergessenheit (oblivion of beyng). In this sense, his notion of Sprache is compatible with the metaphysical views that he subjects to criticism; they are
         all speciesists. However, I propose to go beyond this obvious commonality.
      

      
      My more radical contention is that the later Heideggerean Sprache is closer to the evolutionary biolinguistic model that denies language to animals
         than to linguistic models that are not based on evolutionary perspectives. From Heidegger’s
         perspective, of course, both scientific models of language would be determined by
         the metaphysical ratio of the Homo animalis. However, my point is that the broad notion of something that happens to humans,
         only to humans, and as what defines humans as humans, is the key to the approximation
         between Sprache and language conceived biolinguistically. Moreover, the evolutionary happening itself
         is not something that we bring about through deliberate efforts and according to conscious
         plans or designs. From this (admittedly, distant) perspective, one could see that
         there is a promising parallel between the dynamics of Sprache and language as a biological phenomenon, for neither is a human undertaking as such.
      

      
      The later Heidegger’s account of our ordinary experiences of language, specifically,
         of our everyday use of language as an instrument of expression and communication,
         resorts to the idea of Sprache as the appropriating-event that enables us to speak as it withholds itself. He thus
         draws attention to the fact that, though we have lived-experiences of language as
         an instrument that we control in our speaking, such experiences ultimately have their
         condition of possibility in what we do not control. Heidegger also points out that
         there are distant and fleeting moments in our everydayness in which we have an intimation
         of this greater power, such as “when we cannot find the right word for something”
         and “leave unspoken what we have in mind.”[58] The extraordinary experiences of thinkers and poets, on the other hand, can only
         take place with a bracketing of our common assumptions about language as an instrument,
         in what Heidegger himself calls an “unprejudiced experience of language (Spracherfahrung).”[59] Nonetheless, both kinds of experiences are forms in which Sprache happens to us.
      

      
      As a phenomenology of Sprache, Heidegger’s account has an empirical counterpart in scientific findings that much
         of what is involved in learning and mastering a language is not within our control.
         We are born, or thrown—as Heidegger would say—into particular natural languages with
         their distinct semantic and syntactic structures and cultural givens. Moreover, our
         very ability to speak is determined by a complex of physiological, neurological, and
         chemical processes, as well as brain functions and, presumably, even by the human
         gene now known as FOXP2, which seems to be involved in vocal learning and expression.
         We are able to learn natural languages and to create artificial ones, and we know
         how to use both, yet this learning and know-how are not, for the most part, conscious
         activities.
      

      
      It is also worth considering the scientific view that most of the changes that natural
         languages undergo over time are not based on conscious decisions deliberately aimed
         to bring them about. Instead, they occur as the unintended result of multiple factors
         at play in the historical, cultural, and social dynamics of language use. I believe
         that linguist Guy Deutscher’s explanation captures well how Sprache happens in this specific evolutionary sense:
      

      
         Language seems so skillfully crafted that it appears to be the work of a master architect—and
            yet its complex structure must somehow have arisen of its own accord. . . . [Complex]
            linguistic structures can arise through the natural forces that are changing all the
            time, even today. . . . Of course, saying that language changes “of its own accord”
            does not mean that it evolved independently of people’s actions. Behind the forces
            of change there are always people—the speakers of a language. Nevertheless, language
            change joins a long list of phenomena, from traffic jams to the appearance of beaten
            tracks through fields, which are brought about through people’s actions, but are not
            willfully intended by them. The transformations in language do not arise from anyone’s
            preoccupation with large-scale landscape design, but emerge from much more spontaneous
            and immediate concerns, such as saving efforts in pronunciation (economy) or the desire
            to heighten the effect of an utterance (expressiveness).[60] 
         

      

      In this manner, Deutscher generally proposes to explain the “paradox” that language
         is our “greatest invention,” but “was never invented at all.”
      

      
      I shall focus instead on Terrence Deacon, a biological anthropologist whose “research
         has combined human evolutionary biology and neuroscience, with the aim of investigating
         the evolution of human cognition” and whose “work extends from laboratory-based cellular-molecular
         neurobiology to the study of semiotic processes underlying animal and human communication,
         especially language.”[61] Like Deutscher, Deacon captures the evolutionary sense of the happening of Sprache when he proposes, “language must be viewed as its own prime mover.”[62] However, Deacon explicitly argues that language evolved only in the human species.[63] 
      

      
      Though Heidegger, like many philosophers, focuses on human beings as adults, it is
         worth noting that Deacon’s particular solution to the problem of how children are
         able to acquire language is to look “outside brains, in language itself,” which evolves
         to fit children’s ways of thinking and thereby to continue its reproduction.[64] In this sense, Deacon argues: “[We] don’t consciously tailor language for children.
         . . . We don’t design language at all. It ‘designs’ itself.”[65] To grasp the remarkable parallelism between Deacon and Heidegger on the autonomy
         of language, it is worth contrasting Deacon’s view of language-learning in children
         with those of other contemporary linguists.
      

      
      Hagit Borer and Kenneth Wexler claim that language-acquisition is a sort of developmental
         or maturing process that happens to children, not something that they do consciously
         and deliberately. Unlike Deacon, however, Borer and Wexler are Chomskian psycholinguists
         who argue that children acquire language by applying set parameters that are innate.[66] Steven Pinker, an experimental psychologist who focuses on many topics in linguistics
         and cognitive science, also agrees with the Chomskian view of language as an innate
         faculty that is specific to humans. However, Pinker’s evolutionary perspectives mark
         one of his important theoretical differences with Noam Chomsky. Pinker argues that
         language-learning requires having the “language instinct,” but that this is “an instinct
         to acquire an art.” Pinker would seem to be closer to Deacon in his general evolutionary
         claim that language is a “biological adaptation to communicate information.” However,
         he is quite distant from Deacon in his instrumentalist view of language as an “organ”
         that “invents” and “evolves.”[67] In this vein, Pinker argues that the universality of language is explained by the
         fact that “children actually reinvent it,” that is, as a matter of evolutionary co-adaptation.[68] 
      

      
      A crucial point for the purposes of my alternative model of Sprache can also be found in Deacon’s claim that language is radically different from animal
         modes of communication because it expresses a unique mode of thought and reference
         that is symbolic.[69] Deacon argues that the first use of symbols brought about the evolution of the hominid
         brain as a response to natural selection pressures to fit the new symbolic functions.
         This, in turn, brought about the demand for increasingly complex symbolic systems.
         In this co-evolution of language and the brain, language is “the author of a co-evolved
         complex of adaptations arrayed about a single core semiotic innovation.”[70] Deacon thus attributes an “autonomous power of words over things,” so that a symbol,
         “an idea changed the brain,” that is, “the physical changes that make us human are
         the incarnations . . . of the process of using words.”[71] More specifically, he proposes: “Symbol use itself must have been the prime mover
         for the prefrontalization of the brain in hominid evolution.”[72] 
      

      
      As I have argued, the crux of the matter in Heidegger’s human/animal dichotomy with
         regard to language lies in the synthetic function that he assigns to Sprache in its original gathering of beings as beings. The properly linguistic or verbal “as”
         that we use in our everydayness, as well as the abstract conceptual “as” (in our theoretical
         assertions and logical judgments about what is present-at-hand), are themselves possible
         only on the basis of the primordial as-structure. Deacon’s argument that humans are
         the only symbolic species hinges on a particular conception of symbols that fits well
         with the Heideggerean synthetic function.
      

      
      Following Charles Sanders Peirce’s semiotics, Deacon defines symbols as signs that
         are used to refer to things in an abstract or formal manner and require corresponding
         levels of interpretation. Symbols such as words are involved in a complex network
         of logical relationships with other symbols, not just with the things to which they
         refer. Consequently, as he puts it, symbols are “implicitly combinatorial entities
         whose referential powers are derived by virtue of occupying determinate positions
         in an organized system of other symbols. Both their initial acquisition and their
         later use requires a combinatorial analysis.”[73] As I read Deacon, then, symbols are based on a logical synthetic function, that is,
         his symbols could be the cognitive analogues of the gathering of Sprache.
      

      
      I also interpret Deacon’s symbols as the bio-semiotic analogues of the primordial
         synthesis of the Heideggerean Sprache. Deacon asserts that reference is “ubiquitous throughout animal communication.”[74] However, he claims that symbolic reference is “unique”[75] or “virtually confined”[76] to humans. He concedes that chimpanzees have shown some “symbolic abilities.”[77] Yet he insists that it is only in humans that we find the remarkable co-evolution
         of language and the brain that now enables us as a species to cross the “symbolic
         threshold” with relative ease.[78] For the “few other animals in carefully structured language-learning experiments,”
         in contrast, “it is so incredibly difficult” to cross this threshold.[79] 
      

      
      Though Deacon does not go as far as positing a biological abyss, he does situate the
         critical point of distinction between the species in the synthetic function of symbols.
         His “recoiling” in front of the animal is thus not as radical as Heidegger’s. Both
         highlight the independence of greater forces that impinge on and define the human
         being. Both offer speciesist models as they question anthropological and instrumental
         views of language. And both focus on synthetic functions when they deny that animals
         speak. Perhaps these convergences might help to question further the dogma of speciesism
         that prevails in both models.[80] 
      

      
      My attempt to show how the later Heidegger’s concept of Sprache can be reinterpreted in compatible biolinguistic terms, however, has the much humbler
         goal of pointing to a path that questions his preternaturalism in a constructive spirit.
         A firm step in this direction would have to involve a true “communal cooperation”
         between philosophy and science, in which each part is open, not only to listening
         and learning from the other, but also to participating in a collective effort to create
         new ways of understanding language. Notable examples of this openness on the scientific
         side include von Uexküll’s inspiration in Kant, Chomsky’s appropriation of Cartesian
         principles, and Deacon’s application of Peirce’s semiotics. What I am trying to initiate
         is a reciprocal move from the philosophical side, one that is inspired in Heidegger,
         but at the same time tries to overcome his preternaturalism.
      

      
      A real dialogue between the two sides could take the concrete form of a collective
         interpretation of the autonomy of language that integrates evolutionary and neuroscientific
         findings with the appropriative experiences that Heidegger describes. This encounter
         could result in an empirically relevant phenomenology of Sprache or in further biological and cognitive research on language that frames its methodology
         and hypotheses in light of this phenomenology. The significant parallelism between
         the Heideggerean as-structure and Deacon’s scientific account of the symbolic function
         could also prove to be mutually enriching. For example, Heidegger’s criticism of representational
         and cognitive models of language could help to broaden Deacon’s focus on combinatorial
         entities and their references as “objects.” In turn, the neuroscientific and biological
         approach adopted by Deacon could open the way for investigating the empirical grounding
         of Heidegger’s claim that the animal cannot in principle grasp death “as” death. These
         are, of course, ideas for other projects that go beyond the focus and parameters of
         this book, serving only as gestures beyond Heidegger’s path to language.
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