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                This book is dedicated to my teacher Bob Jones, who introduced me to Heidegger many years ago.
              

Introduction

                  
                      At the same time Plato seeks to avoid false interpretations; he wants to show that the essence of παιδεία [
                      paidiea
                      ] does not consist in merely pouring knowledge into the unprepared soul as if it were some container held out empty and waiting. On the contrary real education lays hold of the soul itself and transforms it in its entirety by first of all leading us to the place of our essential being and accustoming us to it. (Heidegger 1998, p. 167)
                    
True. Teaching is even more difficult than learning. We know that; but we rarely think about it. And why is teaching more difficult than learning? Not because the teacher must have a larger store of information, and have it always ready. Teaching is more difficult than learning because what teaching calls for is this: to let learn. The real teacher, in fact, lets nothing else be learned than—learning. (Heidegger 1968, p. 15)
If the pose of teacherly omniscience and the authority that this pose articulates are disincentives to learn, then the question of education is the question not of how to transmit knowledge but of how to suspend it. The concrete teacher is one who temporarily stages the scene of resourcelessness. Education is not a passing on of knowledge and skills either in the medieval paradigm of master/apprentices or in the modern of seller/consumer. Rather call it a withholding, a delaying of articulation, in order that the student may attain an answer. (Heidegger 2002, p. 41)


                
What is education? Where has it come from, how is it changing and what is it becoming? By the middle of the twentieth century, the philosopher Martin Heidegger (1889–1976) could see that modern education was in the grips of a business ‘paradigm’ and argued that it needed to be more than an institution of knowledge transmission. Heidegger has been dead nearly forty years, but his insights continue to be relevant—maybe even more relevant?—to education. In the meantime education really has become a big business. Education is surely more of a commercial venture than ever, with learning, teaching and curriculum each engaged in a brisk trade in skills and knowledge.
Heidegger called for an education that radically disrupts the traditional practices of transmission that continue to dominate the institutions of the West. His call emerges from a quest to reconceptualise philosophy from the ground up. This effort produced insights into human being, history, the social world, science, and the arts that have been celebrated, critiqued and taken up in diverse fields. Some have argued that Heidegger was interested in reforming humans as well as philosophy. According to Ehrmantraught (2010), for example, Heidegger’s whole philosophy can be understood as a pedagogy. But Heidegger never created a systematic philosophy of education, although his philosophy is replete with implications. It is the contention of this book that the implications of Heidegger’s philosophy amount to a potent challenge to contemporary education.

                  Heidegger’s long academic career revolved around a single question: the question of the meaning of ‘Being’. He was interested in what we assume when we say simple things like (to use his examples) ‘the sky
                  is
                  blue’ or ‘I
                  am
                  happy’ (2010, p. 3). What do I really mean when I say something or someone or I ‘exist’? A more traditional and puzzling way to put this question is to ask ‘Why is there something rather than nothing at all?’ For Heidegger, these questions and our responses to them are very revealing. They are revealing because the ability to ask them says something special about humans, that we have an inbuilt sense of Being. In Heidegger’s philosophy the investigation of this special sense leads to a rich new way of understanding human being that was especially influential on ‘existentialists’ like Jean-Paul Sartre. The question of Being is also revealing because the answers we offer consistently reflect traditional understandings of the world. For example, if we think the answer to the question has something to do with an ultimate creator, or if we think the answer is simply that ‘Being’ is the most general concept of all, it can be shown we are unconsciously channelling age-old metaphysical assumptions. The question is also revealing because of the very fact that we easily forget that it is an extraordinary question in our busy lives. This ‘forgetfulness of Being’ is an important feature of human experience in Heidegger’s eyes, and on close examination points to a troubling attitude modern humans have to the world and to themselves.
                
Heidegger never answers his big question as such, but along the way he generated startling insights, many of which are significant for education. Heidegger himself sketches some of the implications when, for example, he touched on the history and power of education or on the nature of teaching. Many scholars and researchers have joined in the task of drawing out the implications of Heidegger’s philosophy, either directly—e.g. Michael Peters or Iain Thomson—or more indirectly—e.g. Maxine Greene or Bill Pinar. The purpose of this book is to trace major implications by surveying Heidegger’s explicit remarks on education and reviewing the work of education scholars who have built on Heidegger’s ideas in different ways. I will also try to fill some gaps to help clarify implications. The goal of this work is to make clear the ways in which Heidegger’s philosophy presents a challenge to education. It should be noted that the book suggests implications without first subjecting Heidegger’s thought to systematic criticism, a limitation dictated by the book’s modest scope. Readers are encouraged to bear in mind that powerful criticisms of Heidegger’s philosophy have been offered. If this book stimulates interest in Heidegger and the implications of his ideas for education, it is hoped that criticisms are considered such as those by Carnap (1978), Ayer (1984), Scruton (1984), Adorno (1973a, b), Lukács (1973) and Bourdieu (1991). While not all of these criticisms are necessarily valid, they need to be taken into account by any serious student of Heidegger’s thought.

                  The book opens with two background chapters devoted to Heidegger’s life and philosophy. Heidegger was a controversial German academic who, apart from attempting to reform the Western philosophical tradition, was a member of the Nazi party and actively entered the political arena when he served as the Rector of Freiburg University in 1933. In this role he planned to reform the institution and perhaps all higher education in Germany, but he was only in the job a year. He had extramarital affairs and there is evidence that he acted in a tardy way to some people during his life. For instance, he dedicated his early work
                  Being and Time
                  to his teacher and mentor Edmund Husserl. But during the Nazi years Heidegger found it convenient to remove this dedication because Husserl was a Jew (Ott 1994). In the first chapter, we briefly review Heidegger’s career and explore his early philosophy. The chapter looks at his question of Being and describes some of the ways he tried to answer it. Chapter
                  2
                  surveys his later philosophy. It introduces Heidegger’s analyses of truth, language, art, poetry and ‘thinking’ as such. Both chapters indicate the critical dimensions of his thought, including his analysis of the ever-present ‘They’ of modern everyday life and examination of the instrumental mindset that shapes so many facets of contemporary life including education. Heidegger’s analysis of this mindset he termed ‘enframing’ (
                  Gestell
                  ) suggests that our instrumental attitude to the world and each other threatens to block off alternative ways of looking at the world and also leads us to treat ourselves and each other as mere means to technical ends.
                

                  The first two chapters serve as a background for the second part of the book which focuses on education as such. Chapter
                  3
                  examines Heidegger’s views on the project and institutions of education. The Western educational tradition is implicated in the transmission of deep assumptions about the nature of humans and the world that deadens and distorts our sensitivity to the question of Being. Contemporary scholars such as Peters (2002) elaborate on the impact of ‘enframing’ on education, demonstrating the potential of Heidegger’s philosophy for understanding the consequences of educational reform, while Thomson (2005) spells out a vision of an education freed from the shackles of enframing. Chapter
                  4
                  teases out meanings of learning using Heidegger’s philosophy as a scaffold. Learning can be understood in terms of Heidegger’s metaphors of entanglement and disentanglement. The major theories of behaviourism, cognitivism, situated learning, workplace learning and humanism are briefly examined in the light of Heidegger’s ideas to present novel appraisals.
                

                  Extended treatments of teaching and curriculum are presented in Chaps.
                  5
                  and
                  6
                  . The role of the teacher is both highly dangerous and central to overcoming the danger in Heidegger’s understanding of education. It is a dangerous role because of education’s crucial part in enframing the student and her world, threatening to convert them into ‘human resources’. Within this framework, teachers can serve as highly effective resources for reproducing other human resources in conformity with an inconspicuous and near-irresistible logic. But teachers who understand the pressure exerted on them to implement a standardised education to produce effective graduates can confront the power of enframing. Teachers are thus central to the disruption of the reign of enframing in our world. In Chap.
                  5
                  stories about Heidegger’s own teaching style are presented, revealing that his influence on students did not always promote freedom to think. In Chap.
                  6
                  it becomes clear that curriculum is crucial for conveying ancient and contemporary ways of understanding Being. Different curriculum traditions are analysed and critiqued from a Heideggerian perspective, and the potential for curriculum to foster an education for Being is also explored.
                

                  Chapters
                  3
                  –
                  6
                  thus set out ways in which Heidegger’s philosophy can be regarded as a challenge to education, while Chap.
                  7
                  attempts to draw together the threads of these studies. This final chapter casts Heidegger’s challenge in terms of a series of ‘problematizations’ of education. The chapter also recounts the suggestions for addressing these problematizations. It is hoped that the book will show not just that Heidegger’s philosophy presents a challenge, but that it is a particularly powerful challenge and that against the background of educational reform on a global scale it is a challenge that needs to be met.
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Abstract
Martin Heidegger (1889–1976) was one of the intellectual giants of the 20th century. He combined an original take on contemporary philosophical movements with a revival of one of the most enduring questions of Western thought: what is Being? He led a complex life which included an early aspiration to the priesthood, membership of the Nazi party, a post-war ban on his teaching, intrigues and love affairs. His works have elicited a vast secondary literature and influenced thinkers such as Arendt, Gadamer, Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, Derrida and Foucault. In this chapter, the early part of his intellectual career is traced. His focus on the question of Being and his strategy for answering it are examined. This strategy produced a deep, original analysis of human being. Heidegger’s early philosophy also has a critical edge. He highlighted the way our everyday being is overwhelmed and deadened by the ‘They’—a term for the mass of social expectations regarding our modes of thinking and behaviour. Heidegger also investigated the obscuring influence of the ‘Tradition’—bodies of accepted knowledge that contain authoritative answers to virtually every kind of question we may ask. Through the combined influence of the They and the Tradition, human being is entangled ready-made ways of being and thinking, unable to ask new questions, live in new ways and open a relationship with Being.

Keywords
PhenomenologyHermeneuticsExistentialismNazism
Study of Heidegger’s life reveals that he had undoubtedly a flawed character combined with a powerful and original intellect. He emerged from a poor background and through the avenues opened up by Catholic church-backed scholarships received an academic education and was able to gain a foothold on an academic career (Ott 1994). After training to be a priest and then a theologian, he broke from formal church ties and established himself as a philosopher. Eventually he came to occupy a permanent position as a professor in the philosophy department of Freiburg University. The flaws in his character show up in his sometimes tardy treatment of people (for example, in relation to Edmund Husserl), but were especially on display during the years he was a member of the Nazi party and proponent of some of its ideals. Young (1997) examines the appeal of ‘volkism’ to Heidegger and a number of intellectuals in the early part of the 20th century. Volkism is the doctrine of the cultural significance of the German people or ‘folk’, a doctrine that could take on visceral anti-Semitic or ‘biological’ overtones. According to Young, Heidegger’s engagement with Nazism did not extend as far as commitment to their biological form of volkism or support for the policies of the holocaust. If he expressed anti-Semitism (and there is evidence that he ‘opportunistically’ expressed it), he was no ‘visceral’ anti-Semite (as Young terms it) since he befriended and helped Jews, and counted the Jewish philosopher Hannah Arendt among his lovers (Ott 1994).
Religious influences dominated the early part of his life and career. He accepted Catholic Church dogma—anti-modernist and authoritarian—and studied the official curriculum for priests and theologians-in-training (Ott 1994). This meant engagement with medieval scholastic philosophy (particularly the work of Duns Scotus) and Christian mysticism (Caputo 2006). Scholastic philosophy drew on the system developed in ancient Greece by Aristotle. Heidegger wrestled with scholastic themes such as the nature of the soul’s relationship to God, the ways in which the concept of Being is intended when applied to diverse topics, and the way consciousness relates to the world. Medieval mysticism represented the experience of the holy in Heidegger’s estimation. Caputo explains that he was also drawn to the mystical doctrine of the human soul’s origin and essence in God.
Turning to a career in philosophy, Heidegger engaged with the fashionable new intellectual movements of phenomenology and hermeneutics. Through Edmund Husserl’s researches into the nature of consciousness, Heidegger adopted the radical principles of the phenomenological movement (the rigorous search for presuppositionless contact with reality) (Moran 2000). He drew on Husserl’s theory of the ‘intentionality’ of consciousness—the idea that consciousness is defined by its ‘aboutness’ or directness to the world. Husserl’s phenomenology fed into Heidegger’s ‘anti-psychologism’—the doctrine that logic, meaning and consciousness do not depend solely on mental structures. Heidegger was also exposed to hermeneutics, the theory of understanding and interpretation that was used by Wilhelm Dilthey to account for our ability to draw meaning from the human world, and to distinguish the methods appropriate to understanding the human world from the scientific principles proper to explaining the natural world (Mueller-Vollmer 1986). Another important philosophical influence on Heidegger was the emerging ‘philosophy of existence’ developed by his some-time friend, Karl Jaspers. The philosophy of existence incorporated themes from Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, and advocated a philosophy of engagement with the extreme ‘limit situations’ of life—death, suffering, conflict, serious error—that reveal the fragile construction of our everyday existence and the deeper structures of our being (Jaspers 1994).
That such an original and powerful thinker as Heidegger could come to espouse such flimsy and morally abject doctrines as those championed by the Nazis has generated a literature in its own right (e.g. Wolin 1993). On the one hand is a line of commentators who think that Heidegger’s philosophy is fundamentally compromised by the Nazi and/or totalitarian and/or fascist understanding of the world (e.g. Bourdieu 1991). On the other hand are defenders of Heidegger who either sidestep or downplay his involvement in Nazism (e.g. Gadamer 1985). Somewhere between these extremes is the position of Habermas (1989), who argues for a sharp distinction between what he termed ‘ideological’ and philosophical elements in Heidegger’s work. Ideological aspects include academic and nationalistic elitism which come to a head in Heidegger’s political speeches and writings of his Nazi years and which, in Habermas’s estimate, progressively dominate his later philosophy. For Habermas, the philosophical elements in Heidegger’s thought are both autonomous from the ‘ideological morass’ of his later work and powerfully insightful and even critical. Habermas believes careful analysis is required to separate the two out, although the earlier work (e.g. Being and Time) can safely be taken as more purely philosophical. Young (1997) is another writer who maintains the quality of the philosophical contributions of Heidegger’s work as against the ideological failings. For Young, however, Heidegger’s later work represents a philosophical development that builds on and beyond the early work to redefine the horizon of contemporary thought.
Later in the chapter, results from Heidegger’s engagement with religious, philosophical and ideological influences become clear as we turn to the main themes of Heidegger’s early philosophy. Our discussion will not dwell on religious and ideological elements in Heidegger’s work, but it is worth touching here on how they do impinge on his philosophy. In terms of the relationship between the ideological and philosophical elements, I incline to Young’s (1997) interpretation. Habermas’s (1989) strategy of distinguishing ideological and philosophical elements has been presented as a useful approach to accounting for Heidegger’s Nazism without foregoing the possibility of appreciating and benefitting from his insights. But Habermas’s assessment of Heidegger’s later philosophy is too dismissive. In contrast, Young’s appraisal strikes me as more open to the challenge posed by a mode of philosophy that moves beyond the norms of philosophical argumentation to which Habermas was committed.
Neither Habermas nor Young explicitly distinguish spirituality as an important influence on Heidegger’s thought, but some scholars argue that spiritual themes form a substantive part of his work. For instance, Being and Time—the book that Habermas is satisfied to let stand as a singular work of philosophy—is described by Caputo (2006, p. 329) as ‘thoroughly interwoven with theological questions’. Again, Heidegger’s later work which Habermas regards as dominated by ideology and feels should be approached with caution is taken by many scholars as rich in spiritual significance. Speaking of Heidegger’s late writings on the kind of radical thinking demanded by the question of the meaning of Being, Caputo says,Once again a fundamental shift in Heidegger’s thinking took place and again with overt religious overtones. The strident antagonist of Christianity of the war years – himself a sometime Protestant and a sometime very ardent Catholic – had taken on a mystical air. With this latest turn Heidegger was, as he himself said, returning to his theological beginning (2006, p. 338).


            
But Caputo (2006), Russell (2011) and others who have analysed the religious elements of Heidegger’s work do not see him as a theologian in disguise. Rather, they argue that the scope of Heidegger’s work and the questions that he posed at different stages are sensitive to (or at least not dismissive of) the spiritual dimension. When Heidegger does mention God and the ‘gods’ in his writings, he places them within an horizon illuminated by the meaning of Being. Caputo (2006) explains that the ontological framework of Being and Time is designed to account for the emergence of particular worldviews, including the Christian one. That is, Heidegger’s philosophy not only gives us new ways to understand traditional philosophical questions but ways to comprehend spiritual needs and experiences. Because the scope of Heidegger’s philosophy was so encompassing, theologians such as Bultmann were able to fruitfully ‘apply’ his philosophical concepts to theological problems (Caputo 2006).
Heidegger’s philosophy, then, can be considered apart from spiritual as well as ideological influences on his development. With respect to spirituality, it would appear that Heidegger’s work is addressed to a world that contains both very prosaic and very profound realities and asks what makes this all possible? For Heidegger, the way to pose this question is to ask what is the meaning of ‘Being.’
1.1 Early Philosophy
Despite the wide range of influences, the many twists and turns and the general complexity of the man, Heidegger’s work is characterised by single-mindedness and holism. His single-mindedness is demonstrated by the central position of the question of the meaning of Being in all his writings. His holism is confirmed by the fact that he constantly expanded the horizon of his understanding of Being to find the meaningfulness of life, both in the everyday world and in specialised fields of knowledge and expertise (Dreyfus 1995).
It has to be said that a focus on the question of the meaning of Being is a peculiar preoccupation for a modern philosopher. The typical orientation of philosophers in the early 20th century was ‘epistemology’ or theory of knowledge (Dreyfus 1995). In general terms, European philosophy after the ‘enlightenment’ became increasingly aware of the limitations of human reason to throw light on reality or being. The rise of the sciences and the scientific method seemed to demonstrate that the aspiration of ancient and medieval philosophers to generate truths about being was in fact delusional. But philosophers still saw a purpose in ‘pure’ thought (Kant 1986). By restricting themselves to speculation about how we, as human subjects, know about being or the world, and by identifying faulty assumptions, philosophers thought they could still play a legitimate part in the advance of human knowledge, contributing to the effort alongside scientists (Dreyfus 1995). Thus philosophy came to have an epistemological focus rather than the more traditional ‘ontological’ or ‘metaphysical’ focus on being typical of pre-scientific eras. Ontology, or the philosophy of being, became the preserve of theologians and scholastic philosophers who were still in the grip of ancient and medieval assumptions about what reason can achieve.
But what did Heidegger mean or think when he referred to ‘being’? He was always quite clear about what he did not mean. In general, he stressed that big-B ‘Being’ (as we find it written in many translations—a convention followed in this book) does not refer to any God-like creator or ‘first cause’, nor does it refer to the most universal or general concept. For Heidegger, a first cause, ultimate entity, or God would be another entity (a little-B being), while the most general, embracing concept of all would be entirely empty. So what does that leave? Heidegger believed that whatever it is, Being is always evident to us in some way. He says, ‘already when we ask, “what is ‘being’?” we stand in an understanding of the “is” without being able to determine conceptually what the “is” means….This average and vague understanding of being is a fact’ (2010, p. 4). In Heidegger’s view, then, we do not have conceptual clarity about what Being means, but we do understand Being at some level, and we demonstrate our understanding when we say, for instance, ‘the sky is blue’ or ‘I am happy’ (Heidegger’s examples 2010, p. 3).
In a 1935 lecture, Heidegger (2000) extends the idea of our ‘average and vague understanding’ of Being to encompass a range of moments in our lives that demonstrate a special relationship with Being. In the following lengthy passage from the lecture, Heidegger employs a strategy for directing our attention to the meaning of Being that invites us to reflect on the question, ‘Why is there something rather than nothing?’ He asked his audience,Why are there beings at all instead of nothing? That is the question. Presumably it is no arbitrary question. “Why are there beings at all instead of nothing?”—this is obviously the first of all questions. Of course, it is not the first question in the chronological sense. Individuals as well as peoples ask many questions in the course of their historical passage through time. They explore, investigate, and test many sorts of things before they run into the question “Why are there beings at all instead of nothing?” Many never run into this question at all, if running into the question means not only hearing and reading the interrogative question as uttered, but asking the question, that is, taking a stand on it, posing it, compelling oneself into the state of this questioning. And yet, we are each touched once, maybe even now and then, by the concealed power of this question, without properly grasping what is happening to us. In great despair, for example, when all weight tends to dwindle away from things and the sense of things grows dark, the question looms. Perhaps it strikes only once, like the muffled tolling of a bell that resounds into [our depths] and gradually fades away. The question is there in heartfelt joy, for then all things are transformed and surround us as if for the first time, as if it were easier to grasp that they were not, rather than that they are, and are as they are. The question is there in a spell of boredom, when we are equally distant from despair and joy, but when the stubborn ordinariness of beings lays open a wasteland in which it makes no difference to us whether beings are or not—and then, in a distinctive form, the question resonates once again: Why are there beings at all instead of nothing? (2000, pp. 1–2)


              
Here Heidegger speaks of a ‘concealed power’ of the question of the meaning of Being, and of ‘taking a stand on it, posing it, compelling oneself in the state of this questioning.’ These are indeed strange utterances from a philosopher. But given the influence of existential thought on Heidegger and his commitment to phenomenology—a practice of radical inquiry—his approach to the question of the meaning of Being is more comprehensible. If Heidegger believes he found the most basic question of philosophy, and if he takes an iconoclastic approach to the standard answers of the philosophical tradition, then both his ‘return’ to such an old question and his critical attitude to received wisdom about it make sense.
It should be noted that by pursuing the question of the meaning of Being, Heidegger challenged one of the core doctrines of scholasticism: the theory of the ‘analogy’ of being (Frede 2006). According to this doctrine, although being or existence can be applied to every kind of object and situation, real or imaginary, in a verbal sense, it is actually applied in fundamentally different ways; therefore no underlying unitary sense of being can be validly asserted. Aristotle had argued that the modes of being of things and their qualities (substances and properties) are essentially different, and scholastic philosophers extended this scheme by distinguishing between created and uncreated forms of being (i.e. God and His productions) (Frede 2006). Examination of these differences convinced the scholastics that the term “being” and “existence” are attributed in fundamentally different ways to God and to his creation, and to substances and their properties as well. The upshot of this doctrine is that when we apply the concepts of being or existence to different kinds and realms of things, we use the term ‘analogously’. That is, there is no single meaning to the term “Being.” There is only an analogy that links the various uses of the term, but nothing beyond this linguistic convention, no meaning of Being as such.
But Heidegger rejects such arguments. He turned to the movements of phenomenology and hermeneutics in search of fresh ways to approach the question of the meaning of Being which he thought was an undeniable component of our everyday experience. The basic insight of hermeneutics is that any effort to understand the meaning of anything (e.g. a text, an expression or an artefact) is always guided or oriented by a ‘pre-understanding’ of the topic in question (Schmidt 2006). We always have some sense, however vague, of what we are asking about when we ask a question otherwise we would not be in a position to pose the question in the first place. For Heidegger, therefore, to pose the question of the meaning of Being implies that we possess a ‘pre-understanding’ of it. He explains that, ‘As a seeking, questioning needs prior guidance from what it seeks. The meaning of being must therefore already be available to us in a certain way’ (Heidegger 2010, p. 4). We saw above that Heidegger believes we each possess a pre-understanding of the meaning of Being revealed in our everyday use of terms like ‘is’ and ‘am’ and also in those moments when we are ‘touched’ by the ‘hidden power’ of Being. This leads Heidegger to formulate as the first step in the renewed inquiry into the meaning of Being an investigation of our pre-understanding of Being, a phenomenon Heidegger links with the technical term ‘Dasein’. For Heidegger, Dasein refers to the basic understanding of what it means to be there, as a particular human being in a given situation. It is the Dasein in us that enables us to ask the question of Being and allows us to live the kind of life unique to humans.

1.2 Human Being
Heidegger’s investigation of Dasein unfolds in his key early work Being and Time (2010). In this book, Heidegger brings to bear concepts and methods drawn from phenomenology, hermeneutics and existential philosophy. Part of the hermeneutic dimension of Heidegger’s investigation has already been highlighted. The strategy of pursuing the question of the meaning of Being by investigating Dasein is based on a hermeneutic principle: that to understand is to explicate some pre-understanding. Seizing on Dasein as the immediate focus of his inquiry into the meaning of Being, Heidegger employs a phenomenological approach to get underneath the understanding of Being implicit in our everyday, practical dealings with the world. He uses the terms ‘ontical’ and ‘ontological’ respectively to distinguish (i) features of everyday life and thought as they appear in the inquiry and (ii) the deep structures of Dasein that he hopes will shed light on the meaning of Being (2010, p. 12). Heidegger uses existential concepts as he examines these deep structures. He then reverts to hermeneutic techniques that he applies to the material worked up during his phenomenological and existential analysis of human being.
Phenomenology was a flourishing new intellectual movement when Heidegger was evolving his early philosophy. One of the distinguishing features of phenomenology is the principle that all inquiry should be guided by the object of inquiry. This is the significance of the maxim ‘to the things themselves’ espoused by the phenomenological movement (Moran 2000). Instead of bringing theories and concepts (explicit and implicit) to the scene of the investigation and applying them to the topic, the inquirer needs to allow the nature of the topic to determine the terms of the inquiry. Given that Heidegger (2010) specified Dasein as the topic of his phenomenological inquiry, his starting point must be to describe this phenomenon as it reveals itself in its existence. It will not do to employ ready-made concepts such as ‘consciousness’, ‘mind’ or ‘subject’ nor biological, psychological, sociological, anthropological or any other perspective on human existence to shape the inquiry. It will also be necessary to avoid implicit understandings of what it means ‘to be’. That is, Heidegger cannot allow the assumption that Dasein is ultimately a ‘thing’, ‘object’ or ‘substance’ or is founded on any other way of being to covertly guide the inquiry. In contrast with traditional concepts like these, as Heidegger’s investigation unfolds he adopts terms such as ‘the open’, ‘clearing’, and ‘disclosedness’ to indicate Dasein’s being.
Heidegger’s inquiry takes its bearings from the fact that human being is always being in a world. We reveal ourselves as entities embedded in our own world, which indicates, for Heidegger, that the complex, articulated whole that he calls ‘being-in-the-world’ (hyphenated to emphasise the holistic nature of this structure) must be the starting point for inquiry (2010, p. 53). This starting point clearly contrasts with one that assumes human being is some kind of thing whose properties must be determined (e.g. in Descartes’ philosophy). Being-in-the-world as a focus stresses that Dasein is an entity that is a part of its context. World and entity, in Dasein’s case, cannot be separated. Although it is possible to separate them analytically, it is important that this is not done when we are conducting a fundamental inquiry into the being of Dasein. Separating them may make it easier to explain individual human features, but only at the cost of suppressing the holistic character of Dasein—an error that supposedly undermines many traditional understandings of human being.
With the complex structure of being-in-the-world in view, Heidegger (2010) highlights different aspects of it for further investigation. Thus he foregrounds the ‘structural factors’ of the ‘worldliness’ of Dasein’s world, ‘being-with’ others, ‘being a self’, and ‘being-in’ as topics for inquiry (2010, p. 39). To begin with, Dasein’s ‘world’ is not simply the physical world or the totality of things in space and time. Rather, it is the meaningful context presupposed in any encounter with things, people or situations. It is always already there when we undergo experience. For something to be experienced, it must always be grasped in terms of some prior understanding, however vague. But if the world of being-in-the-world is not to be ‘found’ in the abstraction of the physical universe and it is not to be identified with a set of objects, then in what does it consist? Heidegger approaches the concrete yet intangible fact of the background of meaning of our everyday experiences by looking at how things turn up within Dasein’s world, since whatever worldliness is, it somehow sits behind our everyday dealings with things (2010, p. 64). But the answer to the question of the nature of things in our everyday dealings would seem to have been given already. When Heidegger distinguishes being-in-the-world from other present entities, the implication is that such objective presence characterises the nature of entities that show up in Dasein’s world. This is the kind of being articulated in traditional philosophy, and specified with terms like ‘substance.’ In other words, would not things with properties—the nature of substance Heidegger characterised as ‘objective presence’—be the character of what Dasein encounters in its world?
Heidegger (2010) argues that we do indeed encounter entities that can be characterised in the way of traditional philosophy within the ‘clearing’ of being-in-the-world. That is, beings can be thought of as individually present, with present properties. But Heidegger is clear that this kind of being is not what shows up when Dasein’s experience is examined in terms of the holistic phenomenon of being-in-the-world. Heidegger’s analysis suggests a curious alternative. Instead of objectively present things with properties, he finds that Dasein’s primary experience is with things in use, a concept translated as ‘ready-to-hand’ (Heidegger 1962), ‘available’ (Dreyfus 1995) and ‘handy’ (Heidegger 2010). He says what Dasein experiences is things in use or ready to use that are already embedded in our practical dealings. Heidegger suggests we do not really even encounter isolated, individual ‘handy’ things, but things that belong together and refer to each other, such as things on the computer table or in the kitchen. Handy items are encountered in the immediate context of some work that takes place in our immediate environment. Handy things all have the character of ‘in-order-to’ (i.e. they are ‘for-this’ or ‘for-that’) in the setting of immediate tasks (2010, p. 68). The computer mouse or saucepan are manipulated in-order-to accomplish something else. But work also refers beyond this immediate situation to the users of the products of work. Our work thus has a connection with a broader public world of Dasein who will eventually take up the product. The work is undertaken for the sake of supplying other Dasein with handy things. Heidegger points out another kind of environment that is implicated in our work, and that is the world of nature as source of materials in-order-to undertake our work. Heidegger thus finds that handy things are encountered within a ‘manifold of references of the “in-order-to”’ with Dasein as the ultimate ‘for-the-sake-of-which’ drawing together the manifold of references (2010, p. 69).
Along with the useful things Dasein encounters in the world and which belong together in a web of significations which constitute the background of meaningfulness, there is the encounter with Dasein itself in the form of other Dasein and one’s own self-awareness. Being-with and being-a-self are structural factors of being-in-the-world. At this point, Heidegger does not sharply differentiate the individual subject from other individuals but observes that we are always with-others. Crucially, even when we are alone or thinking about ourselves as an individual, what we discover are ways of being that for the most part are shared by everyone else. Heidegger distinguishes the shared repertoire of everyday ways of being with the term ‘Das Man’, usually translated as ‘The They’ (2010, p. 111) but also as ‘the One’ (Dreyfus 1995). These neuter terms highlight the shared nature of our normal concerns and patterns of behaviour. We dress as They would dress for particular occasions, we eat as They eat, we aspire as They aspire and work as They work. Our grasp of the way the They does particular things is the condition, incidentally, of our competent manipulation of handy things. The They is never an entity we can encounter, but is a constant reference point that, however tacitly, serves as a yardstick and supplies material for the ideas, decisions and actions of our lives. Even when we depart from the norm, perhaps wearing an orange shirt instead of white to an office job, it is with reference to the They that we frame our selection and venture forth. The who of Dasein is thus a collective, social being that constantly shapes individual behaviour and thought.
If the world of being-in-the-world is the meaningful background of everyday life, then being-in encompasses our active engagement with the things and people that stand out against the world’s background (Heidegger 2010, p. 53). Understanding is one of the fundamental components of Dasein and has the special property of illuminating or ‘clearing’ the space of possibility of handy things, allowing these entities to be grasped in terms of references. As such, understanding can be described as ‘projecting’ the possibilities of things and people, lighting up their potential references or in-order-to’s. In practical activities understanding manifests as the ‘circumspection’ that illuminates the referential context of handy things (2010, p. 69). As such, understanding is not primarily ‘theoretical’ but underpins both practical and theoretical kinds of illumination. Understanding as projecting plays a pivotal role in Dasein’s own existence. Heidegger stresses that we grasp ourselves and others in terms of the projection of possibilities. That is, we are always acting in a way that is oriented toward some potentiality of ourselves, other Dasein or things. We are always becoming something. Projecting does not refer primarily to consciously planning courses of action (although conscious planning is a possibility enabled by our projectivity), but rather to the fact that we are always already underway, up to something, doing things in a way that takes into account, tacitly or explicitly, possibilities of ourselves, others and/or things. Heidegger makes the point that due to the peculiar nature of projecting, ‘Dasein is constantly “more” than it actually is,’ that is, it is ever reaching out beyond itself. We are, as Heidegger says, ‘being-possible’ (2010, p. 141). He adds that Dasein,is existentially that which it is not yet in its potentiality of being. And only because the being of the there [i.e. Dasein] gets its constitution through understanding and its character of project, only because it is what it becomes or does not become, can it say understandingly to itself: “become what you are!” (2010, p. 141)


              
Heidegger goes on to explore the possibility of the elaboration of understanding into ‘interpretation’ (2010, p. 144). Understanding involves the projection of possibilities, whether our own, other peoples’ or of handy things, upon the referential totality of worldliness. Interpretation is making explicit some aspect of the referential structure or gestalt that pertains to the subject of interpretation. The context of meaning that makes things, people and events discoverable is itself discoverable in immediate connection with the focus of our questioning in virtue of Dasein’s fundamental ability to grasp something as something. Heidegger concedes that his explanation of interpretation invokes a ‘circle’. That is, for Dasein to interpret something assumes understanding which is itself made possible by Dasein’s projective nature. This kind of circle is known as the ‘hermeneutic circle’ and is acknowledged by Heidegger (and many others) as an unavoidable feature of human inquiry. Heidegger rejects the assumption that an appeal to a circular mode of reasoning is flawed or that the circularity of such inquiry is ‘vicious.’ Rather, he explains that, ‘What is decisive is not to get out of the circle, but to get into it in the right way’ (2010, p. 148).
As the argument of Being and Time unfolds, Heidegger (2010) moves from the phenomenology of everyday Dasein on to an interpretation of Dasein as such. Heidegger encapsulates his phenomenological analysis of Dasein for the purpose of hermeneutic enquiry in the concept of ‘care’. Care encompasses the whole phenomenon of being-in-the-world and takes into account the primary activity of projection that underpins Dasein’s ongoing concern for itself, for others and for things. Heidegger’s interpretation of the phenomenon of care leads to the striking suggestion that Dasein has a fundamentally ‘temporal’ being (Heidegger 2010, p. 311). In other words, at its most basic level Dasein can be understood in terms of time. When Heidegger revisits the phenomenon of Dasein’s projective understanding, he finds that it has an elementary orientation to the future and that it is by virtue of the projective nature of understanding that we are able to engage with something like a future (2010, p. 321). Presumably entities without the nature of Dasein would not be “given” to taking the future into account in their current activities. Again, the structural factor of ‘mood’ by which Heidegger says we are attuned to and pursue some possibilities rather than others can be interpreted as the way the totality of prior experience shapes our ongoing engagements with the world (2010, p. 328). In other words, attunement reveals how our past inclines us to value one thing or another. For Heidegger, because the future is pressing on us through our projective nature and because the past is impressing itself through our attunement, something like a meaningful present engagement with things and people is possible. Heidegger calls this third aspect of Dasein’s temporality ‘making present’ (2010, p. 332), and it opens the basic possibility of entanglement. For Heidegger, making present is sensorily mediated activity attuned to continual newness, disposing Dasein to fall prey to its curiosity, narrowing its comprehension of the temporal structure of understanding to the sensory present.
This interpretation of Dasein and time appears to run against the experience we have that the future is something that is not because it is not yet present and that the past has been and gone, leaving only a store of memories in its wake. The present, to further elaborate the common linear account of our relation to time, is where humans and things belong, from where future and past amount respectively to what we expect and what we recall from within our present-focussed consciousness. Heidegger’s alternative is that this picture of the present consciousness is in fact a narrow and fragmentary experience that Dasein’s (unconscious) temporal activity and creativity make possible. Traditional interpretations of the mind that reflect our everyday sense of the present have a grip on our theoretical interpretations of the present. The type of entity Heidegger calls ‘objectively present’ is the way entities appear in the light of the analytic gaze bound by the present. Heidegger calls this way of examining the world the ‘theoretical attitude’ which is a modification of our projective nature that seeks to isolate and study present entities against a projection of an endless series of nows and points in space. But through a hermeneutic analysis of the phenomenon of Dasein it is possible to glimpse the process of the production of the present through which we experience things, other people and ourselves as meaningful, as having Being.

1.3 Critical Thinking in the Early Heidegger
In the opening passage of Being and Time, Heidegger states his positive project (to raise the question of the meaning of Being) but at the same time gestures toward a critical agenda:Do we in our time have an answer to the question of what we really mean by the word ‘being’? Not at all….But are we nowadays even perplexed at our inability to understand the expression ‘being’? Not at all. So first we must reawaken an understanding for the meaning of the question (2010, p. xxix).


              
It has been pointed out that for Heidegger, the question of the meaning of Being is an extraordinary question that signals an essential characteristic of what it is to be human. Unlike other questions we may pose, the question of Being is not optional for Heidegger. Yet as he declares in the passage above, we do not have an answer to the question, not even a sense that it is an extraordinary question. Assuming that the question of the meaning of Being is indeed no ordinary question, how do we account for our ignorance or indifference to it?
In Being and Time an account of our forgetfulness is offered that implicates the Western intellectual tradition as well as the distracting business of everyday life. Heidegger’s analysis of the existential structures of everyday life reveals not only the worldhood of the world, the being of entities within it, being-with-others and being-a-self, but also sheds light on a possibility of Dasein he terms ‘falling prey’ to the everyday world of the ‘They.’ The They, as we have seen, is Heidegger’s term for the mass of expectations, roles, and knowledge that we become progressively attuned to through socialisation. ‘For the most part’ says Heidegger, Dasein is ‘immersed in the they and mastered by it’ (2010, p. 161). Through ‘idle talk,’ Dasein shares insights that progressively become detached from the events in which they are disclosed, becoming ‘groundless’ in the process. For Dasein, this means idle talk ‘is the possibility of understanding everything without any previous appropriation of the matter’ (2010, p. 163). Idle talk, the everyday talk of the They, condemns Dasein to being ‘cut off from the primary and primordially genuine relations of being toward the world, toward Dasein-with, toward being-in itself’ (2010, p. 164).
Falling prey is enabled by ‘curiosity’, a mode of Dasein’s being that involves just ‘seeing’ which,seeks novelty only to leap from it again to another novelty. The care of seeing is not concerned with comprehending and knowingly being in the truth, but with possibilities of abandoning itself to the world….it also does not seek the leisure of reflective staying, rather it seeks restlessness and excitement from continual novelty and changing encounters (2010, p. 166).


              
Curiosity thus ensures that we do not reflect long on anything and remain in a more or less distracted state. A third aspect of falling prey is that of ‘ambiguity’, the condition of no longer being able to distinguish what has been disclosed in genuine understanding and what has not. ‘Everything looks as if it were genuinely understood, grasped and spoken whereas basically it is not; or it does not look that way, yet basically is’ (2010, p. 167). Dasein loses any sense of what is originally experienced and what is not, collapsing the difference into ambiguity.
Heidegger suggests that idle talk, curiosity and ambiguity are interconnected and constitute the essence of falling prey: ‘entanglement’ in the world:This absorption in…mostly has the character of being lost in the publicness of the they. As an authentic potentiality for being a self, Dasein has initially always already fallen away from itself and fallen prey to the “world.” Falling prey to the “world” means being absorbed in being-with-one-another as it is guided by idle talk, curiosity and ambiguity (2010, p. 169).


              
The ‘temptation’ of entanglement ensures that Dasein’s projection and care are always tied up with the projects and concerns of the They. The underlying projective structure of Dasein is thus mostly mobilised to project ready-made ways of being. The world of Dasein’s entanglement abounds with these off-the-shelf templates for living, exemplified by other Dasein and available to us to try out subject to various constraints. For Heidegger, this form of projection is ‘inauthentic’ and contrasts with ‘authentic’ being that involves Dasein projecting its own unique possibilities. The question of the meaning of Being was something Heidegger said could strike us in our moments of extremity, when our own possibilities are exposed. Heidegger calls such times the ‘Moment’ (2010, p. 323) or ‘moment of vision’ (1962, p. 376) in which Dasein grasps itself in terms of its own being, taking it to the verge of authenticity. In its authentic mode of being, Dasein becomes attuned to the force of the question of Being and the significance of its own being. In the inauthentic mode, in contrast, the possibility of experiencing the question is muted. By itself, the life of the They is unlikely to place us in a position to appreciate the question as it can be revealed by our authentic existence.
But it is not only the world of the They that entangles Dasein, leading it away from the possibility of authentic being and an opportunity to countenance the question of Being. In Heidegger’s view, the Western intellectual tradition presents a second source of entanglement:Dasein not only has the inclination to be entangled in the world in which it is and interpret itself in terms of that world by its reflected light; at the same time Dasein is also entangled in a tradition which it more or less explicitly grasps. This tradition deprives Dasein of its own leadership in questioning and choosing (2010, p. 20).


              
The problem with Western philosophy and other intellectual traditions is that they have lost touch with the question of the meaning of Being, producing systems thatbar access to those original “wellsprings” out of which the traditional categories and concepts were in part genuinely drawn. The tradition even makes us forget such a provenance altogether. Indeed, it makes us wholly incapable of even understanding that such a return is necessary (2010, pp. 20–21).


              
Heidegger believes that to ease us out of our entanglement in the tradition—and thus resume our ‘leadership in questioning’—we must return to the original experiences of Being that Heidegger suggests are at the root of the tradition. For Heidegger, then, breaking the shackles of the philosophical past is not a matter of turning our back on it but an explicit appropriation of it. As he explains,If the question of being is to achieve clarity regarding its own history, a loosening of the sclerotic tradition and a dissolution of the concealments produced by it is necessary. We understand this task as the destruction of the traditional content of ancient ontology….This destruction is based upon the original experiences in which the first, and subsequently guiding, determinations of being were gained (2010, pp. 21–22).


              
The term ‘destruction’ in the context of Heidegger’s project should not be understood as a violent or in any way vengeful undertaking:Destruction does not relate itself in a negative way to the past: its critique concerns “today” and the dominant way we treat the history of ontology, whether it is conceived as the history of opinions, ideas, or problems. Destruction does not wish to bury the past in nullity; it has a positive intent (2010, p. 22).


              
Destruction thus means to approach the intellectual tradition as a direct influence on present thinking that needs to be deeply understood if we are to move beyond its influence. Destruction, then, is not a simple repudiation the tradition but rather a form of critical conservation.
In Being and Time and other early works, Heidegger undertakes this destruction by identifying philosophers and philosophies that have impacted on the interpretation of the meaning of Being as it bears on key points in his analysis. Thus the philosophies of Plato (in relation to the misinterpretation of truth as mere propositional correctness) (Heidegger 1998), Descartes (in relation to misinterpreting both the world and Dasein in terms of substance) (Heidegger 2010), and Kant (in relation to the misinterpretation of the relationship between being and time) (Heidegger 1997), are subjected to the ‘destructive’ analysis. Through these analyses, Heidegger seeks to loosen the grip of highly influential interpretations that covertly shape the way we continue to think about these topics. By these and his analysis of our everyday servitude to the They, Heidegger hopes to point the way out of the twofold entanglement that keeps us from asking and making headway with the question of the meaning of Being.

Heidegger’s early philosophy, then, can be understood both as a positive contribution to modern thought—such as his phenomenological, hermeneutic and existential analyses of human being—and as a source of critical insights that help us to comprehend the ‘entanglement’ in the anonymous, busy world of the They and the weighty, complex inheritance of the tradition. In later chapters we will return to the generative and critical contributions of Heidegger’s early philosophy as a source of insights into education.
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Abstract
Heidegger’s early strategy for answering the question of Being—his lifelong quest—had been to analyse human being. He eventually decided that this strategy was flawed and called this realisation his ‘Turn’. Although the question of Being remained his focus, he approached it in different ways. He explored the idea of the ‘truth’ of Being as the self-concealing/self-revealing Event in which beings are disclosed. Language became a central concern of Heidegger’s explorations. Through language, the event of Being is preserved and passed on, keeping the world open for human beings. Heidegger investigated art and poetry, finding them to be sites for the disclosure of Being. He also described a meditative style of thinking in which we allow things to be revealed without attempting to reduce them to traditional representations. The later Heidegger also produced many critical insights. Humanism was analysed as a potent form of the Tradition in which standard representations of human being are coupled with programs for character formation. To the extent that these representations are limited, as Heidegger contends, the educational endeavours they inform must be suspect. Heidegger also analysed our fascination with technology. He argued that the essence of technology or ‘enframing’ has become the dominant understanding of Being in the contemporary world. It typically reduces everything to resources and thereby fosters an instrumental mentality that threatens to overshadow our own being, as evident in our perception of ourselves as human resources.
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Heidegger never finished the project of Being and Time. The analysis we have been tracing stopped after the general analysis of Dasein in terms of temporality, leaving us with a truncated study that has been termed a ‘torso’ (Schmidt 2006). Pressure to publish the work has been offered as a reason for the appearance of an unfinished product, but Heidegger (2009) indicates a deeper reason that is associated with his famous ‘turn’. His assessment was that the whole idea of approaching the question of the meaning of Being via an understanding of human being was ultimately a flawed strategy. His turn consisted in abandoning the methodological priority he had initially given Dasein. He retraced his steps, so to speak, dropping the argument that the way to the meaning of Being was through disclosing the being of the entity capable of inquiring into the meaning of Being. But in turning away from a systematic philosophical inquiry into Being as we find in the published part of Being and Time, Heidegger does not strike out on a methodologically explicit alternative. Rather, in his later work he approaches Being in a more tentative, less argumentative way. For commentators such as Habermas (1989), this turn is a regressive move but for others the turn leads to exciting new vistas of thought (e.g. Young 1997). The first part of the chapter will sketch some of the major themes of ‘the later Heidegger’: truth, language, art, poetry and ‘thinking’. The later Heidegger’s critical thought, including his critique of humanism and his analysis of the essence of technology, is addressed in the second part.
2.1 Truth
One of the themes foregrounded in Heidegger’s later work is the ‘truth’ of Being. Already in Being and Time Heidegger made a case for deepening the everyday understanding of truth as ‘correctness.’ When we normally talk about truth we have in mind conformity between some assertion and the situation the assertion is about. My claim that a colleague was not at work last Friday is ‘true’ in this sense if the colleague was indeed not at work on that day. Truth is in this usage a function of the correspondence between assertions and realities. Heidegger dubbed this understanding of truth ‘traditional’ and went on to argue that any assertion of or debate about correctness or incorrectness presupposes the prior disclosure of the being of those states of affairs. The disclosure of the being of things and people—our openness to them, their openness to us—is a condition of any talk of truth as agreement. Heidegger appealed to an ancient Greek term for truth, ‘alethia’, to reinforce his point (2010, p. 211). ‘Lethe’ in ancient Greek means concealed or forgotten, and alethia means to unconceal or realise. Heidegger’s contention is that at the dawn of philosophy in the West, truth itself was understood as disclosure and that this experience of the Greeks has been overshadowed by centuries of debate about truth as correctness spurred by an interpretation articulated by Plato (Heidegger 1998). Like our general forgetfulness of Being, there is a forgetfulness about the fact that things have to be disclosed—‘true’ in the sense of alethia—before we can raise the issue of truth as correctness.
In the later Heidegger the theme of truth becomes a distinct locus of inquiry that leads in its own way into meaning of Being. Dasein is no longer the ‘royal road’ to Being and inquiry into truth is not methodologically tied to Dasein’s being. In an essay that epitomises Heidegger’s later thought, The Essence of Truth (1977b), he reiterates his thesis that truth as correctness derives from a more basic notion of truth as disclosedness but goes on to elaborate a peculiar relationship between human being and Being that is illuminated by the essence of truth. Disclosure is bound up with the clearing of Being, but so is concealment insofar as disclosure never amounts to the total illumination of beings. For Heidegger, concealment is more than a reference to the fact that we cannot see behind things or events far away in time or space. The clearing of being-in-the-world presupposes that the other side of things and events at which we are not present is nevertheless part of the world and in theory accessible by some Dasein if not us. Rather, for Heidegger concealment concerns the fact that our access to beings screens off the event or happening of openness. The Being of beings is concealed when the beings themselves appear. The disclosedness that is the condition of truth as alethia is accomplished through the self-concealing behaviour of Being. In the later Heidegger, Dasein becomes caught up in the interplay of concealment and disclosure that characterises alethia.

2.2 Language
If a methodological focus of the later Heidegger had to be nominated, then for many scholars language would be a prime candidate (e.g. Standish 2002). Language emerges as a major setting for the drama of truth. Heidegger (1959) acknowledges the fact that the question of Being and the word ‘Being’ must be articulated in language and that therefore ‘the question of being will involve us deeply in the question of language’ in which case ‘we find ourselves compelled to take linguistic considerations as our starting point’ (1959, p. 51). Taking ‘linguistic considerations’ as his starting point, he delves into the origins of language and suggests that language is implicated in the experience of Being from the very start. The ‘mystery’ that surrounds and plagues the question of the origins of language is connected with the strange, uncanny, self-concealing character of Being. He declares that,The origin of language is in essence mysterious. And this means that language can only have arisen from the overpowering, the strange and terrible, through man’s departure into being. In this departure language was being, embodied in the word: poetry. Language is the primordial poetry in which a people speaks being (1959, p. 171).


              
For Heidegger, language is fundamentally entwined with Being. Because Being is the Being of beings, Language is implicated in the Being of beings. If Being is what makes it possible to understand and encounter anything, then language has a special role in making it possible to understand and encounter things. Explaining the way language performs this role, Heidegger says, ‘The word, the name, restores the emerging [thing] from the immediate, overpowering surge to its being and maintains it in this openness, delimitation, and permanence’ (1959, p. 172). Language serves to stabilise things in the process of their appearance and in the flux of our experience. Words keep things steady in our encounter with them. Elsewhere, he explains that ‘Language, by naming beings for the first time, first brings beings to word and to appearance. Only this naming nominates beings to their being from out of their being’ (1971b, p. 73). Heidegger stresses that words in their ontological function precede the emergence of beings. Words are not to be thought of as ‘applied’ to a more primary reality experienced prior to words:Naming does not come afterward, providing an already manifest [thing] with a designation and a hallmark known as a word; it is the other way around: originally an act of violence that discloses being, the word sinks from its height to become a mere sign, and this sign proceeds to thrust itself before the [thing] (1959, p. 172).


              
Words obviously can serve as ‘mere signs’ that sit in front of things as labels, but for Heidegger this possibility of language is secondary to the ontological role it has in the disclosure of beings. It is this secondary function of language that is exercised in the chatter of the They, distracting us from the ontological work of language and the possibility of experiencing and questioning the relationship of language to Being.
Heidegger disparages the They’s use of language, but at the same time the possibility of language separating from the event of the disclosure of beings and floating above things as a set of designations allows it to at least ‘preserve’ the truth of beings: ‘Language—what is uttered and said and can be said again—is the custodian of the disclosed [thing]. What has once been said can be repeated and passed on. The truth [i.e. disclosure] preserved in it spreads…’ (1959, p. 185). Language, then, plays a complex role in Heidegger’s philosophy. On the one hand, to ask the question of Being is in some sense to engage with the question of the origins and nature of language. Language in its ontological role is central to the human experience of beings, rendering the latter in a way that allows an encounter with discrete, stable things. But because language has already done this work of rendering by the time we experience things, language is, like Being, all too easy to overlook in everyday speech:We speak and speak about language. What we speak of, language, is always ahead of us. Our speaking merely follows language constantly. Thus we are continually lagging behind what we first ought to have overtaken and taken up in order to speak about it. Accordingly, when we speak of language we remain entangled in a speaking that is persistently inadequate (1971a, p. 75).


              
Language is thus transformed into everyday chatter, entangling Dasein in experiences that float in the wake of the primary event of disclosure. But we saw that the secondary mode of language preserves the original experience of disclosure. In this sense, Heidegger says ‘language is the house of being’ (1998, p. 254). He portrays Dasein as ‘dwelling’ in this house where it ‘guards’ the truth of Being. The chatter of the They is thus a vehicle for the truth of Being, even if the They has little capacity for realising the part it plays in preserving the disclosure of Being.

2.3 Art and Poetry
A new theme in the later Heidegger is the place of art in the question of Being (Dronsfield 2010). Heidegger’s engagement with art begins with his lecture series The Origin of the Work of Art presented between 1935 and 1936. Art in this context is no mere ornament and aesthetics has no place in the analysis. Rather, for Heidegger (1971b, p. 57), art is the ‘happening of truth’, a special way in which beings are unconcealed that also throws light on the question of the meaning of Being. In these lectures, Heidegger analyses Van Gogh’s Peasants Shoes and a Greek temple. He explains that artworks evince a world. To encounter Van Gogh’s painting is to be admitted into intimate context of the world to which the shoes belong. For its part, the temple conjures a world that venerated the gods and revered the temple precinct as a holy place. Heidegger says the world of the artwork ‘worlds’; it places us in a clearing or disclosure generated by the work.
For Heidegger, all art, insofar as it is a ‘revealing’, partakes in a special kind of disclosure he calls poeisis. Searching for clues about the primordial conceptualisations of Being in the western tradition, Heidegger believed the ancient Greeks experienced Being as poeisis or ‘bringing forth’. He suggests that the ‘highest sense’ of poeisis was reserved for physis, or ‘the arising of something from out of itself’ (1977a, p. 10). This is the being of the natural, ‘physical’ world and its processes, for example, ‘the bursting of a blossom into bloom’ (1977a, p. 10). Natural processes of becoming apparently struck the Greeks as the paradigm of the disclosure of beings. The Greeks also entertained a human-engendered form of poeisis called techne, which they saw epitomised in the activity of artists and craftspeople. Heidegger emphasises that the ancient understanding of techne was of a fundamentally respectful, sensitive form of work that involved deep understanding of and responsiveness to the material and awareness of the broader context of the work and its purposes. He distinguishes the attitude of this kind of techne from the more aggressive, ‘challenging forth’ of modern instrumental thinking (discussed later in the chapter).
In the Origin of the Work of Art, Heidegger (1971b) envisages both the Greek temple and Van Gogh’s painting as products of poeisis in the mode of techne, that is, results of a process of respectful revealing or truth by humans. But he makes a case for regarding poetry as a special case of poeisis. Heidegger explains that the temple and painting emerge within a world that has already been ‘cleared’ by language. We saw above that language is always ahead of us, always already implicated in the emergence of things. In Heidegger’s view, the creation of a temple or an oil painting presuppose a world of language:Building and plastic creation…always happen already, and happen only, in the Open of saying and naming. It is the Open that pervades and guides them. But for this very reason they remain their own ways and modes in which truth orders itself into work. They are an ever special poetizing within the clearing of what is, which has already happened unnoticed in language (1971b, p. 74).


              
However, as a form of art that engages directly with language, poetry is in a unique position to shed light on the meaning of Being. Indeed, Heidegger regards language itself as a primal poetry, in the sense of poeisis, and sees humanly created poetry, or ‘poesy’, as poetry in the ‘narrower sense’ (1971b, p. 74).
Yet the creative work of poets contains the potential to bridge the two senses of poetry. Heidegger believes there are ‘great works’ of poetry, stretching back to Homer, that amount to new events of disclosure. He says,Language is the primordial poetry in which a people speaks being. Conversely, the great poetry by which a people enters into history initiates the moulding of its language. The Greeks created and experienced this poetry through Homer (1959, pp. 171–172).


              
Closer to our own time, Heidegger identified the work of poets including Hölderlin, George, Trakl and Rilke as examples of great poetry. The poems of Hölderlin in particular hold a special place in Heidegger’s estimation. In his essay, Hölderlin and the Essence of Poetry, Heidegger (1949) reiterates the connection between language and Being and explains the unique role of the poet in relation to both. Hölderlin is significant here because he was a poet who poetised about poetic creativity, offering for Heidegger rich insights into the questions of Being and language. But Heidegger goes further and places the poet and poetry at the crossroads of Being and language. He indicates the essential feature of the poet’s work as fundamentally free creation. It is a form of creation that cannot be based in what already exists:because being and essence of things can never be calculated and derived from what is present, they must be freely created, laid down and given. Such a free act of giving is establishment (1949, p. 281).


              
This free act of the poet that allows things to be understood as the things they are is also profoundly directed to Dasein in that it is for human being that the poet acts. It is in this sense that the ontological creativity of the poet is a ‘gift’ (Heidegger 1949, p. 283). Thus Heidegger is a pains to show that poetry should not be regarded as primarily an aesthetic activity and experience, or even an ‘expression’ of a prior state of things:Poetry is not merely an ornament accompanying existence, not merely a temporary enthusiasm or nothing but an interest and amusement. Poetry is the foundation which supports history, and therefore it is not a mere appearance of culture, and absolutely not the mere “expression” of a “culture-soul” (1949, p. 283).


              
Indeed, Heidegger comes to believe that the work of poets and poetry is so important to understanding the meaning of Being that he declares ‘the essence of language must be understood through the essence of poetry’ (1949, p. 284). No longer will mere ‘linguistic considerations’ suffice as the basis for investigating the relationship between language and Being.
Heidegger’s understanding of the ‘free act’ of the poet that establishes things and human being is striking. Drawing again on Hölderlin’s thinking about the essence of poetry, Heidegger suggests that two forms of determination or ‘control’ are involved in the poetic ‘act of establishing being’. On the one hand, poets ‘intercept’ signs from Being or in Hölderlin’s terms, ‘the language of the gods’ (in Heidegger 1949, p. 287). Poets listen for and hear intimations of Being, ontologically new ways of understanding. On the other hand, poets are deeply attuned to Dasein. They listen for and hear fundamental human longings, what Hölderlin calls the ‘Voice of the People’ (in Heidegger 1949, p. 288). For Heidegger, these two principles of the establishment of Being by poetry leaves poets in an unenviable position ‘between’ gods and men, neither of one or the other:the essence of poetry is joined to the laws of the signs of the gods and of the voice of the people, laws which tend towards and away from each other. The poet himself stands between the former—the gods, and the latter—the people. He is one who has been cast out—into that Between, between gods and men. But only and for the first time in this Between is it decided, who man is and where he is settling his existence (1949, pp. 288–289).


              
Here we see Heidegger struggling to create new ways to understand the question of Being. Adopting the term ‘gods’ from Hölderlin, he highlights the unsettling idea that the Being of beings can signal to us, can determine us in some way. The ancient notion of gods as messengers, and the equally ancient idea that poets have an almost shamanic power to interpret such messages, is deployed by Heidegger to open our thinking to the event of disclosure as something that determines us by making our world understandable. This innovative suggestion is crystallised in a line from one of Heidegger’s own poems: ‘Being’s poem, just begun, is man’ (1971b, p. 4).

2.4 Thinking
The challenging doctrine of poetry and the nature of the poet’s work does not exhaust the positive philosophy of the later Heidegger. Another theme we consider in this chapter is translated simply as ‘thinking.’ By this term Heidegger does not intend any of the traditional interpretations associated with it. He explicitly contrasts his conception of thinking with the ‘technical-scientific calculation’ (1971a, p. 91) that he says characterises the modern mind, an instrumental way of thinking that approaches things, people and Being in terms of the uses to which they might be put. On the contrary, the realm of ‘thinking’ is ‘the clearing that gives free rein, where all that is cleared and freed, and all that conceals itself, together attain the open freedom’ (1971a, p. 91). However, the freedom Heidegger links with thinking is not the same as the ‘free act’ of poetry. Heidegger does talk of poetry and thinking occupying the same ‘neighbourhood’ (1971a, p. 90) but is clear about their difference. Arguing for their differentiation, Heidegger declares that,We must discard the view that the neighbourhood of poetry and thinking is nothing more than a garrulous cloudy mixture of two kinds of saying in which each makes clumsy borrowings from the other. Here and there it may seem this way. But in truth, poetry and thinking are in virtue of their nature held apart by a delicate yet luminous difference, each held in its own darkness: two parallels…by one another, against one another, transcending, surpassing one another each in its fashion (1971a, p. 90).


              
So what is thinking if it must be distinguished in this way from poetry, which seemed to be the ultimate reference point for the inquiry into Being? In his Discourse on Thinking, Heidegger (1966) recapitulates the distinction between instrumental thinking and thinking as such. He refers to the latter as ‘meditative’, but is adamant that he is not thereby defining a lofty or dreamy state. He proposes meditative thinking as a way to become independent of instrumental thinking and does so by contrasting thinking with calculative thought. A characteristic of meditative thinking is a special comportment towards things he calls ‘releasement toward things’ or just ‘releasement’. He says,Having this comportment we no longer view things only in a technical way. It gives us clear vision and we notice that while the production and use of machines demands of us another relation to things, it is not a meaningless relation.… Thus here, evidently, as elsewhere, a profound change is taking place in man’s relation to nature and to the world (1966, pp. 54–55).


              
Releasement is a deeply sensitive and responsive experience of our contemporary world that contrasts with the grasping insistence of calculative thinking, the instrumental way of thinking we have been taught to use. Heidegger offers an alternative way of articulating meditative thinking at this juncture: openness to the mystery (1966, p. 55). That is, being aware of a meaning that underlies the things of our world and staying with this obscure meaning without trying to bring it into words, or representation generally. Heidegger explains thatReleasement toward things and openness to the mystery belong together. They grant us the possibility of dwelling in the world in a totally different way. They promise us a new ground and foundation upon which we can stand and endure in the world of technology without being imperilled by it (1966, p. 55).


              
Thinking thus differs from poetry in a few more-or-less clear ways. It takes its stand on the entanglements that currently beset us facilitated by our modern, calculative mindset. Its focus is the mystery that lies in the essence of technology and instrumental thinking that define our world. It is thus very prosaic in its positioning, in contrast with poetry which harkens to the gods, intercepting and interpreting signs from Being. Thinking is also a means for our independence from the obscure new relationship to things that Being has granted which takes the form of the dazzling world of technology and the breathtaking advances of science. It is thus a path open to everyone and does not suggest the hermetic isolation of the poet. But it does mean we need to disentangle ourselves from the spell of technology. Anderson (1966) explains in his introduction to his translation of Discourse on Thinking,fundamentally, Heidegger is urging his hearers and readers toward a kind of transmutation of themselves, toward a commitment which will enable them to pass out of their bondage to what is clear and evident but shallow, on to what is ultimate, however obscure and difficult that may be (in Heidegger 1966, p. 13).


              
The emphasis in Heidegger’s doctrine of thinking is on coming to terms with our entanglement. He is not suggesting we ignore it but rather that in our entanglement lies a mystery that we can be open to. With this suggestion an important emphasis in the later Heidegger becomes clear: that our entanglements are meaningful, and in the most profound way. We might even say that the way to ask the question of the meaning of Being lies in a certain approach to our entanglements. But the later Heidegger’s analyses suggest that the task of disentanglement is even more complex than that envisaged in Being and Time, and involves confronting the legacy of humanism and the instrumental mindset that has such a powerful grip on our world, the ontological perspective Heidegger calls ‘enframing’.

2.5 Critical Thinking in the Later Heidegger
In the previous chapter a critical vein in Heidegger’s early philosophy was identified. The They and the Tradition emerged as powerful forms of entanglement, each leading us away from the possibility of authentic Dasein and into limited and distorted perspectives on what it means to be, ultimately ending in our distinctive ‘forgetfulness’ of Being. The later Heidegger continues to elaborate critical themes. A fundamental innovation of Heidegger’s (2002) later critical thinking is the notion of ‘ontotheology.’ The term ‘ontotheology’, first used by the philosopher Kant, brings together two ideas: ontology and theology. For Heidegger, all metaphysical assumptions (such as those that shape our everyday understanding of things and ourselves) contain a theological element. In other words, the meaning of Being consistently suggests an originator, a first cause, a primal event in the world that causes or creates everything. Heidegger’s (2002) argument is that the Greeks, who were the first to explicitly elaborate the difference between Being and beings (Frede 2006), connected Being with deity or a ‘God’ who became responsible for beings. Thus the ontological difference between Being and beings was accounted for with reference to the highest being. But another meaning of Being took shape and has come down to us. This other meaning is that Being is the most general concept of all. Being is that which can be applied to all existent things. But by taking on this meaning, Being becomes an empty logical function. The combination of these two ways of interpreting Being—as original cause and most general concept—is for Heidegger the underlying structure of the metaphysical foundations of any era, including ours. The history of Being, one of Heidegger’s conceptualisations of the inquiry into the meaning of the Tradition, is the story of successive ontotheologies. Thomson (2005) explains that ontotheology refers to the ‘constellations of intelligibility’ that underpin the way people understand things in a particular era. Our own time has its own ontotheology in the instrumental metaphysics Heidegger calls ‘enframing’.
Ontotheology becomes Heidegger’s name for the tradition, underlying metaphysical or ontological assumptions of an era, shaping the way we pose our basic questions and constraining our theoretical imagination. The later Heidegger also embarks on a critique of humanism, which he links with nihilism and the meaning of modernity. But it is the notion of enframing, the ‘essence of technology,’ which turns out to be Heidegger’s key to understanding modernity, characterised by a fixation on technical methods and technical answers to virtually all issues faced by Dasein. For Heidegger, the instrumental mindset of enframing constitutes the ontotheology of our time, the style of revealing or alethia that reduces all beings to resources. In this part of the chapter Heidegger’s critique of humanism will be briefly discussed before moving on to a consideration of Heidegger’s analysis of enframing.

2.6 Humanism
The ontotheological tradition has shaped Western intellectual engagement with a wide range topics, including, of course, inquiry into the essence of human being. The analysis of entanglements in Being and Time revealed that Descartes’ philosophy of the human subject produced a powerful way to understand the human subject from which the analysis of Dasein had to be extricated in order to disclose human being as the clearing of being-in-the-world. The later Heidegger addresses another traditional interpretation of Dasein in the form of humanism. Prompted by Sartre’s (1945) lecture on existentialism and humanism, Heidegger (1998) undertook an analysis of humanism (first published in 1949) in part to refute Sartre’s interpretation of Heidegger’s own early philosophy.
Heidegger traces the emergence of humanism to the Roman appropriation of ‘culture’ as taught in Greek schools of philosophy (a system called Παιδεία or ‘paideia’). This culture formed the basis of education for Roman elites. It was concerned with ‘scholarship and training in good conduct’ (Heidegger 1998, p. 244) and through this training inculcated the distinction between barbarians and homo humanus. ‘Παιδεία [paideia] thus understood was translated as humanitas’ (1998, p. 244). Humanism is thus an assertion of the distinctive value of human being, which in the Roman context is developed through scholarship and training in conduct and thereby separates civilized people from supposedly lower forms of existence.
An important characteristic of Roman and later versions of humanism is the coupling of an understanding of humanitas with a system or program of formation of conduct. The Greek and Roman paidiea as well as renaissance humanism, Christianity, Marxism and Sartrean existentialism all presuppose an ontotheology, and all propose programs for individual and/or social formation. Systems of education, codes of conduct, policies and forms of society are all imagined and instituted in accordance with certain ontotheological presuppositions. It is the coupling of limited and/or unexamined understandings of Dasein and Being with institutions for human formation that makes humanism an especially potent challenge for the project of reawakening a sense of the wonder of Being.
The key problem with humanism for Heidegger (1998) is that it systematically inserts an ontotheological interpretation into the relationship between Dasein and Being. He explains that for the Romans, the essence of the human was obvious: we are the rational animal. Rationality thus becomes the measure of the human and comprises the template for the formation of character. Heidegger finds this same general approach—imposing an ontotheological interpretation on the relationship between Dasein and Being—repeated in Christianity (for which human salvation is central), Marxism (for which humans have a social being) and even Sartre’s existentialism (which argues that in humans, existence precedes essence without, in Heidegger’s assessment, interrogating the meaning of these terms). In these different forms of humanism, the distinctive nature of humanity, ‘humanitas’, ‘is determined with regard to an already established interpretation of nature, history, world, and the ground of the world, that is, of beings as a whole’ (1998, p. 245). Humanisms are thus metaphysical or ontotheological in that an interpretation of the nature of human being, experience and world is presupposed.
In Heidegger’s view, ‘humanism’, regarded as an ontotheology underpinning different humanisms, serves as a long-term foundation for thinking and rethinking our nature and relation to each other and the world. A watershed development for this tradition is Descartes’ theory of the subject. Heidegger (1998) explains that enlightenment thinking succeeded in displacing God from the position of the sure basis of beings, opening the position of the foundation of truth to other bases. A problem posed by the deposition of God from the position of ‘subject’ of the world is that an alternative base of certainty is required and it was Descartes who supplied that basis in the form of the ‘I am’ or human ego. His argument about the absolute certainty of the ‘I am’ placed the ego at the position of ultimate subject and law-giver. As the most certain thing, the human ego attains a determining relationship to the world, a relationship of authority that has far-reaching consequences for human values and knowledge.
In terms of consequences for values, Heidegger believes modern humanism leads us into nihilism. Nihilism—the experience or doctrine that things do not possess value in themselves—would seem to be far from the concept of humanism. But humanism presupposes an interpretation of the world and human being in which value is bound up with human being as something bestowed by the valuer. Heidegger explains that,it is important finally to realize that precisely through characterization of something as “a value” what is so valued is robbed of its worth. That is to say, by the assessment of something as a value what is valued is admitted only as an object for human estimation. But what a thing is in its being is not exhausted by its being an object… (1998, p. 265)


              
For Heidegger, the act of valuing is at the same time a movement that blocks off the possibility that beings may have other values, values quite apart from human act of valuation. Valuation becomes in Heidegger’s words ‘a subjectivizing’ that denies or distorts the Being of beings. ‘Every valuing,’ he explains, ‘even where it values positively, is a subjectivising. It does not let being: be. Rather, valuing lets beings: be valid—solely as the objects of its doing’ (1998, p. 265). Because the ontotheology of humanism restricts valuing in this way to something that takes its measure from a previously settled base of assumptions, values thinking proves to be another form of entanglement. Heidegger argues that humanism is a nihilism because it turns us from the font of values in Being with the result that ‘thinking in values is the greatest blasphemy imaginable against being’ (1998, p. 265). Nihilism becomes the character of modern human being that bestows and selects values, a kind of being that amounts to a ‘blasphemy.’

2.7 Enframing
For Heidegger, the spread of modern technology and our attitude toward it—that it is something neutral and in our service—is perhaps more problematic for our relationship with Being than humanism. In Heidegger’s assessment, the essence of technology turns out to be the ontotheology of our age (Thomson 2005). To get at this ultimately more potent influence on our relationship with Being, Heidegger distinguishes technology per se from the essence of technology and stresses that it is our relationship with the essence of technology that is the issue. He argues that,the essence of technology is by no means anything technological. Thus we shall never experience our relationship to the essence of technology so long as we merely conceive and push forward with the technological, put up with it, or evade it. Everywhere we remain unfree and chained to technology, whether we passionately affirm or deny it. But we are delivered over to it in the worst possible way when we regard it as something neutral; for this conception of it, to which today we particularly like to do homage, makes us utterly blind to the essence of technology (1977a, p. 4).


              
It should be pointed out that whenever Heidegger uses the term ‘essence’ he means how something shows up, how it reveals itself and endures. As Thomson (2002) explains,we need to think of “essence” as a verb, as the way in which things “essence” (west) or “remain in play” (im Spiel bleibt). In Heidegger’s usage, “essence” picks out the extension of an entity unfolding itself in historical intelligibility….for Heidegger essence simply denotes the historical way in which an entity comes to reveal itself ontologically and be understood by Dasein (2002, p. 126).


              
In the present discussion, therefore, the ‘essence’ of technology is what technology means and not a general definition or an ideal that sits somehow outside the world to which individual pieces of technology conform.
Heidegger argues that in approaching the essence of technology we need to resist seeing technology as no more than a means. As long as we see technology as merely a means for attaining our ends technology appears neutral. Analysis can only shed light then on how appropriate a given technology is for some purpose. But for Heidegger, technology is far from being a link in a causal chain. Rather, he says, ‘Technology is no mere means. Technology is a way of revealing’ (1977a, p. 12). Shifting the meaning of technology (or instrumentality) from ‘means’ to way of revealing is to invite us to consider our fascination with technology and faith in technical solutions as ways of experiencing Being. The technological is not a general characteristic of gadgets but a framework for representing Being. When Heidegger describes the operation of this framework he draws our attention to a specifically modern attitude to the world. He contrasts this attitude to a more respectful one he attributes to pre-modern Dasein, giving the example of the peasant engaged in nurturing and cultivating the earth to bring forth produce. Instead of bringing-forth, the modern approach is ‘a challenging, which puts to nature the unreasonable demand that it supply energy that can be extracted and stored as such’ (1977a, p. 14). Heidegger illustrates the peculiarly modern mode of revealing:a tract of land is challenged into the putting out of coal and ore. The earth now reveals itself as a coal mining district, the soil as a mineral deposit. The field that the peasant formerly cultivated and set in order appears differently that it did when to set in order still meant to take care of and to maintain. The work of the peasant does not challenge the soil of the field. In the sowing of the grain it places the seed in the keeping of the forces of growth and watches over its increase. But meanwhile even the cultivation of the field has come under the grip of another kind of setting-in-order, which sets upon nature. It sets upon it in the sense of challenging it. Agriculture is now the mechanized food industry. Air is now set upon to yield nitrogen, the earth to yield ore, ore to yield uranium, for example; uranium is set upon to yield atomic energy, which can be released either for destruction or for peaceful use (1977a, pp. 14–15).


              
The modern mode of revealing sees nature as a store or stockpile waiting to be unlocked and used. This challenging attitude does not stop at drawing out. Heidegger says ‘the revealing never simply comes to an end’ (1977a, p. 16). Along with extraction comes processes of regulating and securing, and according to Heidegger, these have become the ‘chief characteristics’ (1977a, p. 16) of challenging-forth. That is, controlling flows, inventorying and storing up accompany extraction as a continuous system of revealing. And what is revealed by this system is, in Heidegger’s analysis, a kind of resource-being that he calls ‘standing reserve’:Everything everywhere is ordered to stand by, to be immediately at hand, indeed to stand there just so that it maybe on call for a further ordering. Whatever is ordered about in this way has its own standing. We call it standing-reserve. The word expresses here something more, and something more essential, than mere “stock.” The name “standing-reserve” assumes the rank of an inclusive rubric. It designates nothing less than the way in which everything presences that is wrought upon by the challenging revealing (1977a, p. 17).


              
For Heidegger, everything in our world has become a resource, something standing ready for some use. And the system in which the thing as standing reserve has its place is so pervasive that, according to Heidegger, the resource is not even an ‘object.’ That is, the things around us have no independent significance but are components within systems, each known and specified in advance for their particular role. Heidegger gives the example of the airliner on the runway. It is there as a component in a system of transportation, waiting for its next task and with systematically known characteristics (amount of fuel, level of maintenance, number of flying hours etc.). ‘Seen in terms of the standing reserve, the machine is completely unautonomous, for it has its standing only from the ordering of the orderable’ (1977a, p. 17).
It is Dasein that does the extracting and ordering, but Dasein also finds a place for itself in the system of standing-reserve. ‘The current talk about human resources, about the supply of patients for a clinic, gives evidence for this’ (1977a, p. 18). According to Heidegger, we measure ourselves and each other—our capabilities and infirmities—and submit to the system, available for tasks, in need of maintenance, facilitating extraction, regulation and storing according to measured strengths and deficits. But Heidegger does not believe Dasein can become completely integrated into the system of modern revealing due to the unique role it has in relation to challenging forth (1977a, p. 18). As a mode of revealing, like the bringing-forth articulated in the ancient notions of poeisis, physis and techne, challenging forth is a way Dasein responds to Being itself. Challenging forth is a way of being, of revealing, that is not invented by modern humans but a mode that is implicit in Being itself and to which Dasein responds by exploiting and ordering. We are, in Heidegger’s words, ‘challenged more originally than are the energies of nature’ (1977a, p. 18) and because of our position between Being and the resources revealed by our challenging actions, we cannot be totally subsumed by the system we create. The system needs us to do the revealing without which there would be no system.
So, for Heidegger the modern mode of revealing that challenges nature and orders the resources produced by challenging into a system is not something invented by Dasein or somehow implicit in human society, culture or history, but is a way we respond to being set upon by something. Heidegger’s term for this something is ‘enframing’ which translates the German Gestell. Enframing suggests a framework, but it is primarily an active gathering and revealing of things as already within a framework. The translator of The Question Concerning Technology suggests thatthe reader should be careful not to interpret the word [enframing] as though it simply meant a framework of some sort. Instead he should constantly remember that Enframing is fundamentally a calling-forth. It is a “challenging claim,” a demanding summons, that “gathers” so as to reveal. This claim enframes in that it assembles and orders. It puts into a framework or configuration everything that it summons forth, through an ordering for use that it is forever restructuring anew (1977a, note to p. 19).


              
Enframing is thus regarded by Heidegger as a way Dasein responds to Being (without being aware of it) that drives us on to exploit and order. The world and things and even humans are ‘gathered’ in a special way by this responsive activity that reveals everything as resources or ‘standing reserve.’ Enframing is the essence of the instrumental and thus of technology. Heidegger summarises his argument thus:Enframing means the gathering together of that setting-upon which sets upon man, i.e., challenges him forth, to reveal the real, in the mode of ordering, as standing reserve. Enframing means that way of revealing which holds sway in the essence of modern technology and which is itself nothing technological (1977a, p. 20).


              
As a way of revealing, enframing emerges as an alternative to the ancient mode of revealing of poeisis which Heidegger says ‘lets what presences come forth into unconcealment’ (1977a, p. 21). But because it is a mode of revealing, enframing is a mode of alethia or primary truth. A danger Heidegger sees in enframing is that it may crowd out alternative ways of revealing and come to dominate revealing as such. It seems clear that the system of human activity that exploits, measures, orders and puts on stand-by is taking more and more of ‘the real’ into its calculations, at macro and micro levels as well as in relation to the fluid and volatile capacities and imaginings of human being itself. It is hard to see a place in this total system for the ancient poeisis or the emergence of completely new ways of revealing. The activity we are driven to by enframing closes off the subtle realm of the source of enframing, making it difficult to inquire into the ground of the system. There is no point in raising the question of Being in this system where enframing prevails as a powerful, benighting entanglement.
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Abstract
Heidegger’s philosophy abounds with implications for education. He addressed a number of perennial concerns of education theory, such as the nature of human being, of our intellectual traditions and of the social world. He made direct contributions to educational thought too. For instance, he worked toward a program of higher education reform that reflected his theory of the relationships between Being and the academic disciplines. This chapter spells out key implications of his philosophy for education and considers some of his contributions to educational thought. Education scholars and researchers have analysed his ideas about education and have made a number of implications clear. The chapter discusses the research of scholars such as Noddings and more recent work by Peters and Thomson. These recent contributions draw attention to the threat to education posed by the dominant paradigm of instrumental, calculative thinking which Heidegger analysed and labelled ‘enframing.’ The chapter concludes with an attempt to clarify Heidegger’s vision for a ‘real’ education to overcome the spell of instrumental thought.
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Heidegger’s work abounds with implications for education. Overall, his work continuously appeals to readers to question, to experiment, to think differently, to remember, thus prompting Ehrmantraut (2010) to argue that Heidegger’s philosophy can be viewed as a pedagogy. At the same time, his intellectual and political trajectory is a narrative of transformative learning, with carefully nurtured insights turning into dead-ends, hard-won vantage points abandoned, a badly misjudged foray into politics. So, not only do his words contain numerous lessons for educators, his life exemplifies the ideal of the life-long learner. Although Heidegger did not make education an explicit theme like those we looked at in the last two chapters, he did offer remarks that suggest some of the implications of his thinking for education, learning, teaching and curriculum.
But education-scholarship that engages with Heidegger is relatively rare. Peters (2009) offered three possible reasons for this ‘neglect’: Heidegger’s work is too complex and ‘neologised’, some influential philosophers have condemned his work as nonsense, and Heidegger’s involvement in Nazism has made him a ‘risky and unappealing figure in which to intellectually invest’ (2009, p. 1). Another reason might be added: Heidegger’s ideas are so challenging for education that the task of engaging with his philosophy is fraught with onerous conceptual and even moral difficulties. Those who overcome the three disincentives listed by Peters must still face the challenge of looking deeply into education to understand its philosophical implications. For education, as a historical institution, is implicated in the most direct way with the contemporary forgetfulness of Being and all the dangers Heidegger thought this entails. But, as Hölderlin (Heidegger’s poet par excellence) said, where the danger is, there the saving power grows. The institution of education is always potentially a saving power just as it now powerfully endangers us.
English-language education scholarship that has engaged Heidegger’s ideas may be divided into two broad, non-exclusive camps or ‘waves.’ First, there is the work of education scholars who have used some aspect of Heidegger’s work to enrich their educational theorising. This group started to emerge in the 1960s. The first full-length English translation of Being and Time (by Macquarrie and Robinson) in 1962 was a key event for scholars. Education researchers began to investigate the ground-breaking text where they found compelling insights into human being that were particularly helpful in forging new ways of thinking about education. These scholars included Maxine Greene, Dwayne Huebner, Nel Noddings, Bill Pinar and Madeleine Grummet who helped to shape education research through the decades of the 70s, 80s and 90s. The influence of Max van Manen should also be noted. He emigrated to Canada bringing with him a wealth of knowledge of European education scholarship steeped in the traditions of phenomenology and hermeneutics. A second group may be characterised as philosophers with a strong interest in education. The existence of this group was signalled in Peters’ (2002) edited volume that showcased the work of researchers such as Paul Standish, Michael Bonnett and Iain Thomson. These researchers employed a range of ideas from Heidegger, although it is probably safe to say that Heidegger’s critical philosophy has been a consistent starting point. Peters credits Spanos’s (1993) study for demonstrating how Heidegger’s critique of modernism can apply to education, especially for understanding the global penetration of neoliberal economic theory into education.
In this chapter we look at a few of Heidegger’s direct comments about the project of education, focusing on his analysis of the Western paidiea that was introduced in the last chapter in the context of Heidegger’s (1998) critique of humanism. He also offered several suggestions about university education, culminating in the program he sets out in his Rectoral Address of 1933. We then turn to the work of education scholars who have engaged with Heidegger’s ideas. The chapter finishes with an extended look at the arguments of the second wave of scholars who find in Heidegger’s analysis of the essence of technology a key to understanding recent reforms to education.
3.1 Heidegger on Education
In his Letter on Humanism, Heidegger (1998) traced the origins of Western education to the Greek and Roman ‘paidiea.’ His explanation is set in the context of an analysis and critique of ‘humanism’ that was discussed in the previous chapter. For Heidegger, humanistic assumptions about what it is to be human prevent the question of Being from being asked. The nature of Dasein never comes to light. Humanism is also problematic because it is associated with explicit formative programs. By creating programs to develop human character according to a particular ontotheology, the obscuring and distorting effects of these ontotheologies are reinforced and amplified.
According to Heidegger, the Western paidiea springs from the Roman appropriation of Greek character-forming practices for elite groups. He says,
                    Humanitas, explicitly so called, was first considered and striven for in the age of the Roman Republic. Homo Humanus here means the Romans, who exalted and honored Roman virtus through the “embodiment” of the παιδεία [paidiea/education] taken over from the Greeks. These were the Greeks of the Hellenistic age, whose culture was acquired in the schools of philosophy. It was concerned with erudition at institution in bonas artes [scholarship and training in good conduct]. Παιδεία thus understood was translated as humanitas (1998, p. 244).


              
Heidegger characterised the Roman paidiea as seeking the development of humanitas in accordance with an understanding of the human essence as the ‘rational animal.’ He describes the Christian paideia as nurturing the temporal soul with a view to salvation in the next world. Renaissance, enlightenment and more recent liberal and humanist paidiea likewise seek ends that can be indicated or circumscribed. In these philosophies of education, learners are expected, for instance, to receive the light of disciplinary knowledge or realise their own potential.
From the earliest times, then, education has had a ontotheological or ‘metaphysical’ agenda:Every humanism is either grounded in a metaphysics or is itself made to be the ground of one. Every determination of the essence of the human being that already presupposes an interpretation of beings without asking about the truth of being, whether knowingly or not, is metaphysical (1998, p. 245).


              
In the context of humanism, Heidegger does not elaborate further on paidiea although his critique of humanism links with his long-term critique of higher education. Thomson (2005, p. 88) shows that Heidegger’s early views on higher education—expressed in his early 20s—were already ‘highly critical of the academic status quo.’ Beginning at this time, Heidegger developed what Thomson calls a ‘radical critique of the university’ (2005, p. 88) that continued to evolve.
The early Heidegger believed that the teaching of philosophy in university presents the discipline as a kind of intellectual sport. He insisted that instead it should concern itself with ‘ultimate questions of being’ (in Thomson 2005, p. 88). For Thomson, this very early position on higher education remained a constant in Heidegger’s thinking. Heidegger also engaged in the Bildungsfrage, an long-standing debate in German educational philosophy about the best way to develop human capacities. According to Thomson,Heidegger implicitly answers this Bildungsfrage when he suggests that ontological questioning will help students stay focused on developing that which is most their own and thereby avoid the alienating entanglements of the modern world (2005, p. 90).


              
Thomson adds that,Here we thus witness a crucial moment in the development of Heidegger’s critique of higher education – the first appearance of a general strategy for university reform he will never subsequently abandon – namely, his attempt to answer the Bildungsfrage by yoking pedagogical reform to ontological questioning (2005, p. 90).


              
For Heidegger, higher education (and potentially all education) should promote ‘ontological questioning’—that is, asking the question of Being. However, according to Thomson’s (2005) analysis of the evolution of Heidegger’s critique of higher education, Heidegger is not immediately clear about just how to enact such pedagogical reform. Heidegger initially appears to have made students largely responsible for realising the goal of ontological education. With the formulation of the argument of Being and Time Heidegger (2010) furnished a theoretical base for his program of university reform. As Thomson (2005) points out, the argument of Being and Time asserts a distinction between ‘fundamental ontology’—the inquiry into the meaning of Being—and ‘regional ontologies’—circumscribed ontological assumptions related to particular domains or ‘regions’ of Being. For Heidegger there are regional ontologies of, for example, history and biology. These regional ontologies concern the ultimate nature of the entities and realms that are the special concern of that field of knowledge. The early Heidegger holds that regional ontologies should be systematically related to fundamental ontology. An example of this strategy examined in Chap. 1 was to pursue fundamental ontology through the regional ontology of Dasein.
The problem with modern universities in Heidegger’s view is that within them teaching and research are focussed on beings to the exclusion of Being, and ontological questioning into the assumptions of the regional ontologies is not fostered (Thomson 2005). However, if such ontological questioning were fostered, the sciences would stand to develop in a unified way, and students (and academics too) would individually grow through engagement in the question of Being—engaged by asking after the Being of beings in the context of particular regions of knowledge. This position constitutes the argument of Heidegger’s 1933 Rectoral address, The Self-Assertion of the German University. In this lecture, the new Rector upbraids scientific research for promoting hyper-specialisation by an exclusive focus on learning more and more about more and more finely differentiated beings. In this address, Heidegger (1993) announced a program for reforming the university by reorganising disciplines based on an analysis of the boundaries of regional ontologies guided by the principles of fundamental ontology. Using the term ‘science’ in a special way to cover the original sense of wonder that he says stands at the beginning of all knowledge, Heidegger declares that,
Science in this sense must become the force that shapes the corporate body of the German university. This implies two things: first, the teachers and students must each in their own way be seized by the idea of science and remain seized by it. At the same time, however, this concept of science must penetrate into and transform the basic forms in which the teachers and students collectively pursue their respective scholarly activities: it must transform from within the faculties and the disciplines (1993, p. 36).


              
Heidegger’s vision thus calls for the transformation of teaching and research so that they are guided by ontological questioning, and at the same time a transformation of teachers and students such that they become ‘seized’ by the vocation of ontological questioning.
Heidegger’s program for reform was cut short by his resignation from the Rectorship after just one year in the role. But according to Thomson (2005), it was not only the withdrawal of the institutional conditions necessary for Heidegger’s reform program that stopped him. Rather, a deep flaw in Heidegger’s argument made the project untenable, an issue that he came to see clearly through the period of his ‘turning’. Thomson argues that it was in fact Heidegger’s ongoing struggle to formulate a viable program of higher education reform that lead to the clarification of the central critical contribution of the later Heidegger, the analysis of ‘enframing’. Heidegger came to consider the argument of Being and Time flawed because it assumed a fundamental ontology was possible. For the later Heidegger, the effort to construct a fundamental ontology was only another example of philosophical system building, a yielding to the impulse to create another ontotheology. In addition, he came to believe that the sciences were not in fact founded on regional ontologies with potential to be aligned with fundamental ontology, but rather assumed ontotheologies specific to their own epoch. Thomson explains that,Heidegger drops the very notions of “fundamental ontology” and “regional ontologies” from his later work, instead building his mature understanding of university education around the insight that “ontotheologies,” rather than regional ontologies, mediate between a basic ontological “presencing” and the guiding ontological presuppositions of the positive sciences (2005, p. 118).


              
Thomson (2005) explains that the series of ontotheologies, which serve as ‘constellations of intelligibility’ that characterise the shared basic ontological assumptions of an age, culminates in our own time with the ontotheology of enframing. The goal for a Heideggerian reform of higher education thus shifts from clarifying and correcting the structure of regional ontologies in relation to fundamental ontology, to identifying, understanding and critiquing the role of enframing in the university.
Contemporary education scholars who directly engage with Heidegger recognise the influence of enframing well beyond higher education, making the critique of enframing central to understanding the transformations of education occurring at every level. Before turning to this scholarship, I will consider contributions from the first wave of scholars who brought Heidegger’s ideas and themes to bear on education research starting in the 1960s.

3.2 Heidegger and English-Language Education Scholarship: The First Wave
Translation of European philosophical works in the post-war period introduced the ideas of Heidegger, Sartre, Merleau-Ponty and others to a broad audience which included education scholars searching for new ways to understand and frame the educational project. This group, the first wave of scholars to bring the insights of modern European philosophy into education research, included Noddings, Huebner, Greene, Macdonald and Pinar. Their contributions to understanding teaching and curriculum will be addressed in Chaps. 5 and 6 below. This group engaged most directly with the existential and phenomenological traditions. Where Heidegger was concerned, they tended to draw on elements of his early philosophy that were then most accessible. Doubtless many post-war thinkers turned to Sartre and Merleau-Ponty in preference to the one-time Nazi Heidegger. However, some researchers worked directly with Heidegger’s philosophy. Huebner (1967), for instance, based his radical theories of education and curriculum on the analysis of human temporality presented in Being and Time. The first wave of education scholars to work with Heideggerian themes thus tended to emphasise existentialist and phenomenological concerns in the context of a generally individualist perspective that resonated with the early Heidegger’s philosophy of human being.
An example of such resonance can be seen in Nel Noddings’ work. For Noddings (1984), ‘care’ is the key principle for understanding and reforming education. Her arguments about care suggest it is a fundamental feature of human being, and her analysis emphasises the relational nature of humans in a way reminiscent of Heidegger’s methodological focus on the holistic character of Dasein as being-in-the-world. In Nodding’s discussion, those who care, or the ‘one-caring’ is revealed by their sensitivity to the situation and needs of the other and the person cared-for is portrayed as responding necessarily to care. In Noddings (1992), the argument about care is explicitly applied to schooling and school reform. She points out that,The need for care in our present culture is acute. Patients feel uncared for in our medical system; clients feel uncared for in our welfare system; old people feel uncared for in the facilities provided for them; and children, especially adolescents, feel uncared for in schools. Not only is the need for caregiving great and rapidly growing, but the need for that special relation – caring – is felt most acutely (1992, p. xi).


              
Focussing on the place of the principle of care in education, Noddings saidAt the present time, it is obvious that our main purpose is not the moral one of producing caring people but, instead, a relentless – and as it turns out, hapless – drive for academic adequacy. I am certainly not going to argue for academic inadequacy, but I will try to persuade readers that a reordering of priorities is essential. All children must learn to care for other human beings, and all must find an ultimate concern in some center of care (1992, p. xii).


              
One key to Noddings argument is that care is indeed a fundamental element of human being, and she explains that her idea is influenced by Heidegger’s philosophy of Dasein. In Being and Time, Heidegger (2010) encapsulates the phenomenological meaning of Dasein with the concept of ‘care.’ That is, Dasein is an entity that fundamentally cares about its self, its place in the world, and about the world and about other Dasein. He does not mean we take care of all that is, but rather that we are concerned in some way, positively or negatively, about everything. For Heidegger, as we saw in Chap. 1, the term ‘care’ captures the sense of projection in understanding, attunement in the moods that connect us to situations, and the present-centred fascination with what is revealed through our temporality. It is the essential outside-of-itself of Dasein that justifies its general characterisation as ‘care.’
Noddings (1992) makes her indebtedness to Heidegger clear when she explains that he,described care as the very Being of human life. His use of the term is very broad, covering an attitude of solicitousness toward other living beings, a concern to do things meticulously, the deepest existential longings, fleeting moments of concern, and all the burdens and woes that belong to human life. From his perspective, we are immersed in care; it is the ultimate reality of life (1992, p. 15).


              
The impact of Heidegger’s analysis Dasein on Noddings and others of this first wave of education scholars demonstrate that the ideas of early Heidegger were crucial in shaping both their critique of education and their suggested programs for its transformation. The engagement of the second wave of scholars is, in contrast, generally with the later Heidegger and particularly with the critical arguments about enframing. The rest of this chapter will be devoted to the work of these scholars, while subsequent chapters will return to contributions of the first wave scholars.

3.3 Education and Enframing: The Second Wave
Given what Heidegger has to say about the essence of technology—that under its reign all things and even people are regarded as material for exploitation, development and stockpiling—the suggestion that modern education is devoted to promoting enframing will sound pessimistic. It may also offend teachers and schools explicitly devoted to promoting non-instrumental, non-materialistic ways of life. But for Heidegger, the argument is not that the essence of technology has taken over completely and that we are hopelessly entangled in systems of enframement. Heidegger wrote of enframing as a ‘danger’ that presumably could be overcome. In this chapter enframing will be regarded as a formidable ontotheological threat but that alternatives exist—both in historical ways of being that have, according to Heidegger, entailed a more gentle attitude of ‘letting be’ (in contrast with enframing’s ‘challenging forth’), and in a thoroughgoing engagement with enframing that finds in its essence a ‘saving power’ through which new alternatives may be imagined. Teachers and institutions of education are thus a potential danger of singular potency if the enframement of education was to become total, yet they are also well placed to recognise the danger, resist enframement and nurture the saving power.
According to Peters (2002), Heidegger’s understanding of technology prompts us to question the use of technology in education. It is clear that education has been transformed by technology. Information and communication technology in particular has impacted on curriculum, teaching, assessment and administration. It is part of the curriculum in all sectors and serves to facilitate the dissemination of curriculum frameworks and materials. Technology is now a big part of the work of teaching and training, replacing ‘face-to-face’ modes of engagement with learners with various kinds of computer-mediated instruction. Assessment can be facilitated by information technology and in some cases is automated by computers. Administration of formal education is now inconceivable without the use of databases and online engagement. In the face of this technologisation of education Peters (2002, p. 9) advocates a ‘theoretically informed approach to increasing reliance on new forms of technology’.
Peters (2002) distinguished two ways Heidegger’s analysis of technology applies to education:It is [Heidegger’s] critique of modernity and “modern technology” that resonates for any study of “modern education,” not just in relation to a theoretically informed approach to the increasing reliance upon new forms of technology…but also in relation to the associated question concerning the treatment of education itself as a “soft technology.” Education as “soft technology” in the so-called knowledge economy, treats people as “human resources” or “human capital” and is designed to turn out flexible, multiskilled knowledge-workers for the twenty-first century (2002, p. 9).


              
Educational enframing can work in two ways. On the one hand by promoting the values of technology through the use of technologies to facilitate education’s functions. For example, the use of computers and smart boards in classrooms and the ‘delivery’ of programs on-line are ways the functions of education are technologized. On the other hand, education equips learners to regard the world (including people) as mere resources. Curricula, pedagogies and assessment systems give us the knowledge and techniques to exploit, refine and maintain people and things as resources. Learners are taught how to enframe the world and end up enframing themselves and each other according to the same pattern.
The idea that the utilisation of technologies in contexts like education serves to enframe is explored by Lambier (2002). He accepts Arendt’s thesis that human productions tend to condition their producers, but believes that our adaptation to digital technology is of a different order than our adaptation to technologies of the past. He claims that we submit ourselves ‘passionately’ to the computer, and cites the case of the ‘millennium bug’ threat that was of such concern to so many in the lead-up to the millennium. ‘This shows how the computer became the engine that keeps our “world” turning, and the frame through which we perceive reality’ (2002, p. 109). Lambier (2002) finds that any benefits of digital learning must be understood against a background of threats to learning and human being. Computer technology has, in Lambier’s view, utterly transformed the human world by its interposition between humans and their world. He says,
                    Techne, in the mode of information and communication technology…seems to be first and foremost an enframing of nature, or more precisely, of reality in the sense that information and communication technology become the lens through which we mainly perceive our environment (2002, p. 111).


              
This unperceived ubiquity of computer technology as the ‘lens’ through which all is apprehended promotes a sense of power. Lambier (2002) suggests that our ability to manipulate representations on the computer screen gives humans the illusion of control:Every interface is a window, a passageway to cyberspace, an artificial world, a laboratory in which we can experiment with reality in a manner that suggests virtual reality to be a transparent representation of the “outer” reality. Consequently our relationship with reality is altered, enframed in a way so that we seem to be in control (2002, p. 111).


              
For Lambier (2002) the place of computer technology in the human world and education in particular constitutes a ‘digital Gestell’(2002, p. 112) that goes largely unnoticed. We are taught to literally enframe the world in terms of the affordances of computer technology and at the same time absorb and build a sense of mastery and control appropriate to the attitude of ‘challenging-forth’ that Heidegger says is essential to enframing.
Fitzsimons (2002), who contributed a chapter to Peters’ (2002) edition, offers a different argument about education and enframing that is not focussed, as Lambier’s (2002) is, on technology itself. Fitzsimons makes the point that for Heidegger, science and technology, as key features of modernity, do not themselves constitute the technological mindset. Rather, they facilitate and are facilitated by enframing. In his argument Fitzsimons emphasises the relentless spread of enframing. Elaborating on Heidegger’s original German term (Gestell) translated as ‘enframing’ Fitzsimons explains thatIn German, the prefix ge-denotes a totalizing and stell a position; Gestell, therefore, denotes a totalizing position. Heidegger also draws on the noun stellen, meaning to set upon or hunt down, thereby giving Gestell a sense of agency. Gestell, then, is an active framework that both constitutes and institutes order. This technology is by no means neutral, because its essence is to hunt down and draw into itself all that is not already in the framework…. In modern technology, the agency of revealing lies in the framework as a whole. That means the status of the human components of a modern technological system would remain persistently hidden from them (2002, pp. 177–178).


              
The concealment of enframing noted here follows from the assertion that it is a mode of revealing. In Heidegger’s ontology, the Being of beings is the disclosure of beings that is concealed by the emergence of beings from concealment. We are drawn to the emerged beings rather than to the event of emergence itself. As the characteristic form of revealing in the contemporary world, enframing is the event of the disclosure of beings that is concealed in the process. The beings disclosed are disclosed as resources while the event itself disappears behind a stockpile left in its wake. Humans and things are thus revealed in a certain way, while the mode of revealing itself remains hidden.
Enframing, as the modern way of revealing, sets upon nature, human nature and human institutions. Education is invested by enframing, shifting its meaning to that of a technology for producing a special kind of resource—human resources. For Fitzsimons (2002) the enframed state of education is confirmed by the way it is comprehended in influential statements about the role of education. For example, analyses of education systems set out in Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD 1996) and World Bank (2003) reports explicitly frame education as a component in the broader economic system. The shift to viewing education as a component of a system can be seen in the contemporary idea that education is essential for economic prosperity. The link between education and economics was made by ‘human capital’ theorists such as Becker (1964) who argued for bringing learning and education into the scope of economic analysis. Human capital theory presents a way to comprehend ‘investment’ by governments and individuals in education and training, identifying the rational grounds for doing so and calculating returns on this investment. To suggest that education is about developing human capital is thus to interpret education as a form of investment that can be analysed like other investments in terms of outlays, risks and returns. The influence of this theory has been such that not only is education now routinely factored into economic analyses, ‘the economy’ itself can now be viewed in terms of abstractions such as ‘knowledge’ and talk is now of ‘knowledge-based economies.’ As it is explained by a seminal OECD report,The term “knowledge-based economy” results from a fuller recognition of the role of knowledge and technology in economic growth. Knowledge, as embodied in human beings (as “human capital”) and in technology, has always been central to economic development. But only over the last few years has its relative importance been recognised, just as that importance is growing. The OECD economies are more strongly dependent on the production, distribution and use of knowledge than ever before (OECD 1996, p. 9).


              
Western governments have taken up the idea that economic systems, at least in ‘advanced’ economies, are knowledge-based and therefore component sub-systems such as education can also be understood in terms of human capital formation and contribution to GDP. For example, according to the Australian Government Productivity Commission (a government-sponsored policy research body dominated by economists),Australia’s future will depend on how well it develops the ‘human capital’ of its population. A well-performing schooling system is fundamental. It benefits individuals, the functioning and cohesion of society and the performance of the economy. The importance of school education has increased with the shift to a more knowledge-based economy (2012, p. 3).


              
As this framing of education shows, schooling is understood in terms of the development of ‘human capital’ and the importance of education is tied to the nature of the encompassing economic system. But the Productivity Commission’s take on education is also that the nation’s economy is transforming and that this change heightens the potential return on investment in education. It becomes clear that in a ‘knowledge-based economy’ education is an astute investment, and the interests of investors is signalled explicitly: education is to be valued to the extent that it produces knowledge workers suited to the demands of a modern knowledge economy.
The economic perspective on education considers the contribution of all levels of education, from early childhood education to post-compulsory education. The Productivity Commission’s enquiry into the provision of early childhood education and care (ECEC) explains that, ‘The main rationale for government involvement in ECEC is to enhance learning and development outcomes for children and to generate broader social and economic benefits,’ and that,enhancing early childhood learning and development opportunities contributes to: healthy child development (which builds human capital); better transitioning of children into the formal education system; reducing the risk of harm to certain children in the community, and overcoming disadvantage and its longer term social consequences (Productivity Commission 2013, p. 506)


              
Once young people are ‘transitioned’ into formal schooling, human capital development begins in earnest. Once learners graduate from institutions of compulsory schooling they move into work or further education. The specifically ‘vocational’ systems of post-compulsory education in Western states have attracted the attention of economists earlier and to a greater extent perhaps than other educational sectors. Stevens (1999) pointed out thatCompared with other forms of investment in human capital, the benefits from vocational education and training are more obviously ‘economic’: they consist mainly of productive skills which are traded in labour markets. Perhaps for this reason, the concept of human capital has most often been applied, theoretically and empirically, to vocational training (1999, p. 17).


              
Economists such as Finegold and Soskice (1988) grasped the economic implications of vocational education systems and created frameworks for rationally articulating and embedding vocational education into broader economic systems. Governments concerned by rates of economic growth and prosperity were predisposed to accepting these analyses and have ‘reformed’ vocational education systems along the lines laid down by economists. Arguably, it is the vocational education systems of Western countries that are the most enframed in Heidegger’s sense. That is, following the prescriptions delivered by analysts like Finegold and Soskice (1988), vocational education systems have been taken out of the hands of educators and reshaped so that ‘industry’ and government representatives are given control of curriculum and educators are left with the diminished role of instruction and assessment technicians, implementing the objectives handed to them (Hodge 2015). Educators’ work becomes that of developing, measuring and reporting the skills, knowledge and attitudes of learners to the specifications received from employers. Reformed vocational education systems are thus incorporated in economic systems in a most efficacious and visible manner.
Higher education has also fallen under the gaze of economists and politicians keen to maximise returns on government investment in human capital. Higher education has become a particularly important sector for economic interests with the rise of ‘knowledge capitalism’ (Olssen and Peters 2005). If universities and other higher education institutions generate new knowledge, then in the context of knowledge capitalism they must hold a special place in the production process. One way in which the economic potential of higher education may be realised is through fostering links between institutions and industry. As Mowery and Sampat (2006) explain,Governments have sought to increase the rate of transfer of academic research advances to industry and facilitate the application of these research advances by domestic firms since the 1970s as part of broader efforts to improve national economic performance. In the “knowledge-based economy,” according to this view, national systems of higher education can be a strategic asset, if links with industry are strengthened and the transfer of technology enhanced and accelerated (2006, p. 2).


              
Other ways in which higher education is seen to contribute to economic systems is through broad development of human capital to create ‘knowledge workers’ sufficiently skilled to take their place in the knowledge based economy when innovative firms open up positions for them.
It is clear, then, that all phases of formal education—early childhood, compulsory schooling and post-compulsory systems—are now regarded as components of the wider economic system with their respective purposes differentiated in terms of the contribution they make to the development of knowledge workers. It should be noted, too, that ‘informal learning’ has captured the attention of policy makers and economists. As another OECD report points out,Although learning often takes place within formal settings and learning environments, a great deal of valuable learning also takes place either deliberately or informally in everyday life. Policy makers in OECD countries have become increasingly aware that this represents a rich source of human capital (2010, p. 7).


              
The OECD explains that ‘recognition’ of this potentially under-utilised form of capital is the mechanism for making ‘the stock of human capital more visible and more valuable to society at large’ (2010, p. 7). In some countries, education policy has explicitly engaged with the challenge to recognise and systematise informal learning (e.g. Australia).
The subordination of education to economic imperatives is a process that has taken on global proportions. Analysts of the globalisation of education policy, Rizvi and Lingard (2010), explain that,Globalisation represents a range of loosely connected ideas designed to describe new forms of political-economic governance based on the extension of market relationships globally. It replaces an earlier view of governance that implied the provision of goods and services as a way of ensuring social well-being of a national population. In contrast, the dominant view of globalization – widely referred to as ‘neo-liberal’ – is associated with a preference for the minimalist state, concerned to promote the instrumental values of competition, economic efficiency and choice, to deregulate and privatize state functions (2010, p. 31).


              
They argue that education policy has been caught up in the process of economic globalisation:we would argue that education policy is a political project and yet another manifestation of the emergent politics in the age of flows and diasporas or people and ideas across the boundaries of nation-states in both embodied and cyber forms….A global field of education policy is now established, certainly as a global commensurate space of measurement and performance (2010, p. 67).


              
The case that education has been enframed has come to be associated with the argument that education is now widely regarded as a component or sub-system within a wider system understood in economic terms. Education has been explicitly subordinated to a system devoted to resource production and maximisation. This order is conceptualised in economic terms of wealth, investment, profit, distribution, flows and risk on a global scale. The worldview and ethos of economics now shapes the project of education. Enframing also has the sense of a total system (Fitzsimons 2002). It has been shown that all levels of formal education—early childhood, schooling and post-compulsory sectors—in addition to postulated realms of informal learning have been or are being subordinated to economic imperatives. It has also been explained that this subordination has become global. At all levels, of all kinds and in all places, education is now legitimated as part of the economic order.
Fitzsimons (2002) gives this gloomy prognosis of the situation:With no self-emergence, no dwelling outside the framework, and with the imperative of continuous production, no place is available that is not productive. It is as if the whole world has become a treadmill that exists primarily to accelerate itself rather than produce anything material per se. It is a world in which workers have learned to willingly adopt the ethos of efficiency as a personal moral responsibility; it seems that a functional subjectivity is required. And with no place from which to view the framework, all is concealed (2002, p. 186).


              

3.4 ‘Real’ Education
For Heidegger (1977), the threat posed by enframing can always be avoided due to the special role played by Dasein in revealing. Dasein’s role in revealing beings as resources cannot itself be processed into a resource which means that there is always potential for enframing to be recognised as only one way of revealing, and for former ways or alternative ways of revealing to be activated. Thomson (2005) connects Heidegger’s analysis enframing and Dasein’s unique position as essentially irreducible to resource with his interpretation of Plato’s allegory of the cave to envision an education that can lead us out of the bondage of enframing chillingly portrayed by Fitzsimons (2002).
Plato (1961) offered his allegory of the cave in The Republic as a poetic illustration of his metaphysical system. He compared our everyday existence with that of captives chained up in a cave, only able to view shadows of the world cast upon a wall. Plato entertains the possibility that these captives may be unshackled and turned around to see the world directly. They would see that what they formerly took to be the objects themselves were only shadows. But however deficient their knowledge in the cave the potential is there for them to escape and perceive the world revealed by the ultimate light of the sun. In Plato’s view, it is this final illumination that symbolises the intellectual apprehension of the underlying structure of the world that makes sense of the limited apprehensions of sensory objects. For Plato, our sensory experience is represented by life in the cave and our understanding of a higher intellectual world corresponds to the experience of the world above illumined the light of the sun.
For Heidegger (1998), Plato’s allegory can be read as a seminal statement of the essence of paidiea. He asserts that,The “allegory of the cave” concentrates its explanatory power on making us able to see and know the essence of παιδεία [paidiea] by means of the concrete images recounted in the story. At the same time Plato seeks to avoid false interpretation; he wants to show that the essence of παιδεία does not consist in merely pouring knowledge into the unprepared soul as if it were some container held out empty and waiting. On the contrary real education lays hold of the soul itself and transforms it in its entirely by first of all leading us to the place of our essential being and accustoming us to it (1998, p. 167).


              
Thomson (2005) accepts Heidegger’s take on Plato’s allegory, and offers a vision of ‘real’ or what he terms, ‘ontological’ education. In Thomson’s interpretation, the journey to the surface by the cave dwellers can be articulated into three stages. Stage 1 may be regarded as an education ruled by enframing—of the kind highlighted by Peters (2002), Lambier (2002) and Fitzsimons (2002), and demonstrated in our survey of the penetration of neoliberal education policy on a global scale (Rizvi and Lingard 2010). In Stage 1,all entities show up to students merely as resources to be optimized, including the students themselves. Thus, if pressed, students will ultimately “justify” even their education itself merely as a means of making more money, getting the most out of their potentials, or some other equally empty form of enframing’s optimization imperative (2005, p. 163).


              
Stage 2, which corresponds to the first experience of illumination, is the point where the emptiness of the enframed world is appreciated by learners. Both Heidegger (1998) and Thomson (2005) offer little elaboration of the kind of educational practice that prompts the realisation associated with Stage 2. Thomson suggests that, ‘Students can be lead to this realization through a guided investigation of the being of any entity’ (2005, p. 163) which, due to the role of enframing, will be found to be purposeless in itself, existing as it does purely for its place in the system of enframing. Thomson is advocating educational experiences that invite students to see enframing for what it is. This experience may be of disillusionment and emptiness, and potentially the existential despair experienced by many adolescents could be a platform for the kind of explorations described by Thomson. The overarching achievement of Stage 2 education is essentially negative. Referring to the experience of emptiness that may be fostered by an encounter with the essence of technology, Thomson explains that ‘With this recognition—and the anxiety it tends to induce—students can attain a negative freedom from enframing’ (2005, p. 163).
It is in the next stage that students shift from negative to positive freedom, as the possibility of forgotten or qualitatively new ways of revealing is grasped. Things no longer show up as resources or resources only. They can be experienced in a new way. According to Thomson,The goal of the third stage of ontological education, then, is to teach students to “dwell,” to help attune them to the being of entities, and thus to see that the being of an entity – be it a book, cup, rose, or, to use a particularly salient example, they themselves – cannot be fully understood in the ontologically reductive terms of enframing. For, when we learn to dwell – and so become attuned to the phenomenological “presencing” whereby “being as such” manifests itself – we come to understand and experience entities as being richer in meaning than we are capable of doing justice to conceptually, rather than taking them as intrinsically meaningless resources awaiting optimization, and so learn to approach them with care, humility, patience, gratitude, even awe. Such experiences can become microcosms of, as well as inspiration for, the revolution beyond our underlying ontotheology that Heidegger argues we need in order to transcend enframing and being to set our world right (2005, p. 164).


              
This passage sums up Heidegger’s vision of ‘real’ education. It highlights the need to identify, understand and confront the rule of enframing which is being implemented by neoliberal educational reforms worldwide. These reforms, accompanied by the spread of technologies into the world of teaching and learning and into the administration, management and reporting of educational performance, appear to be pushing relentlessly on to a complete colonisation world via the educational process. Part of Heidegger’s challenge to education is to comprehend the nature of these changes, hopefully to find our way, initially at least, to what Thomson (2005) calls ‘negative’ ontological freedom—a clear sense of the harmful role of enframing in education. The other part of Heidegger’s challenge to education, also reflected in the passage above, is to promote alternative possibilities of revealing. Nodding’s (1992) pleas for a focus on ‘care’ in education may be seen as one such possibility. In the following chapters other visions will be explored which present ways to respond to Heidegger’s challenge. We will also return to the central arguments of Heidegger’s (1998) interpretation of Plato’s allegory of the cave that has been clarified in Thomson’s (2005) work and draw from it further insights into ‘real’ education.
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Abstract
Educators are guided in their work by more or less explicit theories of learning, which researchers have put considerable effort into constructing. Heidegger’s challenge to education is thus an opportunity to critically reflect on theories of learning. Heidegger’s philosophy suggests that human beings are prone to entanglement in the complexities of intellectual traditions and the distractions of contemporary life. But he also suggests ways in which human beings can disentangle themselves. Two basic concepts of learning are thus implied: the process of developing knowledge and skills in the everyday world (learning as entanglement), and learning as a critical reflection on and movement beyond all that is traditionally taken to be true by society (learning as disentanglement). In the light of these concepts and Heidegger’s broader philosophy of human being, it is possible to analyse existing theories of learning. The chapter briefly examines key learning theories including behaviourism, cognitive theory, situated learning, and humanistic theory, highlighting ways in which each falls short of a full engagement with the picture of the human learner as it emerges from Heidegger’s philosophy.
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Like most philosophers Heidegger does not elaborate an explicit theory of learning. Philosophers have traditionally addressed the general area of learning under the rubric of ‘epistemology,’ inquiry into the source and nature of knowledge. For Heidegger (2010), the traditional approach to epistemology is an artefact of the Tradition and a misrepresentation of knowing in the dynamics of being-in-the-world. Likewise, any ‘humanistic’ account of the development of Dasein (Heidegger 1998) which might also provide a conceptual base for inquiry into the nature of learning imposes a structure that would hamper understanding of phenomenon of learning.

Although Heidegger does not present a theory of learning as such, for educators, responding to Heidegger’s challenge is partly a challenge to re-examine assumptions about learning. Educators are for the most part steeped in theories of learning and their own understanding of human being may be mediated by these theories (Shulman 1987). The field of learning theory is also rife with debate about the ‘true’ nature of learning, with a growing number of alternative perspectives and accounts emerging. Researchers and educators can become strongly committed to particular sides of these debates and the development or adoption of learning theories often represents a highly personal stance on their part. Learning theories are thus important to educators, suggesting that a full engagement with Heidegger’s challenge to education can be facilitated by clarifying how Heidegger’s philosophy relates to learning theories. The purpose of this chapter is to tease out implications of Heidegger’s thought for the field of learning theory.
4.1 Learning and the Early Heidegger
Heidegger’s early philosophy offers a searching analysis of human being. In Chap. 1 it was explained that Heidegger’s early attempt to clarify the meaning of Being was tied to the question of the being of humans, or Dasein. His methodological argument was, briefly, that the being who can ask the question of the meaning of Being must possess some ‘pre-understanding’ of Being to be in a position to ask the question in the first place (Heidegger 2010, p. 7). To ask the question of the meaning of Being therefore entails clarifying Dasein’s pre-understanding of it. An important point for this methodology is that Dasein’s pre-understanding manifests itself in our everyday engagement with the world (2010, p. 3). It follows that to clarify Dasein’s pre-understanding of Being, an analysis will be required of our ordinary experiences and activities to reveal the deep structures that Heidegger believes underpin our understanding of Being.

                Being and Time (2010) therefore presents a systematic investigation of Dasein’s everyday experience. Chapter 1 followed Heidegger’s investigation, focusing first on the holistic structure of Dasein’s being as expressed by the concept ‘being-in-the-world’. Dasein is pictured as always already in and inseparable from a ‘world’ (2010, p. 53). For Heidegger, ‘world’ has the special sense of a meaningful context or background of experience and action. It is indispensable if experience or action is to make sense (2010, p. 86). Dasein not only finds itself in the meaningful context of the world, but has a unique way of being Heidegger calls ‘existence’ which is revealed in Dasein’s continual projection of ways of being (2010, p. 42). As being-in-the-world, Dasein is conceptualised as outside itself in the ‘clearing’ of Being, the meaningful space of thinking, feeling and action constituted by the world. Dasein’s projective nature for the most part shows up in our understanding of things. Heidegger’s concept of projection or understanding is a matter of seeing and acting on things in terms of their possibilities (2010, p. 146). The primary focus of individual Dasein is its own possibilities. Through its projection of these, it envisions its own future. Heidegger argues that when Dasein projects the available possibilities sanctioned by the They, an ‘inauthentic’ existence ensues. If, however, Dasein understands its finitude and uniqueness, and projects its ‘ownmost’ possibilities, its mode of existence becomes ‘authentic’ (2010, p. 43).
So, what is ‘learning’ from the perspective of Heidegger’s early philosophy? To construct a response to this question, it will help to focus on a key feature of Dasein: that it is always already projecting plans and living toward them. Dasein is not a thing, substance or object, but is rather an entity that reveals itself as ‘existent’, as projecting itself out into the ‘clearing’ of the World. Because Dasein is through its projects, it cannot be thought of as having an abiding essence that it conforms to and that can be known in advance (Heidegger 2010, p. 223). But, as Heidegger’s (1998) critique of Sartre’s (1948) interpretation of human existence as radical freedom reminds us, Dasein’s existential mode of being entails projecting and living in terms of ways of being already taken as meaningful in Dasein’s social world. Dasein is always already ‘thrown’ into its situation by its projection (2010, p. 133).

Dasein thus reveals itself as a pre-committed entity, for at any given point in its everyday being Dasein is already embedded in some role or other, undertaking projects it is engrossed in. At the everyday level, Dasein’s projective nature has always already engaged individual Dasein in meaningful undertakings (2010, p. 148). Except in the wake of limit situations—such as confrontations with death or ‘moments of vision’, Dasein does not make explicit choices between different possibilities for itself, but is tied up in an enveloping commitment to certain roles, with other Dasein cast in particular roles, without necessarily being told the parts they are meant to play. Guided by moods peculiar to this or that form of being-in-the-world, entities, other people and activities are already imbued with significance. Heidegger’s analysis of Dasein as competent within its ‘thrown’ state reveals a being that must be highly knowledgeable and skilled.

4.2 Learning as Entanglement
In the light of Heidegger’s early philosophy, then, the concept of ‘learning’ has at least one obvious application. In the context of Dasein’s everyday engagement in the world, learning pertains to its developing understanding and ‘competence’ in roles and with respect to entities, other Dasein and itself (Dreyfus 1995). Projection is ‘futural’ (Heidegger 2010, p. 321) and has a sense of the purpose of a present activity in which things play a role. In terms of the ontology of the worldliness of the world, our circumspection assumes a dense web of significations within which things have individual and interrelated meaning aligned with the projected future (2010, p. 334). In the vocabulary of Being and Time (2010), Dasein ‘falls’ into the web of significances and ready-made roles and interpretations of entities. Heidegger regards falling as an existential feature of Dasein, but the question can be asked what does the process of falling entail for everyday Dasein? To get from the existent ahead-of-itself Dasein to the already committed Dasein of the individual, some becoming competent must take place. The significance of things, the use of equipment, the potential of others and our self, must all become familiar and meaningful at some point in life.
In a different context, Heidegger discusses the experience of encountering objects that are divested of their familiarity. His analysis of broken or unsuitable equipment highlights the possibility of a disruption of the significance structure of the World that leaves entities temporarily exposed in a relationless glare until Dasein moves on, picking up a different piece of equipment or entering into an alternative process (2010, p. 69). Heidegger’s analysis of the experience of a break in the web of equipmental relations may be applied to understanding the challenges of learning to be competent in the world. Learning a new subject, language, job, game and so on entails involvement with objects, undertakings and roles whose significance or possible use may at first be unclear. They are initially suspended in an awkward, unfamiliar state until they mesh into a significant structure. Learning in this mode is thus a process of resolving the strange, objective presence of those unfamiliar things and roles whose potential significance can nevertheless be assured.
What these observations of Heidegger offer for the immediate question of how Dasein moves from strange, relationless objects to familiar, useable things is the suggestion that in its encounter with what is initially strange, Dasein is still itself embedded in significance structures. Given an assurance that other Dasein is able to resolve what is initially unfamiliar into skilled, productive activity, the learner has the potential to establish connections between significances it does grasp to significances that it does not. The process of learning here is a matter of illuminating unclear but possible significances in terms of already obvious significances. Given that Dasein for the most part learns to be competent in relation to the world of the They, the example of other Dasein engaged competently in roles offers a direct means of illuminating initially unclear significances.

4.3 Learning as Disentanglement
Learning in this first sense describes the ‘fall’ of Dasein into entanglement in the world and contributes to building and maintaining ‘inauthentic’ (yet skilled and knowledgeable) Dasein. But in the light of Dasein’s unique mode of being, learning can also refer to the kind of change involved when Dasein breaks out, or is pushed out, of its everyday engagement when confronted by limit situations or by the strangeness of its own existence in a ‘moment of vision’. Learning at this other level is tied up with individual Dasein finding out about its own potentiality for being, placing it before the ontologically creative dynamic of its own being. This second kind of learning puts individual Dasein in a situation for which “off-the-shelf” solutions are not available. Because these situations force Dasein to countenance its own possibilities, there are fewer or no templates, rules or concrete examples that can be brought over from the domain of the They to illuminate meaning making.
So, while learning in the first mode—the process of reconciling yet-to-be understood things, activities and roles to the background significance-structure of the world—can be facilitated by reference to explicit guidelines or direct assistance from other Dasein through instruction and example, the second mode of learning throws Dasein wholly back on its own resources. The path to reintegrating the web of significances must be cleared by individual Dasein. The possibility remains for Dasein to withdraw from the challenge and sink back into the distractions of everydayness, but if Dasein is stirred sufficiently, it must think and experiment its way to a settlement that incorporates a new mode of being-in-the-world. Learning in this mode is a process that begins in the ‘moment of vision’ and leaves Dasein in a state of uncertainty that can only be resolved through considerable creative effort and insight on Dasein’s part. This form of learning is not obviously amenable to formal educational endeavours, although presumably other authentic Dasein should to be able to provide some form of support to the Dasein engaged in a struggle to disentangle itself.

4.4 Learning and the Later Heidegger
Among other things, the later Heidegger moves his methodological focus away from Dasein, no longer viewing the analysis of Dasein as the way to pursue the question of Being (Standish 2002). However, Dasein is still a central element in Heidegger’s later philosophy and retains a special relationship with Being. Importantly, Dasein is cast into the role of a receiver of the ‘gifts’ of Being and therefore plays a singular part in working out ways of revealing ordained by Being but requiring Dasein to respond and enact appropriately (Heidegger 1977a). Dasein is portrayed by the later Heidegger as ‘harkening’ to being or receiving a ‘gift’ from being (e.g. Heidegger 1998). In the later Heidegger this gift turns out to be a particularly dangerous one. He represents the essence of technology or ‘enframing’ as itself a call from being that ‘gathers’ Dasein to the task of revealing being as resource (1977a, p. 20). A structural similarity can be proposed here between the ‘falling’ of Dasein into the inauthentic mode of being in the early Heidegger, and the active response to enframing in the later Heidegger that leads to the revelation of the world in terms of resources and the construction of Dasein as itself a type of resource. Again, just as Dasein possesses the capacity to transform inauthentic into authentic being in early Heidegger, in his later work Dasein harbours the power, constitutionally resistant to enframing, to comprehend the danger and seek out new ways of revealing.
From the perspective of the later Heidegger (1977a), in which falling under the spell of enframing as well as the possibility of understanding the essence and danger of enframing are both possibilities of Dasein, learning will have two basic modes. First, it will pertain to the process by which Dasein acquires the ability to identify, exploit, develop, inventorise, store, retrieve and deploy resources as well as to the application of this ability to other Dasein and itself. In this mode of learning, the basic mechanism discussed in relation to the process of falling in the early Heidegger appears relevant. That is, Dasein must become familiar with the process of enacting the demands of enframing, learning to see itself in roles of exploiter and developer, and resolving the strange presence of yet-to-be familiar things, processes, activities and roles into serviceable, familiar resources. This mode of learning may be regarded as an extension of the concept of learning as falling that is suggested by the early Heidegger, but in the light of the later Heidegger’s analysis of entanglement, a more specific set of skills are acquired that will allow Dasein to participate in the overarching project of enframing (cf. Gur-Ze’ev 2002).
A second mode of learning, parallel to learning as the emergence of authentic Dasein, is also discernible in the later Heidegger. In this other mode, the problems produced by enframing and the process of enframing itself become apparent to Dasein, triggering an awareness of the danger and the increasingly urgent need to find alternative ways of being-in-the-world. This second form of learning conceived from the perspective of the later Heidegger contrasts with the second form implied by his early philosophy in terms of what triggers it. In the early Heidegger, limit situations such as death shake Dasein out of the tranquillised life of the They and throw Dasein onto its own possibilities of being. In the later Heidegger, it is enframing that produces the conditions of learning, spoiling Dasein’s ‘affair’ with technology (Lambier 2002) and prompting it to search for alternative ways of revealing. Heidegger (1966) suggests that ‘thinking’, which in Chap. 2 was characterised as a highly receptive state of ‘letting be’, opens the possibility of alternative ways of revealing. As indicated in the last chapter, thinking can be nurtured by those who have themselves broken out of the ‘cave’ of enframing and return, as teachers, to help those left behind (Thomson 2005). In the next chapter the role of teacher in promoting thinking will be considered.

4.5 Two Modes of Learning in Heidegger
The modes of learning suggested by Heidegger’s philosophy as a whole thus take two main forms, corresponding to different fundamental dispositions of Dasein. On the one hand, learning involves the process of becoming entangled. For Heidegger, this entanglement is twofold. In his early philosophy it is the process of becoming one of the They, revealed in competent life and work in the everyday world of Dasein. In the later Heidegger, entanglement is more specifically about finding our place in the world of technology and absorbing the ontotheological underpinnings of enframing.
The second form of learning implicit in Heidegger’s philosophy involves disentangling from the They or enframing. In the early Heidegger, the occasion for this process is the unsettling anxiety of limit situations. The condition of this kind of learning is something that may appear at random in Dasein’s life, but it may also be created by other Dasein. In the later Heidegger, the conditions of learning in the mode of disentanglement are more closely tied to the distinctive features of the contemporary epoch of enframing and sensing the danger inherent in it. The potential role of knowledgeable others in highlighting the danger of enframing is explicit in the later Heidegger (1998).
Heidegger’s apparent disdain for entangled Dasein may deflect from the fact that becoming entangled is a long and intricate process that sees Dasein, individually and collectively, attain high levels of competence in the world. At the individual level, it takes years of learning in informal and formal settings to be able to function as one of the They. At the same time, the They continues to build up its immense repertoire of ways of being, replete with increasingly fine-grained knowledge of the world. Individual Dasein faces a substantial task in coming to grips with the growing body of significances that constitutes the They, and then as part of the They, contributing to the collective task of elaborating the repertoire. In terms of the processes and outcomes of learning in the mode of entanglement, the implication that becoming entangled in Heidegger’s sense is ontologically disabling must be qualified. In terms of awareness of Being or of its own-most possibilities, entanglement seems disabling, but in terms of surviving and flourishing in a material sense, entanglement is a significant achievement. This interpretation of the differences between the two broad forms of learning foregrounded by Heidegger’s philosophy suggests alternative paradigms of learning, each with their own conditions, processes, goals and theorisations.

4.6 Learning in Young Dasein
However, the situation is complicated by the relationship between entanglement and disentanglement at the existential and ontological levels. Existentially, although Heidegger does not dwell on the problem of the formation of young Dasein, the question can be posed whether entanglement is a condition of learning in the mode of disentanglement. To what extent does young Dasein require competence in the everyday practices and ontotheological assumptions of the They in order to discern the limits of inauthenticity or the dangers of enframing? Can young Dasein avoid the processes and outcomes of learning in the mode of entanglement, and go straight to authentic being or the state of letting-be? At another level, is the They necessary or is enframing unavoidable? Regarding inauthentic Dasein and the They, it would seem that at least some of the They’s stock of effective ways of being is required before Dasein can be in a position to confront its own finitude. Comprehension of notions such as death and finitude, at some level of explicitness, are surely a condition of authentic Dasein. And the They is surely an indispensable correlate of this need to be established in some way before the They can be apprehended as a source of suffocating sameness.
In terms of enframing, Heidegger argues that it is actually a gift of Being and so hardly something Dasein can approach without a calling. He also points out that the saving power is nurtured by enframing exactly where it becomes most dangerous. It would appear, then, that something like a dialectical relationship obtains between learning in the two modes. In other words, learning in the mode of entanglement may be required before Dasein can be in a position to appreciate the need for learning in the mode of disentanglement. To hark back to the Platonic image discussed in the last chapter, it seems we must start our journey within the cave in order to understand the significance of the light outside it.

4.7 Heidegger and Learning Theory
Educators draw on learning theory in their work (Shulman 1987). Their theory may be explicit or implicit and may have been learned in formal settings or indirectly. For educators responding to Heidegger’s challenge, the implications of his philosophy are important to discern for the learning theories they know. In this part of the chapter some of these implications are considered. The attempt needs to reckon with the contemporary proliferation of learning theories. From the perspective of Heidegger’s philosophy, learning theories may be grouped according to the modes of learning (entanglement and disentanglement) distinguished above. They can be further differentiated according to their respective emphasis on different parts of the structure of being-in-the-world. The relevance of the concept of being-in-the-world for learning theories has been remarked by researchers (Roth 1997), but a systematic analysis has not been undertaken. It is evident that most theories, or at least the major forms treated in textbooks, concern learning in the mode of entanglement. It was suggested that this mode of learning is the initial, probably necessary form for Dasein, and because learning theory has often focused on the learning of young people, it is unsurprising to find that learning theories have tended to address learning in the mode of entanglement.
Major theories such as behaviourism, cognitive theory, and situated learning all attend to processes of becoming competent in the ways and understandings of the They. Some humanist theories, in contrast, relate more clearly to the process of disentanglement. So-called ‘transformative’ learning (Mezirow 1991), for instance, may be interpreted in Heideggerian terms as becoming aware of ways the They shape Dasein and forging new ways of being more consciously appropriated. The metaphysical assumptions of learning theories also serve to differentiate the field. The ontotheological tradition accounts for the assumptions of these learning theories, with more recent ‘epochs’ of this tradition (Thomson 2005) predominant.

4.8 Behaviourism
Behavioural learning theory (e.g. Watson 1998; Skinner 2011) is marked by its commitment to a particular interpretation of scientific method that encourages researchers and educators to restrict their attention to the observable aspects of learning. But such a restricted phenomenological field means that most of the structure of being-in-the-world is blocked out, with only directly observable influences on individual Dasein and immediate responses admitted to the scope of investigation. The significance-structure of the world cannot be registered in a behavioural analysis of learning, nor modes of being-in, being-with and being-a-self. Only immediately observable, public events (stimuli, responses) can be admitted as real for the analysis, leaving handiness and Dasein as such out of the picture. Behavioural analysis is left to propose and test law-like relationships between observable events and the manipulation of the environment of Dasein by researchers and educators. Any regularities that underpin these events—which for Heidegger lie in the totality of being-in-the-world—must be inferred, but using a phenomenologically narrowed analytic process. From a Heideggerian perspective, behavioural accounts of learning are highly restricted in terms of their phenomenological basis, compounded by a stance on the being of entities that blocks out being-in-the-world and handiness, leaving only objective presence in play.
The metaphysical assumptions of behavioural learning theory can be inferred from its openly avowed adherence to scientific method (Watson 1998; Skinner 2011). The early Heidegger argued that the disengaged ‘theoretical attitude’ of scientific research served to ‘de-world’ the entities of its inquiries, stripping them of their significances (2010, p. 344). In the mode of pure presence they become objects with properties that may be studied in their own right. Scientific research is also characterised by a gaze that fixes its objects, privileging the visible and inaugurating the ‘hegemony of vision’ (Levin 1993). Behaviourism may be understood in terms of the early Heidegger’s analysis of the theoretical attitude. The suggestion that behavioural theory is unable to comprehend more than a small slice of being-in-the-world can be interpreted as an artefact of the de-worlding process of the theoretical attitude brought to bear on human learning. The privileged status of the visible for the theoretical attitude is inscribed in the restriction of phenomena for behavioural research to observable behaviour.
The later Heidegger builds significantly on the analysis of science offered in Being and Time (2010). Heidegger’s analysis of the pre-history of the metaphysics of technology highlights the significance of the development of natural science for enframing:[enframing] concerns nature, above all, as the chief storehouse of the standing energy reserve. Accordingly, man’s ordering attitude and behavior display themselves first in the rise of modern physics as an exact science. Modern science’s way of representing pursues and entraps nature as a calculable coherence of forces. Modern physics is not experimental physics because it applies apparatus to the questioning of nature. Rather, the reverse is true. Because physics, indeed already as pure theory, sets nature up to exhibit itself as a coherence of forces calculable in advance, it therefore orders its experiments precisely for the purpose of asking whether and how nature reports itself when set up this way (1977a, p. 21).


              
Natural science projects the being of nature in a way that forces it to be revealed as ‘a coherence of forces calculable in advance.’ Behaviourism commits to this project, taking the ‘natural’ phenomenon of learning as its empirical focus. It is noteworthy that behaviourism is content to seek and test its laws in a variety of organisms that exhibit learning, including dogs, pigeons and rats as well as humans. Humans may be more complicated, but as part of nature they are constituted by common elements in a ‘coherence of forces’ that remains intrinsically calculable.
Behavioural learning theory thus conforms to the natural science paradigm, and because of this prior commitment, the rise of technology that puts the results of natural scientific research to work finds in the behavioural body of knowledge a ready-made source of principles. The development of ‘educational technology’ in the first half of the 20th century bears witness to the affinities between behavioural learning theory and the imperatives of enframing. In particular, those aspects of enframing concerned with specifying, developing and inventorying human resources find in the behavioural body of knowledge effective tools such as methods for coding behaviour (e.g. behavioural objectives principles) and for modifying behaviour to match specifications determined in advance (e.g. reinforcement schedules). However, the latter part of the 20th century saw some limitations of the utility of behavioural theory, particularly in regard to more subtle yet valuable capacities of human resources. Despite efforts such as those of Skinner (2011) to elaborate a comprehensive behavioural program geared to exploiting subtle capacities, other theories of learning such as cognitive theory promise to facilitate a deeper penetration of the regime of enframing into the human realm.

4.9 Cognitive Learning Theory
Cognitive theories of learning (e.g. Piaget 1969; Anderson 2009) are also committed to scientific method, but adopt the position that cognitive processes are accessible to research and can be rigorously studied. Cognitive theory thus approaches a phenomenal field wider than that of behaviourism, taking into account aspects of being-in, being-with and being-a-self comprising Dasein’s structure. However, what is revealed as real for study and explanation in cognitive theory remains close to the ontotheological assumptions of behaviourism. For cognitive as well as behavioural learning theory, the focus is objectively present entities, overlooking the ontologically distinct forms of being peculiar to Dasein and handiness. This stance means that although cognitive theory envisages a broader phenomenological field, it is restricted in terms of what it can find in the domain of the psyche. There it finds present representations of sensory and conceptual material. For example, the ‘information-processing’ approach to cognitive entities that dominates cognitive learning research and theory (Geissler et al. 1992) views the mental life of Dasein as one of circulations of discrete pieces of information flowing into and between different containers set within the larger container of the mind, modified through different processes and stored for later retrieval prompted by external ‘cues’. Heidegger’s (1977b) critique of representational thinking applies to the explanations of cognition proffered by cognitive learning theory. That is, cognitive approaches are trapped in a metaphysics of mind that renders invisible the projective nature of Dasein and the locus of consciousness in the clearing disclosed by being-in-the-world.
Since cognitive learning theory adheres to the scientific paradigm it, like behaviourism, adopts the theoretical attitude examined by the early Heidegger (2010). As such, despite the comparatively wider phenomenal field of cognitive theory that allows it to admit cognitive processes into the scope of its enquiry, it methodologically de-worlds its phenomena to reveal an isolated psyche with objective properties. The projective nature of Dasein and the clearing of being-in-the-world is lost to view, leaving only distorted and partial activities that are forced to conform to the template of objectivity. The significance-structure of worldliness is likewise reduced to local circulations of information. The later Heidegger’s analysis of the essence of technology suggests an extended reading of cognitive learning theory’s allegiance to the scientific paradigm. Since cognitive theory penetrates deeper into the nature of human learning than behaviourism, it opens vistas of exploitation and control not afforded enframing by behaviourism. Cognitive theory presents the human mind as a virtual machine with interconnected information processing modules such as a sensory register and working and long-term memories (Geissler et al. 1992). Applied cognitive learning theory reveals ways that human resource development challenges can be addressed as ‘instructional design problems’ which can be surmounted through information processing analyses of types of learning embedded in immediate problems of exploitation, development and storage (Smith and Ragan 2005). The apparatus of cognitive theory-inspired educational technology gives enframing direct access to the cognitive technology of the mind. In addition, cognitive theory has brought to light the mechanisms of self-exploitation and control in the form of ‘meta-cognition’ (Flavell 1979) and the theory of cognitive strategies. Enframed Dasein is thus able to actively participate in the production of itself as a resource, promising unprecedented efficiencies in the refinement and stockpiling of this particular resource.

4.10 Situated Learning Theory
Situated learning theory (Lave and Wenger 1991) represents an alternative understanding of learning which, from the perspective of Heidegger’s philosophy, is more attuned to the structure of being-in-the-world than behavioural or cognitive theory. Situated learning theory emphasises the role of social practices in learning. Learning is the process of becoming a competent participant in a social practice. The notion of social practices addresses the discrete activities of the They centred on enterprises such as an occupation. Situated learning theory describes the formation of individual Dasein on the basis of the understandings, doings and roles specific to a social practice. More than either behavioural or cognitive learning theory, situated learning theory addresses the entanglement of Dasein in the They and acknowledges the being-with and being-in elements of the structure of being-in-the-world. But partly because of the rhetorical foundation of situated learning theory as a viable alternative to traditional psychological theories of learning, those who promote this alternative deny scope for Dasein’s existential character. As a consequence, Dasein’s projective nature is not adequately apprehended and analysed. Situated learning theory thus comes to grips with the phenomenological scope of being-in-the-world, but is constrained methodologically so that any individual Dasein’s efforts to disentangle itself from social practices are ignored. However, some research (Fuller 2007) identifies the need to consider learning ‘across’ social practices, while Hodge (2014) has attempted to clarify the transformative potential of movement between social practices.
The appeal to social practices to account for the nature of learning and learner identity that characterises situated learning theory is shared among disciplines that have distanced themselves from the paradigm of the natural sciences. According to Schatzki (2001), the ‘turn’ to practice as an explanatory model in social theory can be attributed to the influence of philosophers such as Wittgenstein and Heidegger. Both thinkers rejected the philosophy of Descartes with its dichotomy of thinking and extended substances, and each was critical of any attempt to overcome dualism by recourse to models of natural science. For Schatzki, ‘social practices’ is a concept that captures the insights of these philosophers. Heidegger’s notion of being-in-the-world paves the way to social practice accounts by locating the individual in a rich context generative of identity, community and competence. From the perspective of the early Heidegger then, the explanation offered by situated learning theory already resonates with insights spawned by the analysis of Dasein. However, from the standpoint of the later Heidegger, overcoming the methodological limitations of the theoretical attitude is not enough to equip a learning theory to engage critically with the essence of technology. Indeed, as Wenger’s later work (Wenger et al. 2002) demonstrates, the theoretical innovations of situated learning are themselves readily appropriated and deployed as a technology of human resource exploitation and development. Thus we witness the appropriation of the concept of ‘communities of practice’ by management consultants and theorists, abetted by authorities such as Wenger himself, to engineer social practices to generate self-controlling and self-developing communities for commercial goals.

4.11 Learning in Everyday Contents
Related developments in learning theory include approaches that emphasise learning in everyday contexts. Situated learning theory (Lave and Wenger 1991) made a strong case for regarding learning as a process triggered by any engagement by an individual in social practices. For Lave and Wenger, institutional education promotes a special and potentially dysfunctional form of learning insofar as it often attempts to inculcate formal systems of knowledge divorced from the processes of participation in social practices. Formal learning involves learning about the bodies of knowledge and skills developed and possessed by social practices and is unlikely to equip learners for competent participation in practices. Marsick and Watkins (1990) made a similar point with their concept of ‘informal learning’ which they suggest is a more or less accidental by-product of other activities.
Billett (2001) elaborated a theory of ‘workplace learning’ that critically builds on the insights of situated learning theory and the concept of informal learning. Billett (2002) is specifically critical of the ideological and methodological assumptions of situated learning theory which downplay the agency of the individual learner in the process of becoming competent in a social practice. With his emphasis on individual activity in the context of social practices, Billett makes way for the full structure of being-in-the-world to enter the scope of learning theory research. However, from a Heideggerian perspective, Billett’s (2002) conceptualisation of the ‘agency’ of individual learners remains hamstrung by cognitivist assumptions about human being, reducing learning to ‘co-construction’ within ‘inter-psychological’ processes. This approach is metaphysically committed to viewing learners and their interactions as objectively present entities in which learning itself is a matter of the manipulation of representations of the world in the psyche of learners. The ontologically projective structure constitutive of Dasein cannot be acknowledged in Billett’s picture even if his phenomenological scope is adequate to the structure of being-in-the-world.
Interest in workplace, work-based and work-related learning generated by researchers such as Marsick and Watkins (1990), Lave and Wenger (1991) and Billett (2001) has produced a large body of literature that includes contributions by Heidegger scholars. For example, Gibbs (2008) employed Heidegger’s early philosophy to understand the workplace and the learning within it. He applied the concept of handiness (the type of being possessed by equipment and things which may be put to use such as tools and materials) to analyse the workplace context. Gibbs also drew on Heidegger’s account of ‘circumspective concern’ (active practical thinking) to understand the activity of skilled workers dwelling in these environments. Gibbs described the significance-structure of worldliness that constitutes the horizon of workplace activities as well as the existential structure of being-with that underpins our relationships at work. Against the background of the phenomenology of work and the workplace, Gibbs attempts to outline the nature of learning itself. He identifies learning with the disclosure of the workplace for skilled workers, an experience of alethia through which significances and possibilities of Dasein are revealed. However, Gibbs does not offer a detailed account of this process. He indicates that Dreyfus and Dreyfus’s five-stage model of the development of expertise is relevant to understanding this process (2008, p. 431) but does not explain how, nor how disclosure—which has both ontological and ontical dimensions—is to be understood in the context of workplace learning.

4.12 Humanist Learning Theory
Humanist learning theory (e.g. Knowles 1981; Mezirow 1991) can be distinguished from the bulk of theories just discussed by its consideration of the broadly existential dimensions of Dasein. For theorists and educators working in this tradition, the human personality is the locus of the dynamics of learning. In contrast with cognitive theories, humanist learning theory does not account for learning in terms of mental processes but focuses instead on processes of meaning-making, transformation and self-actualisation. The phenomenal scope of humanist theories is thus Dasein in its world, both as active appropriator of the practices of the They and as the critical individual who potentially disengages from the They. Drawing from inner resources, the transformative learner is envisaged as consciously assuming and modifying roles. Of the learning theories considered so far, the humanist is most attuned to the phenomenon of learning in the mode of disentanglement. However, like the humanism criticised by Heidegger (1998), humanist learning theory overlays its understanding of the processes of human change with an image of the human that serves to distort the way these theories regard the sources and ends of learning. While formally apprehending the learning of Dasein as a matter of extrication from the restrictive practices of the They, humanist learning theory does not clearly register the implications of disentanglement from the ontotheological tradition. Instead, humanist learning theory may leave unacknowledged the binds of the tradition even while promoting the process of transformation.
Despite the emancipatory vision of learning promoted by humanist learning theory, appropriation of humanist insights for instrumental goals is possible even if such attempts discover that humanist principles are not as congenial as those of behavioural and cognitive learning theory. For instance, a literature has grown up around the potential for harnessing the principles of Mezirow’s (1991) theory of transformative learning for professional, higher and remedial education purposes. To illustrate, an edited volume by Morris and Faulk (2012) for nurse educators promotes transformative learning as an ‘innovative pedagogy’ for professional learning. Chapters include ‘The Road to Professionalism: Transformative Learning for Professional Role Development’ (Morris and Faulk 2012), ‘Using the Transformative Process for Student Success’ (Freeman and Lazenby 2012) and ‘Self-Regulation through Transformative Learning’ (Morris et al. 2012). The volume is pervaded by a sense of the quixotic nature of transformative learning, which makes it among the more difficult approaches to apply as a technology of human resource exploitation. However, the thrust of the chapters is unmistakable, demonstrating that humanist learning theory is vulnerable to enframing despite its fundamental attunement to learning in the mode of disengagement.

4.13 Conclusion
Part of Heidegger’s challenge to education is an invitation to reconsider assumptions and theories about learning. The early Heidegger’s philosophy of human being is especially rich in implications for understanding learning. In this chapter a Heideggerian interpretation of learning was sketched that presented learning as the movement from an encounter with things, symbols, ideas and roles experienced as bereft of meaningful reference to the world of the learner to the disclosure of these same entities as usable and meaningful. Heidegger’s distinction between inauthentic Dasein (bound up with the They) and authentic Dasein (consciously projecting one’s own possibilities of being) was also employed to distinguish learning in the mode of entanglement and learning as disentanglement respectively. The later Heidegger’s thought gives a different meaning to learning as entanglement. Here, learning is a matter of developing facility in enframing the world, that is, the skills and knowledge for developing and exploiting resources. Disentanglement is then the mode of learning that involves awareness of the dangers of enframing and seeks new ways of revealing consistent with the approach of ‘thinking’.
Some well-known theories of learning were appraised against the background of Heidegger’s ideas. Existing theories were mostly found wanting in a few key dimensions. Against the holistic structure of being-in-the-world, existing learning theories were shown to have a more or less restricted view of what human being involves. Behavioural theory restricts itself to observable phenomena immediately related to the learner’s activity whereas situated learning theory assumes that learners are embedded in social practices offering an approach to learning more consistent with the scope of being-in-the-world. Yet these theories predominantly describe and theorise learning in the mode of entanglement. Humanistic theories address the vicissitudes of disentanglement but remain committed to presuppositions about human being that limit their analysis. This limitation is revealed in the potential of humanistic theories to be co-opted for programs of human resource development.
The chapter suggests that the implications of Heidegger’s thought for understanding learners and learning are yet to be clarified. But the complex, holistic structure of being-in-the-world presents a yardstick for assessing the phenomenological scope of learning theories, that comprehending the nature of Dasein’s projective, existential being rather than viewing it as one object among others is necessary for understanding what happens in and as a result of learning, and finally that entanglement and disentanglement present two basic modes of learning each with their own processes and significance. Acknowledging these two modes of learning does present the challenge of how the two relate and the extent to which entanglement is necessary for disentanglement. These are among the implications of Heidegger’s philosophy for understanding learning.
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Abstract
This chapter offers a closer examination of Heidegger’s thinking in relation to teaching. His early philosophy suggests an existential analysis of teaching. According to this analysis, teachers may adopt a traditional role and shape their students to conform to official expectations. Alternatively, teachers can challenge accepted roles and make conscious, ‘authentic’ decisions about the way they will engage with learners. Such teaching demonstrates authenticity, encouraging learners to drop stock learner roles and fully open themselves to the learning situation. Authentic teaching and learning opens individuals to new ways of being, but can also be perceived as a threat to the establishment. The later Heidegger’s philosophy suggests that the authentic teacher will be especially attuned to the dangers of instrumental thinking and help learners to recognise and avoid the threat. Heidegger’s body of work also contains direct contributions to pedagogical theory. For instance, he argued that genuine teachers teach only by becoming the foremost of learners in a group. They should not be mere dispensers of information but ‘let’ learning take place by being ahead of students in quest of learning. Here it is important to note that Heidegger was himself a committed teacher. Testimony of his students discussed in this chapter reveals that he was indeed a powerful influence—but that his influence could be overwhelming.
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So far, the problematic nature of the educational tradition—especially in the technological era—has been indicated (Chap. 3), along with the extent to which learning theories reflect narrow and flawed assumptions about human being and its context (Chap. 4). Presumably, from a Heideggerian perspective, teaching will occupy a pivotal role in translating the imperatives of the They and the Tradition into the formation of learners as inauthentic Dasein and ultimately as a kind of resource. However, this initial reading of teaching work obscures the fact that as Dasein, teachers are themselves being-in-the-world with a special relationship of ‘being-with’ the learning Dasein. And even if they have been constructed as and understand themselves as a kind resource, teachers retain the radical possibility of disentanglement. Teachers may dwell in the institutions and traditions of education, and they may be responsive to learning theories that are built on limited views of Dasein or transmit the challenging demands of 'enframing', but they are no mere cogs in the machinery. Heidegger’s extant comments on teaching draw attention to the potential of teaching to disrupt the systems of enframing and raise learning Dasein from its submergence in the They. But to do so, teachers must extricate themselves from the instrumental assumptions of current education systems and learning theories. This marks a ‘dangerous’ path replete with threats to job prospects and of sanctions imposed by the teaching profession. It is dangerous, too, in a sense pointed out by Heidegger (1998), who, interpreting Plato’s allegory of the cave, identified the teacher’s role with the actions of those who have escaped from bondage, have ‘seen the light’, and who return to the darkness of the cave to free those left behind. Like Plato, Heidegger highlights the danger posed to the returnee by captives unwilling to break free. In a world that is more and more attuned to the essence of technology, the teacher may face incredulity and even animosity.
In this chapter the implications for teaching of Heidegger’s direct remarks about teaching and of his philosophy more broadly will be examined. This exploration will be supplemented by accounts of Heidegger’s own students that attest to the singular power of his teaching (Arendt 1978; Gadamer 1985). The work of education scholars in the area of teaching will also be discussed. The chapter will commence with an examination of teachers’ work from the standpoint of Heidegger’s early philosophy, emphasising the unique existential structure of the teacher-learner relationship. In the second part of the chapter Heidegger’s later philosophy will be consulted to enlarge the picture of teaching. The final part of the chapter will focus on Heidegger the teacher, bringing the discussion around to a response to Thomson’s (2002) question, ‘What is called Teaching?’
5.1 The Early Heidegger and Teaching
Heidegger’s early philosophy offers a conceptualisation of the existential context of teaching work and the notion of authentic teaching. Being-in-the-world is the early Heidegger’s horizon for all human activity, and his analysis of this phenomenon distinguishes ‘structural factors’ that include ‘being-with’ and ‘being-a-self’ (2010, p. 116). Being-in-the-world implies both the social and the individual being of Dasein, and teaching as a social activity can be viewed in terms of the existential constitution of Dasein. Being-with is the structural element of Dasein that underpins the They, and as the previous chapter indicated, participation or ‘entanglement’ in the They is the character of much learning, especially that of young Dasein. Teaching as a basic possibility of Dasein is founded on the structural factor of being-with and in its traditional and everyday guise contributes directly to individual Dasein’s initiation into the They through mastering the understandings, equipment and roles constituting the They’s repertoire.
Donnelly (1999) suggests that Heidegger’s concept of being-with offers a way of understanding the pedagogical relationship as the basis of the teaching profession. As a moment of being-in-the-world, being-with is a ‘primordial’ element of Dasein that precedes and enables sociality. Donnelly quotes Heidegger on the way being-with is supposed to form the basis of understanding each other:Being-with is such that the disclosedness of the Dasein-with of Others belongs to it; this means that because Dasein’s Being is Being-with, its understanding of Being already implies the understanding of Others. This understanding, like any understanding, is not an acquaintance derived from knowledge about them, but a primordially existential kind of Being which, more than anything else, makes such knowledge and acquaintance possible (in Donnelly 1999, p. 947).


              
In contrast to other professions that ontologically address objectively present or handy modes of being (such as in the professional models promoted by Schön 1983 and Abbott 1988), teaching is ontologically concerned with the modality of being designated by being-with, for it is a social activity above all and one that has been a possibility of being-in-the-world from the first. In professional terms, being-with cannot be comprehended in terms of a design challenge that can be creatively resolved and dispensed with (Schön’s model) and it cannot be approached as a problem to be overcome using appropriate knowledge and techniques (Abbott’s model). Donnelly (1999) acknowledges that teaching may involve design (e.g. in the form of curriculum) and can involve addressing problematic situations (e.g. ‘managing challenging behaviour’) but these activities are not characteristic of the central work of the teacher. Rather, teaching work is fundamentally concerned with the being of learners and only incidentally with ‘problems’ and it is also work that is ongoing rather than a moving-on once a situation has been resolved. Being-with, as an existential possibility of Dasein and the foundation of teaching, underpins an understanding relationship that, through the ‘clearing’ action of being-in-the-world, opens an ongoing and unproblematic space for teacher and learner to share discoveries and build competence.
Donnelly (1999) draws on the implications of Heidegger’s early thought in his own critique of another professional model of teaching as a fundamentally ‘reflective’ undertaking (e.g. Tickle 1994). Heidegger’s (2010) analysis of Dasein reveals that everyday human being assumes a background of significance against which actions and things have meaning. The possibility is there of disembedding things and processes from this background (by the gaze of the ‘theoretical attitude’), and through it the possibility of encountering isolated or self-contained objects and egos. In Heidegger’s view, philosophers have built theories of human being that invert the fundamental relationship between the background and foreground of being-in-the-world and explain Dasein ontologically in terms of egos relating through representations of objects. For Donnelly (1999), theories of teaching that foreground reflection repeat the Cartesian error asserted by Heidegger (2010), i.e. by making consciousness of the teaching self and situation essential to the process of teaching. Donnelly (1999) explains that this elevation of consciousness obscures or is hostile to the contribution of local practices or traditions to teaching activity, potentially severing teachers from the meaning-conferring significance structure of the practices of the school. However, he concedes that this kind of argument is vulnerable to the charge of conservatism at the same time as it problematizes a Cartesian take on teaching.
Donnelly (1999) does not explore the implications, conservative or otherwise, of teaching regarded as a practice authorised by the They, nor the implications of the projective nature of Dasein as teacher. If the relationship of teachers and learners can be understood as a mode of everyday being-with, then it is a relationship enacted according to the roles of teacher and learner located among the scripts of the They’s repertoire. Depending on the educational context—family, school, and workplace and so on—the roles of teacher and learner are activated and projected by individual Dasein. Some of these roles are highly formalised—in the university setting for instance—while others are less so—in the family or workplace—where the roles of ‘teacher’ and ‘learner’ are less bounded and celebrated. The basic positions of teacher and learner are founded on the existential possibilities of being-with, and some roles tied to particular contexts have received definition over time. Thus the figure of Socrates (Plato 1961), Rousseau’s tutor in Emile (2009), Shaw’s Higgins in Pygmalion (1912, basis of the movie My Fair Lady), Schulman’s Keating, the archetype of the authentic teacher in the Dead Poet’s Society (1989), Gaarder’s Knox in Sophie’s World (1991) and Groening’s Edna Krabappel in The Simpsons (1989) all feed into the fund of possible teacher and learner roles, along with the official forms sanctioned by professional bodies and teacher training institutions.
Heidegger (2010, p. 143) explains that Dasein’s projection opens the ‘there’ or situation within which entities and other Dasein stand revealed. The assumption and projection of teacher and learner roles open what might be termed a ‘pedagogical clearing’ in which teaching, learning and curriculum are revealed. Heidegger (2002) actually uses the term ‘clearing’ to refer to the university institution when it is functioning in an ideal way, that is, to promote thinking and inquiry into the assumptions of particular disciplines. Heidegger’s (2010) early philosophy reveals three major ways of being: Dasein (being-in-the-world), handiness (the being of things in use) and objective presence (things stripped of their worldly significances). As suggested in the previous chapter, ‘learning’ can be regarded as the process by which the subject matter for learners makes the ontological switch from the strangeness and disconnection of objective presence to the familiarity and useability of handiness. Learners initially confront the matter of learning as something without obvious, immediate significance for their own roles and the meaningful entities with which they are familiar. The pedagogical clearing may be characterised as that space in which learners may expect the obscurity and strangeness of the subject to eventually lift. In this clearing, the teacher envisages subject matter (with which they are at least familiar if not expertly so) from the perspective of the learner, finding ways to exhibit significances and analogies that pave the way for the ontological switch in the learner’s experience of the subject. But the teacher cannot do more than point out and reassure, with the final achievement of significance always resting with the learner. Thus the pedagogical clearing may be experienced as a site of smooth transition of subject matter from strange to familiar (for the learner), and between familiar and strange (for the teacher). Or such a clearing may become an obscured space marked by obstinate refusal of objectively present subject matter to make way for handiness or by difficulties for the teacher in recapturing the experience of the objectiveness and unfamiliarity of subject matter. In other words, the pedagogical clearing may make way for a frustrating experience, where learners do not ‘get it’ and/or where teachers cannot explain what it is they understand about the subject matter from the learner’s perspective.
The early Heidegger (2010) introduces a distinction between authentic and inauthentic modes of Dasein. In the preceding chapters this distinction was used to explore implications for education and learning. In the present chapter the distinction also plays an illuminating role. The concept of a pedagogical clearing and associated tensions may be examined in terms of authentic and inauthentic teaching. Inauthentic Dasein has been presented as a kind of default, entry-level modality for individual Dasein but it has been argued that inauthenticity with its commitment to the They can involve high levels of skill, a point that is consistent with Heidegger’s intention of using authenticity and inauthenticity as special, ontological terms designating modes of being rather than some sort of moral framework. It has been proposed that a pedagogical clearing is constituted by intersecting projections of teacher and learner roles by individual Dasein. It may be inferred that the projections initially will be inauthentic in Heidegger’s technical sense, that is, projections of possibilities drawn directly and uncritically from the repertoire of the They. Put differently, ready-made teacher and learner roles are likely to automatically come into play in ordinary pedagogical situations. Inexperienced teachers and learners in formal educational settings, or experienced teachers and learners who are new to each other, may find themselves acting out stock scripts. Teachers have acquainted themselves with acceptable and/or appealing roles through their own experiences of institutionalised education that has been termed the ‘apprenticeship of observation’ (Lortie 1975), through roles popularised in the mass media (Dalton 2010), and during any pre-service education they receive (Tomlinson 1999). Learners likewise absorb images of learner behaviour (e.g. through family, peers or portrayals such as Bart Simpson or Dora the Explorer) and are constrained by the structuring context of the institution to occupy ‘acceptable’ roles (notwithstanding the appeal of ‘unacceptable’ roles—e.g. Bart Simpson—that may be rehearsed alongside the expected forms). Likewise, the revelation of subject matter in the pedagogical clearing may also conform to preformed modes, with learners reacting to unfamiliar material in typical ways and teachers likewise pointing the way from strangeness to familiarity in typical ways. These ways of working with subject matter are thus drawn from the existing stock of approaches enabling different permutations of teacher and learner experience of the pedagogical clearing.
Authentic teaching, again using Heidegger’s (2010) ontological reading of the authenticity-inauthenticity distinction, will involve an individual teacher in some kind of confrontation with standard teacher roles. It may foster pedagogical anxieties and a realisation of underlying finitude and inherent riskiness of teaching. It may become clear that there are no sure ways to go forward in the pedagogical relationship and that the fundamental purpose of teaching, i.e. to recapture the strangeness of worldless subject matter cannot be formalised but must remain an ongoing process (cf. Donnelly 1999) requiring continuous adjustment to the shifting needs of learners. Authentic teaching maintains the pedagogical clearing as a site of the disclosing-concealing play of alethia and invites the learner to cast off their own stock roles and behaviours to venture out into authentic learning.
The implications of Heidegger’s early philosophy for understanding teaching just indicated echo Greene’s (1974) arguments in Teacher as Stranger. Greene belongs to the first group of education researchers identified in Chap. 3 who drew on the newly translated literature of European philosophy in the existential, phenomenological and hermeneutic traditions. The flurry of translation work of the post-war decades confronted education scholars with a set of ideas in which Heidegger’s own contribution was not always clearly distinguishable. Thus Greene (1974) employed many Heideggerian notions that were mediated by writers such as Sartre, Merleau-Ponty and Buber who were each indebted to Heidegger’s philosophy for key arguments. Greene advocated an approach to teaching in which teachers are urged to question pre-given teacher roles (1974, p. 269) and to present themselves as persons who have freely ‘chosen themselves’ (1974, p. 170). Summing up her argument in relation to teachers, she says,Our concern throughout this book has been to make that person visible to himself. If the teacher agrees to submerge himself into the system, if he consents to being defined by others’ views of what he is supposed to be, he gives up his freedom “to see, to understand, and to signify” for himself. If he is immersed and impermeable, he can hardly stir others to define themselves as individuals. If, on the other hand, he is willing to take the view of the homecomer and create a new perspective on what he has habitually considered real, his teaching may become the project of a person vitally open to his students and the world (1974, p. 270).


              
Here, Greene may be read as summarising an early Heideggerian take on the inauthentic and authentic possibilities of teaching. She invokes the image of the homecomer which resonates with the culminating phase of the journey of learning in Plato’s (1961) cave allegory. Greene (1974) also explores the practical implications of adopting the stance of what she calls an ‘existential teacher.’ She explains that the existential teacher willset up classroom situations that make it difficult to maintain “peace of mind.” He may use literature and the arts; he may focus on crisis situations—such as a Peace Moratorium; he may engage students in concrete questioning and confrontation; he may urge them to take stands. The task will not be easy for such a teacher, anymore than it will for his students because they are forever condemned to the freedom that requires them to create themselves over and over without a sense of comforting constraint or a priori norm (1974, pp. 281–282).


              
For Greene, although teachers may succumb to the expectation to fulfil a ‘pious and authoritative role’ (1974, p. 272), they may enact teaching that is ‘authentic’ in Heidegger’s sense by becoming ‘visible’ to themselves and ‘choosing’ themselves.

5.2 The Later Heidegger and Teaching
The dangers of authentic teaching come to the fore in Heidegger’s (1998) examination of Plato’s allegory of the cave. Heidegger’s interpretation of Plato’s allegory of the cave has already been discussed. Heidegger’s analysis of Plato’s doctrine of truth unfolds through a reading of the allegory of the cave—an image employed in The Republic (Plato 1961) to illustrate Plato’s metaphysical theory. Heidegger’s analysis closely follows the story of the captive cave dwellers who have grown up believing that shadows cast on a wall are real things but who may be released and eventually reach the surface and the blinding experience of the light of the sun, the ultimate source of illumination. This interpretation has thrown light on education, through Thomson’s (2004) elaboration of its implications for contemporary education in Chap. 3. In the present chapter, the analysis of the allegory tells us something about Heidegger’s vision of teaching, for the story is of a cycle. The end of the first turning traces the path of one who has emerged into daylight and then descends back into the cave to rescue those still caught in the shadows below. As Heidegger stresses,the telling of the story does not end, as is often supposed, with the description of the highest level attained in the ascent out of the cave. On the contrary, the “allegory” includes the story of the descent of the freed person back into the cave, back to those who are still in chains. The one who has been freed is supposed to lead these people too away from what is unhidden for them [i.e. the shadows on the cave wall] and to bring them face to face with the most unhidden [i.e. the world viewed by the light of the sun] (1998, p. 171).


              
Heidegger’s (1998) reading of the allegory draws attention to the fact that at each stage of ascent, people turn from that which is familiar (‘unhidden for them’) to apprehend the conditions of their knowledge, an enlightening experience of the hitherto unconscious assumptions that underpin the familiarity of the familiar. But before a turning is possible, learners must become accustomed to the mode of unhiddenness appropriate to the stage of the learning journey. As has been explained in this and previous chapters, it would seem that Dasein must first become thoroughly proficient in the world ruled by the They and the Tradition before it is equipped to embark on the path of disentanglement. In our time the massive task of becoming a competent participant in the world of the They demands an army of teachers to undertake the truly industrial-scale work of inducting young Dasein before they are ready to challenge their own assumptions.
Heidegger (1998) traces the final stage of Plato’s allegory, of the return into the cave by those who have been ‘freed.’ He portrays the disorientation of the returnee,the would-be liberator no longer knows his or her way around the cave and risks the danger of succumbing to the overwhelming power of the kind of truth that is normative there, the danger of being overcome by the claim of the common “reality” to be the only reality. The liberator is threatened with the possibility of being put to death, a possibility that become a reality in the fate of Socrates, who was Plato’s “teacher” (1998, p. 171).


              
Heidegger, like Plato before him, registers the perils of enacting authentic teaching. The authentic teacher casts off traditional roles of the teacher at the same time as they grasp their own possibilities of being (cf. Greene 1974). But such a figure presents a grave threat to the standards expected by and of the profession and ultimately to the norms of the They. Yet the authentic teacher knows that what is at stake is authenticity itself and the potential for authentic Dasein on the part of his or her students. Portrayals of authentic teaching conveyed in literature and mass culture often lead into the very situation of disorientation and danger described in Plato’s allegory (as illustrated by Keating’s demise in the Dead Poets’ Society).
The later Heidegger shifts his philosophical emphasis from Dasein as the path to understanding the meaning of Being to a more direct investigation that foregrounds language (Standish 2002). At the same time, the social-cultural phenomenon of ‘enframing’ emerges as a fundamental danger to Dasein as the unique entity to whom Being addresses itself. For the later Heidegger, the role of the teacher arguably becomes more distinct and important, and he offers brief but clear articulations of his vision of the role. Two of the later Heidegger’s discussions will be outlined here. These treatments are to be found in his deposition to the de-Nazification hearing to which he was summoned in 1945 (Heidegger 2002) and in his discussion of the work of the teacher in the 1951–1952 lecture series translated and published as What Is Called Thinking (Heidegger 1968).
Before looking at these remarks on teaching, which are accounts of emancipatory or transformative pedagogies, it is worth pausing to consider the work of teachers who have not appreciated and committed to the goal of disentangling their learners from the essence of technology. Perhaps the majority of teachers work in the service of the essence of technology. It has been stressed that entanglement is both a way of being that is a significant achievement and probably a necessary station on the way to emancipation (whether in the form of authentic Dasein or openness to non-technological modes of revealing). Teachers who have not been alerted to Heidegger’s challenge to education may work whole-heartedly to induct their learners into the massive, sophisticated knowledge base of modern technology. These teachers may embrace the intoxicating promise of technological solutions to classroom ‘management’ issues and to the great social and environmental challenges facing Dasein and the planet. Such teachers work in systems that involve ever more elaborate, fine-grained and penetrating understandings of the world and Dasein. The work of exploiting, refining, producing, specifying and stockpiling resources is becoming more demanding, more complex and more frenetic, drawing teachers and their learners into the urgent work of keeping up and being competitive. Teachers and their learners have less and less time to do more and more. Teachers and learners ‘burn out’ in the process, but the growth of technology gathers pace. In our time, teachers have the dubious responsibility of training sophisticated human resources capable of dealing with and managing the world of technology and themselves. As servants of the essence of technology, teachers play a central role in translating and relaying the gathering call of enframing. If the spell of enframing is the greatest danger to the contemporary world and Dasein, then teaching is potentially one of the most dangerous roles in the They’s repertoire.
The later Heidegger’s brief treatments of teaching distinguish this sort of teaching from the alternative role of emancipator. One of these treatments comes from 1945 when he was compelled to answer charges arising from his work for the Nazis. In his deposition to his de-Nazification hearing, Heidegger answers two charges. The first is the allegation that he abused his leadership at Freiberg University by placing that institution at the service of Nazi policy. The second prompts responses from Heidegger that are germane to the present chapter:As for the second count, it is alleged that in and through my teaching and research as a member of the philosophy faculty of the University, I wilfully propagated the ideas of the National Socialist German Workers [Nazi] Party with a view to indoctrinating students and inciting them to engage in action in conformity therewith (2002, p. 28).


              
The question of whether Heidegger is guilty as charged we set aside. In Chap. 1 Heidegger’s Nazism was discussed and it is clear that he contributed to the spread of Nazi ideology in his role as Rector of the University of Freiberg during the early 1930s, although the extent to which his philosophy is Nazi was questioned. In the present context the allegation about Heidegger’s corrupting influence on his students is interesting because it flushes out some unambiguous propositions from Heidegger relating to teaching. What he says confirms the dichotomies set up in this chapter between authentic and inauthentic teaching, and teaching in the service of enframing versus teaching that promotes poeisis and ‘thinking’. Heidegger characterises the traditional, entangling role of teacher as follows:The teacher gives eidos, form and finality, to the student as spiritual material presented for shaping and forming…in accordance with an abstract model. The Greek metaphors of formation that provide the basis for our concept of education [Bildung] bear out this connection. In the word morphe [‘form’] there is still to be found the potter’s poietical hand at work on malleable clay. The teacher stands as typos, the mold, from which students will emerge as exemplars. As a verb, typto reminds us of the violence of education in subject-object terms, for it has the meaning “to beat” or “to pound,” as when combating an adversary or, more to the point, pressing a coin. The student is to be beaten into an image, fashioned [plattein] as if he were a drachma coin to be put into circulation. What becomes clear is that the university as a pedagogical community is constructed to be hierarchical and authoritarian: the student is subjected to the discipline of the teacher (2002, pp. 34–35).


              
For Heidegger the traditional teacher’s role is a violent one bent on forcing the student to comply with pre-specified standards. These are the norms and behaviours sanctioned by the They and which transmit the Tradition. In a broad sense, it is into the image of the They that the raw material of the student is formed. Although Heidegger is defending his role as a university teacher and thus refers to the higher education institutional setting, his argument about the hierarchical and authoritarian nature of education applies to other educational sectors. In his deposition, Heidegger ties the violent work of education to enframing. He adds that,Implicit in all this, of course, is that the representation of the teacher is borrowed from techne and its relations to production. It is precisely this reduction of education to the instrumental, by analogy with techne, that is the source of everything awry with the university today (2002, p. 35).


              
The traditional teacher role articulates with the contemporary mindset of technology to generate a ‘representation’ of teaching as a technical endeavour by which value is added to the raw material of the learner to produce graduate resources. Heidegger points out that this representation entails an understanding of teaching as an ‘exchange’ and the pedagogical relationship as a ‘contract’ (2002, p. 39), an understanding that imposes an interpretation foreign to the nature of authentic pedagogy. He explains that,The exchange abstraction is thus imparted to the learning experience from without to give it the form and substance of a quid pro quo, a relation in which the teacher offers something of value in return for something else of value from the student, the result being that pedagogy now becomes regulated by the logic of the contract….The contractualizing of pedagogy has, in fact, achieved such an axiomatic status within the university tradition that discussions of educational reform, even supposed radical ones, simply take it for granted, ignoring ways of conceiving pedagogy innocent of contract as counter-intuitive (2002, p. 39).


              
Heidegger anticipates here the reduction of education to a commodity characteristic of contemporary Neoliberal societies. But his point for the teacher-learner relationship is a subtle one: that the relationship is framed by the principle of the contract, a situation taken for granted by a range of educational philosophies—including the humanist educational theory (e.g. Knowles 1986)—with the result that exchange characterises the most fundamental level of the pedagogical relationship. In other words, although the modern teacher may be committed to casting off the concept of teaching as transmission, assumptions about pedagogy as exchange remain. In the light of this underpinning principle, teaching is regarded from the learner-consumer perspective as service provision that ought to adhere to certain standards. Likewise the teacher may view the learner as a client or customer with certain responsibilities explicit or implicit in the contract. The exchange template also serves to obscure the significance of differences between teachers and between students. All teachers are expected to ‘deliver’ their service in a certain way, and differences between learners are subsumed to the general standard expected of learners in a given context:Before the teacher, there is formal equality within the collective of students. Instruction is thus modeled on exchange: to teach, the teacher disregards the differences and distinctions within the concrete student manifold and addresses himself to the faceless, abstract student that is his counterpart. Likewise, to learn, the student abandons the idiosyncratic expressions of his life for a generic way of thinking that raises him to the level of the teacher (2002, pp. 40–41).


              
Against the image of the teacher as technician Heidegger poses the image implicit in ancient philosophy, as well as in the example of his own teaching. The teacher as technician approaches the learner as raw material for educational production, a pedagogy based on the mode of revealing Heidegger associates with Aristotle’s notion of techne. But Aristotle’s philosophy offers an alternative model of teaching:In truth, Aristotle also points out where one is to look for the solution: pedagogy understood by analogy with physis [the self-revealing mode of nature’s being]. In this regard, morphe [the ‘material’ of the learner] is to be paired with self-creating and self-emerging physis rather than technical hyle, the raw matter of production (2002, p. 35).


              
The pedagogical relationship, in this non-technological mode, envisions the learner (and the teacher too for that matter) as self-revealing being, which means not subject to formation according to a pre-formed template. In this kind of pedagogical clearing, the outcomes of education are in principle difficult to predict and control although what can safely be predicted is that learners will not emerge from their education as a resource ready to take its place in an enframed world according to plan. Heidegger describes the outcome of this form of pedagogy, again in terms of university education, in this way:As a mustering into appearance, the essence of education is thus inextricably bound to the meaning of being with the result that the university emerges as a clearing in which the relation between teacher and student takes on different shapes and forms. In a movement of transcendence, Dasein is torn and dislocated from its world by entry into the clearing of the university (2002, p. 35, italics added).


              
As the alternative to teaching as a technical undertaking that approaches learners as raw matter for production, this other pedagogy involves discarding standard roles. It is a pedagogy that dislocates learners from the certainties of their world (cf. Greene 1974). As such, going back to the warning implicit in Plato’s allegory of the cave, the teacher who refuses the technical role and thus refuses to mould learners according to the standard templates, takes real risks, incurring censure from educational authorities and parents, and potentially hostility and rejection from their own students.
It seems that Heidegger saw himself in these or similar terms when he described himself as a ‘tragic educator’ (2002, p. 43). He declared to the tribunal,As a teacher, I have strived to confound commodity exchange in the classroom. For this reason, my lectures and seminars have appeared odd to many, who are accustomed to the norm of generic education. My paradigm of teaching and learning is the Socratic conversation, the question and answer between individuals who embody the pedagogical scene concretely in ever shifting and undefined ways, such that their respective identities may be thrown into doubt (2002, p. 41).


              
Here, Heidegger explicitly casts himself as a teacher who has thrown off standard pedagogical forms to attempt ‘ever shifting and undefined ways’ of enacting the pedagogical ‘scene’. Explaining the reference to Socrates, he says,The Socratic encounter employs various techniques of discourse in the service of concrete pedagogy. With his needling remarks, Socrates questions his interlocutors into contradiction and confusion, reducing them to aporia, lack of resource. Aporia is a specific kind of lack or want, a perplexity achieved by encounter with the previously unthought, an uncertainty about where to go next driven by a desire to progress….The concrete teacher is one who temporarily stages the scene of resourcelessness. Education is not a passing on of knowledge and skills either in the medieval paradigm of master/apprentice or in the modern of seller/consumer. Rather call it a withholding, a delaying of articulation, in order that the student may attain an answer (2002, p. 41).


              
Heidegger’s understanding of the proper role of the teacher is made clear here: it is a staging of the scene of resourcelessness, a ‘needling’ that intentionally disorients learners and withholds a solution to their disoriented state. It is also a temporary aporia in which the teacher suspends learners, presumably a state in which the teacher will not allow the learner to flounder indefinitely. It should be noted that the characteristic activity of teaching portrayed here does not necessarily entail the full-blown dislocation and tearing from the world that is presumably the object of the teacher who has turned his or her back on the role of technician in the service of enframing. The technique of aporia, in an attenuated form, is a method observed daily in classrooms the world over including in those institutions most bent on moulding learners into resources. However, when aporia is employed to push learners to the point where they are torn out of the certainties of their world then the pedagogical clearing serves as the site of radical disruption of the essence of technology. But this is also the kind of pedagogy that got Socrates into so much trouble, and it is a measure of this same trouble that Heidegger portrays himself as invoking, although in Heidegger’s case he received a ban rather than hemlock.
The figure of Socrates reappears in Heidegger’s first lectures after the ban on his teaching was lifted. In the winter and summer semesters of 1951 and 1952, for the first time in 5 years, Heidegger taught a series of lectures translated as What Is Called Thinking? (1968). The course is devoted to learning and teaching ‘thinking’. As discussed in Chap. 2, this unassuming term refers to a fundamental attitude of ‘letting be’. In What is Called Thinking? thinking is presented as an inclination to the ‘most thought provoking’ (i.e. to Being). The most thought-provoking is a paradoxical matter, for, as Heidegger explains, although we live in a ‘thought provoking time’ we do not think. At the same time, the most thought provoking both withdraws from us and yet is closest to us. Heidegger acknowledges the arbitrary sound of these assertions, but pushes on with the task of engaging with the most thought provoking, and unravelling the paradoxes outlined at the beginning.
At the start of the course, Heidegger (1968) makes several remarks about teaching and learning. He describes the process of learning in terms of apprenticeship (apparently finding in it a value that was not evident in his deposition) and a relationship to a ‘realm’ in which reside ‘essentials’ that ‘address themselves’ to the learner (1968, p. 14). He illustrates this idea with the example of an apprentice cabinetmaker who learns by being open to a relationship with wood. The ‘hidden riches of its nature’ (p. 14) is addressed to the apprentice. The learning of the apprentice consists in realising and appreciating the fundamental nature of wood. But as Heidegger points out,Whether or not a cabinetmaker’s apprentice, while he is learning, will come to respond to wood and wooden things, depends obviously on the presence of some teacher who can make the apprentice comprehend (1968, p. 15).


              
To make the apprentice comprehend, the teacher must have a relationship to what is taught. For Heidegger, the role of the teacher is even more difficult than the task before the learner if the teacher’s relationship to what is taught is authentic or ‘genuine’ (1968, p. 15). He explains that the difficulty of teaching lies not only in the fact that they must know more than their learners and have this knowledge organised and constantly at the ready. Rather,Teaching is more difficult than learning because what teaching calls for is this: to let learn. The real teacher, in fact, lets nothing else be learned than—learning. His conduct, therefore, often produces the impression that we properly learn nothing from him, if by “learning” we now suddenly understand merely the procurement of useful information (1968, p. 15).


              
Heidegger’s point is that the teacher is not the source of what is learned but it is instead the ‘essentials’ or disclosedness of the ‘taught’ that is the source. Unless the teacher falls into the role of mere dispenser of information, it is difficult to say what it is the teacher actually does. To draw out the nature of the contribution of the authentic teacher, Heidegger ventures that the teacher must be thought of as ‘ahead’ of their learners in a special way:The teacher is ahead of his apprentices in this alone, that he has still far more to learn than they—he has to learn to let them learn. The teacher must be capable of being more teachable than the apprentices. The teacher is far less assured of his ground than those who learn are of theirs. If the relation between the teacher and the taught is genuine, therefore, there is never a place in it for the authority of the know-it-all or the authoritative sway of the official (1968, p. 15).


              
The peculiar role of the teacher consists in being ahead of the learners in their openness to what is being revealed. A genuine relationship to what is revealed is something the teacher must attain and to an exemplary level. Their openness to ‘the essentials’ that address them from the realm of the disclosed demands that they relinquish their certainties regarding the revealed and in doing so rendering them more teachable than the other learners. Being ahead of the other learners in this way, the genuine teacher demonstrates learning to the learners, exhibits a genuine relationship with the revealed, and thus ‘lets learn.’ The pedagogical relationship is portrayed here as a relationship of both teacher and learner to the revealed, with the teacher’s role distinguished simply by the fact that its occupant is the pre-eminent learner, someone who is more teachable by the taught and so closer to the essentials of the taught than the formally designated learners.
Although Heidegger illustrates the vocation of the teacher using the example of the apprentice cabinet maker’s teacher, in What Is Called Thinking? (1968), the reason for talking about teaching and learning is to clear the way for the notion of a special kind of teacher. This kind of teacher seeks a genuine relationship with Being itself. The taught in this case is constituted by the ‘essentials’ of no ordinary realm but of the realm of realms. Returning to Heidegger’s paradoxical statement of that which is most thought-provoking, the teacher who addresses the most thought-provoking inclines to that which withdraws and is yet closest, and attempts to think in a time when no one thinks. The exemplar of the teacher who establishes a genuine relationship with this special taught is none other than Socrates:All through his life and right into his death, Socrates did nothing else than place himself into this draft, this current, and maintain himself in it. This is why he is the purest thinker of the West (1968, p. 17).


              
For Heidegger, all subsequent philosophers fall away from this standard and seek refuge from the ‘current’ of Being. At the same time, because Socrates could maintain himself in the ‘draft’ experienced by those ahead of the rest of the learners, he was a great teacher.
The later Heidegger is more explicit about the role of the teacher vis-à-vis the process of disentanglement than the early Heidegger. His analysis of Plato’s cave allegory underlines the unique state of those teachers who have broken free from the They and the standard teaching roles it makes available and expects to be fulfilled. Authentic teaching is a dangerous undertaking as the allegory shows (with the disoriented returnee potentially misunderstood by the others) and as Socrates’ fate demonstrates. The later Heidegger adds a more distinct and frightening vision of entanglement (i.e. being caught up in the total system of enframing) and a more distinct vision of the way of disentanglement, i.e. in the form of meditative ‘thinking’. The teacher’s role here, still compared to the role occupied by Socrates, entails being the foremost learner, the eminently teachable, in the face of the most thought provoking.
Standish (2002) builds on Thomson’s analysis of Heidegger’s interpretation of the allegory of the cave to give us a clearer idea of the positive activity of the returnee-teacher. Standish couches his treatment of the role of the returnee-teacher in the context of the later Heidegger’s philosophy of language and his emphasis on the work of poets as a prime example of a non-technological mode of revealing. In Chap. 2 the later Heidegger’s focus on language was discussed and the sense in which language can be regarded as the ‘house of Being’ (1968, p. 254). Language here becomes the medium and preserver of ways of revealing, and poets are portrayed as those who create new ways of revealing. For Standish (2002), the role of the teacher is closely related to that of Heidegger’s poet. That is, what the returnee-teacher can do in the world of the cave is introduce ‘new’ words or unlock the secrets of old words. In Standish’s view, it is not the message about the light outside the cave that will bring about transformation but giving captives a new way to reveal through language. As Standish explains,What is new in Heidegger’s reading of the allegory of the cave is its emphasis on the return of one who has ascended towards the light. This is the teacher’s return. Is it possible to read this pattern as something other than the return of the bearer of tidings with the message of destiny? The teacher cannot come back to the darkness simply pre-armed with truth for its bright light will blind him to the “overwhelming power of the kind of truth that is normative” there, the common “reality” of the cave. The teacher would be lost in the face of the illusions that make up the student’s world. Can the pattern be read then as the repeated return that the teacher must make—finding new words, finding as founding, to return only to start again? (2002, p. 168).


              
Standish’s appropriation of Heidegger’s interpretation helps to guide the work of the returnee-teacher. They cannot simply describe the world outside the cave but must give something that can be appropriated by the captive-students. As Standish sees it, this work consists in shuttling back and forth between the light outside the cave and the darkness within, reshaping the language of the cave dwellers through a process of attunement and adjustment to the powerful constraints of the world of the cave.

5.3 Heidegger the Teacher
In the introduction to his translation of What is Called Thinking?, Gray (1968) reflects on the impact of the ban on Heidegger’s teaching:What this long interruption in his teaching activity must have cost him is not difficult to guess, for Heidegger is above all else a teacher. It is no accident that nearly all his publications since Being and Time (1927) were first lectures or seminar discussions. For him the spoken word is greatly superior to the written, as it was for Plato….As his succinct remarks about teaching early in these lectures bear witness, Heidegger regards teaching as an exalted activity which has nothing to do with “becoming a famous professor” or an expert in one’s field….In the present lectures it is evident that Heidegger is first and foremost preoccupied with the students before him, and only secondarily with the wider circle of readers who will necessarily miss the vital character and nuances of the spoken word (1968, pp. vi–vii).


              
Another way to put Gray’s point might be that teaching could rightly be considered Heidegger’s vocation, especially when Heidegger’s own spin on being a real teacher is taken into account, that is, living in and guiding learners from the ‘draft’ of the most thought-provoking, the question of Being. In this final section of the chapter, testimony of two eminent students of Heidegger’s is considered. The question for this section is how do these accounts of Heidegger’s teaching relate back to his own remarks on teaching?
Hannah Arendt (1906–1975) has already been introduced. She was one of Heidegger’s most influential students and had a long and complex relationship with him. She was his student first during his period of teaching in Marburg (1923–1928). In a paper written to celebrate his 80th birthday, Heidegger at Eighty (1978), she describes a peculiar phenomenon associated with Heidegger’s early reputation as a philosopher. She suggests that the beginning of Heidegger’s influence as a thinker begins not with the publication of Being and Time in 1927, but some 8 years earlier when he took up the role of tutor assisting Husserl, a post known as Privatdozent or ‘instructor’. In 1919 Heidegger started teaching, and for Arendt his teaching was the primary vehicle of his influence. She explains that,There was something strange about this early fame, stranger perhaps than the fame of Kafka in the early twenties or of Braque and Picasso in the preceding decade, who were also unknown to what is commonly understood as the public and nevertheless there was nothing tangible on which his fame could have been based, nothing written, save for notes taken at his lectures, which were circulated among students everywhere. These lectures dealt with texts that were generally familiar; they contained no doctrine that could have been learned, reproduced, and handed on. There was hardly more than a name, but the name travelled all over Germany like the rumor of a hidden king (1978, pp. 293–294).


              
Arendt’s account here appears to confirm a point made by Gray (1968) above about the emphasis in Heidegger’s work on the spoken word. It also recalls Heidegger’s (2002) description of Socrates as the purest thinker, a characterisation seemingly proved by the fact that he wrote nothing.
According to Arendt (1978), Heidegger started his teaching career at a time in German higher education when students who came to university searching for meaning were becoming dissatisfied with training for professions and the didactic attitude taken to teaching disciplines such as philosophy. It seems that Heidegger appeared at a propitious time to galvanise this kind of discontent. In this context the ‘rumor of a hidden king’, a special kind of teacher, spread. Arendt says,The rumor about Heidegger put it quite simply: Thinking has come to life again; the cultural treasures of the past, believed to be dead, are being made to speak, in the course of which it turns out they propose things altogether different from the familiar, worn-out trivialities they had been presumed to say. There exists a teacher; one can perhaps learn to think (1978, p. 295).


              
Heidegger’s method for bringing the cultural treasures of the past to life is contrasted with the prevailing approach to teaching philosophy:It was technically decisive that, for instance, Plato was not talked about and his theory of Ideas expounded; rather for an entire semester a single dialogue was pursued and subjected to question step by step, until the time-honored doctrine has disappeared to make room for a set of problems of immediate and urgent relevance. Today this sounds quite familiar, because nowadays so many proceed in this way; but no one did so before Heidegger (1978, p. 295).


              
Overcoming any tension between a focus on classical texts and teaching thinking, Heidegger interrogated the canon of Western thought to open a current of living thinking that had been dammed up by the constructions of system builders. Heidegger’s students were exposed to what Arendt calls ‘passionate thinking’:I have said that people followed the rumor about Heidegger in order to learn thinking. What was experienced was that thinking as pure activity—and this means impelled neither by the thirst for knowledge nor by the drive for cognition—can become a passion which not so much rules and oppresses all other capacities and gifts, as it orders them and prevails through them. We are so accustomed to the old opposition of reason versus passion, spirit versus life, that the idea of a passionate thinking, in which thinking and aliveness become one, takes us somewhat aback (1978, p. 297).


              
The image of Heidegger as a dynamic, charismatic teacher also pervades the descriptions of Hans-Georg Gadamer (1900–2002). In his biographical notes translated, significantly, as Philosophical Apprenticeships (1985), Heidegger stands out among the assortment of luminaries of 20th century philosophy as a teacher of unusual power. Gadamer emphasises the contrast between the approach to teaching taken by his other—often eminent—professors, and Heidegger’s approach. Heidegger was evidently a teacher with a clear and strong passion for the ‘taught’ who pulled his students into a ‘whirl of radical questions’ (1985, p. 49) that evidently unsettled the teacher himself:What he provided was the full investment of his energy, and what brilliant energy it was. It was the energy of a revolutionary thinker who himself visibly shrank from the boldness of his increasingly radical questions and who was so filled with the passion of his thinking that he conveyed to his listeners a fascination that was not to be broken (1985, p. 48).


              
The teaching described by Gadamer is consistent with the pedagogy of aporia, posing questions without easy answers that Heidegger (2002) represented as his own approach. If, as Gadamer observes, he ‘visibly shrank’ from his own questioning, then Heidegger was quite literally ‘staging the scene of resourcelessness’ (2002, p. 41) that characterises the pedagogy of aporia. Gadamer’s passage also hints at the actions of a teacher who is the foremost a learner, maintaining the stance of the most teachable, in the face of these radical questions. This characteristic of the genuine teacher is underlined by the image of ‘entanglement’ evoked by Gadamer:Who among those who then followed him can forget the breathtaking swirl of questions that he developed in the introductory hours of the semester for the sake of entangling himself in the second or third of these questions and then, in the final hours of the semester, rolling up the deep-dark clouds of sentences from which the lightning flashed to leave us half stunned (1985, p. 48).


              
Gadamer’s observations also suggest a teacher who challenged the conventional forms of the pedagogical relationship. When he ‘visibly shrank’ from his own questions or became ‘entangled’ in them, to the point of throwing off-course the program of the lectures, Heidegger was demonstrating a willingness to engage in a pedagogical creativity consistent with the authentic teacher described earlier in this chapter who sloughs off the accepted roles of the teacher to strike out on an authentic pedagogy without predetermined form.
However, Gadamer’s (1985) testimony reveals a side of Heidegger’s teaching that is not addressed in any of his remarks on teaching. When Gadamer talks of a ‘fascination’ exerted by Heidegger’s approach, of being ‘stunned’ by the revelations of the teacher, of being ‘personally touched’ by the lectures (1985, p. 49), he is alluding to a power that appeared to be overwhelming for at least some of the learners. Gadamer confides that,We were an arrogant little in-group and easily let our pride in our teacher and his manner of working go to our heads. And today one can easily imagine what was happening with the second-or third-rate Heideggerians, those whose scholarly talent or education was not fully developed. Heidegger worked like a narcotic on them (1985, p. 49).


              
As Gadamer teases out this effect of Heidegger’s teaching another significance of the figure of Socrates in Heidegger’s pedagogical discourse emerges:Everywhere there were students who had learned a thing or two from the master….These young people could be destabilizing with their “radical” questions, the substantive emptiness of which was concealed by their demanding tone. So when they trotted out their dark Heideggerian German, many a professor in many a seminar must have had the experience, described by Aristophanes in the comedies, of how the students of Socrates and the Sophists broke all the rules of human decency (1985, pp. 49–50).


              
Part of the reason Socrates was condemned by Athenian society was the attribution to him of the changes wrought in some of his students that turned them into impudent fools—as ridiculed by Aristophanes (1973). Was Heidegger also subject to a backlash triggered by the behaviour of those students of his who were not ready for learning in the Heideggerian sense? Gadamer answers that,Just as in those times there was no true objection to Socrates, so now there was none against Heidegger himself because of this situation and the fact that not every one of his followers had liberated himself to do serious work. Still, it was remarkable to see how Heidegger, who had invented the term “liberating care,” could not prevent a large number of people from losing their freedom to him (1985, p. 50).


              
The idea that Heidegger’s pedagogy could act to seriously befuddle learners, exposing them to ridicule is not a possibility that is entertained in his own articulation of the import of his method. Heidegger does not allude to the ambiguity of his influence as a teacher, and as Gadamer notes, he seems to have been too busy with the development of his own thought to go back and address any misunderstandings he provoked in unripe learners:he was an exiled man in his questioning and thinking, one who carefully put forward one foot at a time to see if there was any firm ground—a peevish, sulky man if one did not grasp where he sought to set foot, and a man not in a position to help others due to the weight of his own effort (1985, p. 52).


              
Gadamer’s assessment here and his observations of the ridiculous impression fostered by some of Heidegger’s students suggest limitations of Heidegger’s teaching practice. His teaching was obviously not for everyone since there was clearly a class of learner that was simply not mature enough for it. Heidegger the teacher seems not to have noticed that some of his students lost their freedom to him (Gadamer 1985, p. 50) rather than gaining it. It seems that his focus was rather on the challenges of standing fast in the current of Being. Arendt (1978) underlines the solitary aspect of this challenge:Compared to other places in the world, the habitations of human affairs, the residence of the thinker is a “place of stillness.” Originally it is wonder itself which begets and spreads the stillness; and it is because of this stillness that being shielded against all sounds, even the sounds of one’s own voice, becomes an indispensable condition for thinking to evolve out of wonder (1978, p. 299).


              
In the light of Arendt’s portrayal of the scene of ‘thinking’ it is little wonder Heidegger was prone to loosing sight of the entangling effect of his teaching and presenting a one-sided picture of his own teaching. In the end it was only a few who were well-prepared enough to ‘grasp where he sought to set foot’ (Gadamer 1985, p. 52).

5.4 Conclusion
Heidegger’s philosophy, his remarks about teaching, and his work as a teacher offer rich yet ambiguous messages to teachers. His early philosophy with its detailed analysis of the everyday life and vision of the potential of human beings, is replete with implications for teaching. A complex picture of teaching emerges, conditioned by a basic dualism. On the one hand, teaching is a name for the fundamental activity whereby Dasein helps other Dasein build competence in being-in-the-world. Founded on the existential possibility of ‘being-with,’ teaching is essentially an activity in which learning is not a problem to resolved once and for all (Donnelly 1999). On the whole, this activity takes place under the auspices of the They and for the sake of acquiring facility in the increasingly complex ways of everyday Dasein. Within what can be called the ‘pedagogical clearing,’ teaching-Dasein helps learning-Dasein make an ontological switch from a confrontation with non-meaningful subject matter to facility with significant subject matter, from unfamiliar presence to familiar and tractable handiness. The They promotes teacher and learner roles that Dasein projects and enacts as it enters the clearing formally provided by educational institutions and situations.
Authenticity is an alternate mode of Dasein in the early Heidegger. The ready-made possibilities that include a set of teacher and learner roles can be challenged and potentially cast off by Dasein who comes to terms with his or her own possibilities. Authentic teaching is a possibility of Dasein which would involve breaking the mould bestowed by the They upon those entrusted to pass on the tradition. Standish (2002) describes the potential and dangers of authentic teaching and its own possibility of inviting authentic learning. It is dangerous because the powerful normativity of the They is challenged by authentic teaching, and the They has its means of disciplining those who refuse to adhere to the stock roles of teaching. Heidegger’s (1998) interpretation of Plato’s allegory of the cave, which as Thomson (2005) shows is a crucial statement of Heidegger’s pedagogy, clarifies the significance of the danger faced by authentic teachers. They have had a vision of Dasein that is not conditioned by the They (i.e. not of the world of the cave) and plunge into the midst of the They to help free entangled Dasein. It is dangerous work as the example of Socrates, eventually condemned to death by the They for challenging its authority, demonstrates.
The later Heidegger elaborates the dangers posed to humanity by the ‘essence’ of technology, a mode of revealing that pervades our world and tends to reduce all entities (including humans) to resources. In terms of this essence or ‘enframing’, teaching is an activity that helps form learners into a resource while instructing them in the techniques by which everything else may be converted to a resource through processes of extraction, refinement, specification and inventorying. Teaching roles under the regime of enframing are tightly specified, but Dasein cannot be reduced to a resource without remainder and teachers may work instead to introduce to learners alternative ways of revealing. The mode of revealing explored by the later Heidegger is letting-be which teachers can nurture by giving the learners a language appropriate to this alternative (Standish 2002).
Heidegger (2002) details some of the features of teaching under the sign of enframing, including the ubiquity of the form of the contract which allocates the roles of ‘authority’ and ‘consumer’ and which acts to suppress differences between diverse learners and between diverse teachers. His own preference was teaching after the style of Socrates, ‘staging the scene of resourcelessness’ or posing questions without supplying ready answers, forcing learners onto their own resources. Later, Heidegger (1968) described teachers as essentially the foremost or learners, the eminently teachable, those who are ahead of formally designated learners in that they are closer to the ‘essential.’ The highest form of teaching inclines to the essence of Being, maintaining itself in the ‘draft’ or ‘current’ of Being just as Socrates was supposed to have done.
Testimony of students of Heidegger such as Arendt (1978) and Gadamer (1985) lend credence to the picture of teaching that emerges from Heidegger’s philosophy and his own takes on teaching. Arendt (1978) tells of the rumours surrounding Heidegger’s teaching, suggesting that a genuine teacher had come who could reveal new ways of thinking. She interprets Heidegger’s early influence, which spread without a body of writings, as evidence of the power of his teaching. Gadamer (1985) speaks in similar terms about Heidegger’s dazzling performances. But he also tells of learners who lost their freedom to Heidegger and who appeared slightly ridiculous as they aped the language and manners of their teacher. Both Gadamer and Arendt (1978) help to account for the fact that Heidegger’s teaching could have the paradoxical effect of dislocating learners from the world of the They and into a new bondage. Thinking the ‘most thought-provoking’—Heidegger’s way of phrasing the goal of his teaching—turned out to be an essentially solitary undertaking and it was only those students who were able to closely follow Heidegger’s footfalls who were emancipated through his teaching.
The ambiguity of Heidegger’s pedagogy becomes clear in the testimony of his students. A bias in Heidegger’s doctrine may account for this ambiguity, for while his philosophy emphasises the value of authenticity and nobility of the stance of the teacher who stands in the draft of Being it does not explain the way ‘entanglement’ can be regarded as a precursor to the forms of emancipation celebrated in Heidegger’s discussions of pedagogy. What is missing from Heidegger’s philosophy is an explanation of the necessity of entanglement for Dasein before it can return to Being. A broader pedagogy is needed to account for the value of the forgetfulness of Being or the necessity of danger for Dasein to appreciate the need to be free of enframing.
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Abstract
Heidegger’s philosophy and direct contributions to educational thought do not make it easy to envisage a form of curriculum that can promote openness to Being. Much debate goes on about curriculum already. There are arguments that curriculum should be about appreciating the achievements of human culture, or about preparing for the demands of life in the modern world, or about the meaning that learners make of experience—or some combination of these. This chapter considers these three curriculum orientations from the perspective of Heidegger’s philosophy. His critiques of the Tradition and humanism undermine the idea that curriculum should be about appreciating culture. His critique of the instrumental mindset challenges the idea that curriculum should focus on the demands of modern living. That curriculum should be a matter of developing the learner and that the learner’s experience is itself a form of curriculum appears to be more consistent with Heidegger’s thinking. However, it is argued that although a curriculum oriented to awakening the sense of Being has a similar starting point to a curriculum oriented to the learner’s experience, it takes a different direction: into the disclosure of Being itself. The chapter goes on to describe a vision of an ontological curriculum that goes some way toward answering the question of what a curriculum could be like from the perspective of Heidegger’s philosophy.
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Heidegger’s challenge to education has significant implications for curriculum. Bound up with questions about education, learning and teaching, the question concerning curriculum may be posed from a Heideggerian perspective on the problems and potential exposed by these other questions. Since the forgetfulness of Being is handed down to us as historical beings, the course of our formation (‘currere’—Pinar 1975a) must be at the root of our entanglement. For Heidegger, this forgetfulness is a product of both our immersion in the everyday world structured, resourced and governed by the They, and the influence of our intellectual Tradition with its deep metaphysical or ‘ontotheological’ messages about the meaning of Being. In education (as the formalisation of the norms and knowledge of the Tradition and They) the question concerning curriculum becomes explicit. From a critical Heideggerian perspective, the perennial questions of curriculum—What knowledge is most worthwhile? Why is it worthwhile? How is it acquired or created? (Schubert 1985)—are questions contested and settled at the interface of the They and the Tradition. In our time, there is a coalescence of these influences around the affirmation of the essence of technology (Heidegger 1977) which suggests curriculum has already been delivered to the demands of ‘enframing’, the pervasive instrumental mentality that seeks to reduce everything to a resource. Key implications for Heidegger’s thought for a critique of enframing curriculum have been identified by Spanos (1993), Peters (2002), Bonnett (2002) and Thomson (2005).
On the other hand, education, learning and teaching each harbour the potential to disrupt the rule of the They and the Tradition, and point the way to alternative modes of revealing. Heidegger’s philosophy suggests a few ways curriculum can contribute to such an education for disentanglement. Heidegger’s approach to the Tradition is not to dispose of it as somehow irrelevant to the question of Being but rather to carefully read and understand it to clarify those points where fateful decisions and turnings occurred, and to seek beneath the layers of elaboration the primordial experiences of Being that resonate in our contemporary experience. There is a role then for curriculum to make available the Tradition in a form that facilitates the kind of deep interrogation promoted by Heidegger as a way to remove from our thinking the deadening and distorting influences of the Tradition. But Heidegger (1968) also indicates a ‘taught’ in relationship with ‘genuine’ teaching which he suggests consists of ‘whatever essentials address us at a given time’ (1968, p. 14) such as the wood the apprentice cabinet maker learns about. This is a special kind of curriculum that is accessible when teaching overcomes the urge to dispense information and learners and teachers are open to Being. It is an ontological curriculum that must be approached in an appropriate way if it is to be revealed to Dasein. Then there are Heidegger’s doctrines presented in texts such as you are reading now. Traces of Heidegger’s thinking, and scholarship that seeks to elaborate and clarify his ideas, form another kind of curriculum that can play a part in growing the ‘saving power’ (Heidegger 1977). A special curriculum is suggested that provides positive guidance toward the goal of an ‘ontological education’ (Thomson 2005) while direct applications of Heidegger’s ideas to current curriculum challenges have been described by scholars such as Gordon (2000).
In this chapter, the implications of Heidegger’s thought for the question concerning curriculum are examined first in a discussion of curriculum traditions. Schubert’s (1985) three-fold scheme of ‘intellectual traditionalist’, ‘social behaviorist’ and ‘experientialist’ curriculum orientations is used to distinguish curriculum traditions that are examined from the perspective of Heidegger’s ideas. The intellectual traditionalist orientation may be considered in relation to Heidegger’s analysis of humanism, while the social behaviourist orientation aligns with enframing and is thus amenable to Heidegger’s critique of it. The influence of Heidegger’s philosophy on curriculum theory (e.g. Pinar 1975a, b) is explored in the next section devoted to the ‘reconceptualisation’ of curriculum. The experientialist orientation is considered in this context. It comes closer to Heidegger’s thinking about Dasein’s course of development, but its focus is on the experience of the world of beings rather than Being. The third section seeks to identify ways in which Heidegger’s philosophy can inform a vision for an alternative curriculum. An ontological curriculum is presented as a way to respond to the question concerning curriculum.
6.1 Curriculum Traditions
Contemporary curriculum textbooks describe a field of practice in which major traditions or perspectives on what ought to be taught vie with each other for space or dominance (e.g. Brady and Kennedy 2013). Numerous conceptualisations of these traditions are available. Schubert (1985) offers a typical (and influential) typology of curriculum ‘orientations’ which includes the ‘intellectual traditionalist’, ‘social behaviorist’ and ‘experientialist’. The intellectual traditionalist position is essentially that curriculum should consist in the liberal arts, including study of great works and development of intellectual skills to appreciate these works. The social behaviourist, according to Schubert, favours a general modernising of curriculum so that it equips learners for contemporary life by giving them ‘operationally designed’ knowledge and skills. This orientation does not disavow traditional disciplines as such, but prefers ‘modern correlates’ of them consistent with the focus on relevant acquisitions. The experientalist orientation is influenced by thinkers such as Dewey and views curriculum as a matter of learner interests and individual and community development. Schubert’s three orientations pertain to questions of curriculum in all sectors—early childhood, school, and post-compulsory education contexts—and also give rise to extensive debate. These debates can be quite fierce, and they are ongoing, with the result that actual curriculum in most educational settings represents a compromise between interests supporting different traditions and perspectives on curriculum. However, most curriculum theorists agree that such pragmatic arrangements compromise the effectiveness of education (e.g. Egan 2007).
Schubert’s (1985) intellectual traditionalist orientation has its roots in the ancient Greek paidiea. The curriculum organisation of the ‘trivium’ and ‘quadrivium’ characteristic of the medieval schools drew on classical forms of knowledge differentiated and developed in Greece (Hamilton 1990). The trivium consisted in grammar, logic (dialectic) and rhetoric, while the quadrivium was made up of geometry, astronomy, arithmetic and music or ethics (Doll 2002). According to Doll, there was no sequential order to the presentation of these subjects, but rather the organisation of this curriculum was contingent on the availability of students (male and well-off) who tended to journey from place to place in search of knowledge and adventure. Although there may have been little co-ordination of these subjects of the trivium and quadrivium in some cases, Heidegger (2002) asserts that the subjects of the trivium were followed in a particular order, at least at the University of Freiburg:the three subjects of the trivium we pursued singly, not simultaneously, on the assumption that one “graduated” along the path from one to another: first from grammar, which teaches us to speak aright, then to dialectic, which teaches us to reason aright, and finally to rhetoric, which teaches us to speak and reason well (2002, p. 32).


              
Heidegger’s account of the rationale of the trivium indicates that some assumptions informed by systematic curriculum thinking could underpin these practices, although explicit curriculum theorisation is not evident until the Reformation and the emergence of new institutions of learning attended by an interest in explicit methods of teaching (Hamilton 1990). The traditional subjects of the trivium and quadrivium—the seven ‘liberal arts’—were augmented in Europe with the rediscovery of previously lost classical texts, especially those of Aristotle, that had been preserved and amplified in the scholarship and teaching of Arabian intellectuals. Along with the seven classical bodies of knowledge, then, new areas such as physics, metaphysics and psychology—derived from the rediscovered texts of Aristotle—were studied. ‘Scholasticism’ is a label applied to this revision of the European universe of knowledge, and happens to be the tradition informing Heidegger’s own education.
A fundamental change in the concept of curriculum is introduced with the Renaissance and Reformation. Hamilton (1990) explains that until the Reformation, education was largely organised around individual teachers, and ‘schools’ essentially meant the group of more-or-less itinerant students who gathered around these teachers. With the Reformation a decisive shift occurs from teaching organised around the interpretations of knowledge offered by individual teachers, to instruction based on codifications of knowledge. Four innovators are named by Hamilton (1990) as responsible for this ‘genesis’ of curriculum proper: Guarino, Agricola, Erasmus and Ramus. Hamilton (1990) stresses that although Guarino, Agricola and Erasmus contributed to the spread of ideas about ‘methodical’ instruction and the use of systematically organised and represented knowledge to support teaching, the idea of an explicit rationale for the organisation of curriculum by ‘topics’ was introduced by Ramus. This Parisian philosophy teacher gave us the idea of stripping down subject matter and arranging it according to logical ‘Ramist’ maps. Hamilton explains that,Eventually, the Ramist ‘method’ (as it came to be known) comprised the clustering of related common places [‘topics’] along the lines, quite literally, of a branching taxonomy. In proposing these educational reforms, Ramus included two additional, and sweeping, claims about his method: first, that it could be used not only in philosophy but also in all other fields of human endeavour; and secondly, that it was nothing less than the externalisation of the mental processes of human cognition. In short, if students adopted Ramus’ method, they would be revisiting, absorbing and reproducing the logical processes used by illustrious creative thinkers (1990, p. 26).


              
Incidentally, it was in Ramus’s works that the word ‘curriculum’ was first used in the way it is understood today. Other important ‘ramifications’ follow from the innovations of Ramus. It brought an ‘unprecedented orderliness to teaching’, and also, according to Hamilton (1990, p. 24), ‘it was recognised by Ramus’ readers and followers that, if formalised (or methodised) in this way, schooling would be rendered more powerful and/or more efficient.’ School reform in the 16th and 17th centuries consisted in large part of the implementation and elaboration of the ideas of Ramus and his followers (Hamilton 1990).
The innovations of these ‘methodists’ were initially applied to the liberal arts curriculum, leaving the intellectual traditionalist orientation dominant. However, changes triggered by the industrial revolution brought about major shifts in the philosophy and practices of education. The ‘social behaviourist’ curriculum orientation (Schubert 1985) emerges in the wake of these changes. Methodist approaches to curriculum proved to be highly effective in the new climate. Doll (2002) draws attention to the significant shift in American curriculum thinking which attended the changed role of the school in the context of industrial expansion in the 19th century. He argues that ‘Methodization, with its adoption of external control, became the modus operandi of American society and culture’ (2002, p. 34). Taylor’s ‘laws’ of scientific management—a manual published in 1911 to promote the efficient management of factories—epitomised this mindset. Taylor contended that the detailed knowledge of production which traditionally resided with workers on the shop floor should be captured and analysed by managers to identify the most efficient ways to do the work (a goal presumably beyond the capacity of workers). Workers would subsequently be compelled to do the work in a scientifically reformulated fashion. This method, which became known as ‘task analysis’ (Pinar et al. 1995), is regarded as the central insight of ‘scientific management’. Pinar et al. illustrate the new process in action:At least one day in advance, management must provide workmen with complete instructions regarding each detail of the task to be performed the following day. Production goals as well as means (or procedures) to achieve these goals were to be made explicit…(1995, p. 95)


              
According to Doll (2002), Taylor’s laws ‘became paradigmatic for the management of work as well as for the development and design of curriculum during the major part of [the 20th] century’ (2002, pp. 34–35). That is, schools started to be viewed as factories and curriculum was conceptualised using the categories of scientific management. Franklin Bobbit, one of the early advocates of scientifically managed curriculum, spoke in 1912 of students as ‘raw material’ that the school was to turn into a ‘finished product’ (in Doll 2002, p. 35). Cubberly, another early reformer wrote in 1916 that, ‘Our schools are, in a sense, factories in which the raw products (children) are to be shaped and fashioned into products to meet the various demands of life’ (in Doll 2002, p. 35).
The scientific management of curriculum and ‘educational technology’ became the guiding ideas of American school reform through the first half of the 20th century. A milestone in this development of this approach was Tyler’s (1949) Basic Principles of Curriculum and Instruction. This book provided a complete procedure for the development of curriculum structured around four questions:
                    1.What educational purposes should the school seek to attain?

 

2.What educational experiences can be provided that are likely to achieve these purposes?

 

3.How can these educational experiences be effectively organised?

 

4.How can we determine whether these purposes are being attained? (1949, p. 51)

 



                  


              
The logic these questions embody has come to be known as the ‘Tyler Rationale’ (Pinar 1975a). It is an approach to developing curriculum that continues the tradition of the scientific management of curriculum because of its starting point in the rational contemplation of objectives, and in the conceptualisation of the work of the school in terms of the systematic realisation of these objectives. In the decades that followed, Tyler’s contribution the technologisation of American education continued to develop, eventually producing the performance- or competency-based approaches to curriculum. The competency-based approach combines currents of scientific thinking about the measurement and development of human capacities (Hodge 2007), drawing on systems theory, behavioural psychology, as well as the philosophy of curriculum that runs from Ramus through to Tyler.
With the shift in curriculum practice and theory described by Doll (2002), the dominance of the liberal arts tradition was challenged and the view that curriculum is ‘those subjects that are most useful for living in contemporary society’ (Marsh 2007)—the key assumption of the ‘social behaviourists’ of Schubert (1985)—was ushered in, inaugurating a new tradition that would contend with the disciplinary tradition in debates about curriculum. This shift also saw the emergence of a form of curriculum theory in the service of a more effective schooling system in the U.S., represented by the work of Tyler (1949) above, and educational technology and instructional design researchers (e.g. Gagné 1985).
From a Heideggerian perspective, these two major curriculum orientations, and the history that binds them, may be examined in terms of the dissemination of the Tradition, the pervasive influence of the They, and the ‘danger’ of enframing. The ontotheological Tradition—which has been addressed at a few points so far in this book—refers to the deep assumptions about the meaning of Being in the intellectual history of the West. It underpins formal bodies of knowledge and is more-or-less explicated by them. Different historical periods may be characterised in terms of their ontotheological framework (Thomson 2005). For Heidegger, the ontotheologies of the West have acted to suppress the question of Being. Philosophers, theologians, scientists and others have articulated powerful metaphysical visions (whether they are recognised as metaphysical or not) that elaborate, reflect or challenge the dominant ontotheology. Despite the continual metamorphosis of the ontotheological structure of the Tradition, the deep understanding of what we are, what the world is, and where it all came from has remained in the grip of assumptions inimical or indifferent to the question of Being. The intellectualist tradition of curriculum (Schubert 1985) has been central to the dissemination of ontotheology. Channelling the thought of an intellectual traditionalist, Schubert explains that,The curriculum should consist in the liberal arts tradition. By this I mean that learners should be exposed to the great books. The Britannica Great Books of the Western World, The Harvard Classics, and so on convey the idea… (1985, p. 15).


              
The long reign of this approach to curriculum propagated an ontotheology that has shaped Western Dasein, ensuring that specific metaphysical assumptions are woven into the culture of the West.
One of the earliest extended English-language engagements with the educational implications of Heidegger’s critical philosophy was Spanos’s (1993) The End of Education: Toward Posthumanism, a text acknowledged by Peters (2002) as clarifying the implications of Heidegger’s philosophy for the critique of modernity in education. Spanos’s (1993) investigation was triggered by the release of the Harvard Core Curriculum Report in 1978 which ostensibly addressed the project of reforming the humanities curriculum at that university. Because of the great prestige of Harvard in the United States and around the world, such a report was bound to have repercussions for curriculum in higher education in other institutions. It also drew media attention for its message about the renewal of American culture and world leadership and a particular way of life through curriculum reform.
For Spanos (1993) the Harvard report was also a systematic attack on developments in United States higher education that were exploring the connection between power and knowledge. The report spelled out a reform program to reverse the proliferation of courses that appeared to be undermining the fundamental goal of helping students appreciate their own heritage. This argument is encapsulated in a television interview given by the director of the National Endowment for the Humanities in the U.S., Lynne Cheney (wife of former U.S. Vice-President Dick Cheney). In the interview she said,I think education, not just in our schools, but in our colleges and universities, is the shadow on what might otherwise be a sunny prediction for the next century and America’s role in it….Somehow, Western civilization, that whole long story of human failure and triumph and thought and achievement, has become politically incorrect in many places. It’s become regarded as oppressive and indeed, it is the wellspring of those many, many attributes that we have as a country that people throughout the rest of the world envy. We saw students in Tiananmen Square, we saw students in Prague and in Budapest and Warsaw who know John Locke better than our students do because we don’t teach John Locke as much as we used to, if we teach him at all (in Spanos 1993, p. 158).


              
The courses whose proliferation was the target of the Harvard curriculum reform in many cases transmitted postmodern and post-structural theories and used these approaches to question the foundations of Western civilization. John Locke, incidentally, was an English philosopher of the 17th century who helped to conceptualise the principles of mutual obligation that underpin the democratic practices of modern states such as the U.S. (Taylor 2004). As such, Locke stands for the kind of thinker who ought to be venerated in the curriculum of U.S. institutions of education, at least in the view of conservatives such as Lynne Cheney.
Spanos (1993) makes it clear that Heidegger’s philosophy was a key influence on thinkers like Derrida and Foucault whose own agendas were represented in the curricula of many of the new courses. Spanos’s thesis is that the report represents a kind of cultural reflex on the part of conservative intellectual elites to the ‘destruction’ of Western philosophy initiated by Heidegger (2010). Heidegger’s destruction was introduced earlier as the attempt to peel back the layers of concepts that had accumulated over the centuries to obscure the original Greek experiences of Being. For Heidegger, this critical endeavour was entailed by the question of Being, whose questionability had to be retrieved from the host of philosophical distractions produced by cultural institutions.
The burden of Spanos’s (1993) analysis is to justify the contention that the reaction to the first inroads of what he calls ‘posthumanism’ (collapsing the distinction between postmodernism and post-structuralism) that took the form of humanities course proliferation in American universities, can be read as an attempt to restore the ontotheological Tradition and its contemporary incarnation in liberal humanism. Applying Heidegger’s insights to the question of conservative curriculum reform in American higher education, Spanos (1993, p. 15) concludes that,Western education theory and practice, like philosophy and literature (especially literary criticism) has always assumed a prior unity of knowledge (and Being) inhering in the apparently dispersed, disseminating, and duplicitous multiplicity or difference of temporal being: what the Harvard Core Curriculum Report innocently – and pejoratively – calls “proliferation.”


              
‘Western education theory and practice’, according to Spanos’s application of Heidegger’s critique, has its origins in the studia humanitatis of the Roman paideia—the model of instruction in civilized culture by which the character of a good and useful citizen is formed—that evolved into the ‘trivium’ and ‘quadrivium’ of the medieval schools and then the arts and sciences model of the modern university (1993, p. 15). The Roman paideia is portrayed by Spanos as the paradigm of the domestication of the uncanniness of Being, of the subjection of the unknown to the known, and the displacement of the experience of truth as alethia by that of correctness. In Spanos’s (1993) analysis, then, the Harvard Core Curriculum Report is a powerful plea on behalf of the Tradition to neutralise the corrupting influence of posthumanistic modes of thought on the Western paideia.
A different approach to analysing the nature and implications of curriculum traditions is offered by Bonnett (2002) and Thomson (2005). In contrast with Spanos (1993), whose critical focus was on the humanistic assumptions guiding conservative curriculum reform, Bonnett and Thomson each emphasise contemporary ontotheology in the form of enframing. Their reflections on curriculum in the era of technology highlight its role in establishing and naturalising the instrumental mindset. If Spanos’s (1993) critique can be regarded as an application of Heidegger’s philosophy to the intellectual traditionalist orientation to curriculum, Bonnett and Thomson address the tradition labelled by Schubert as the ‘social behavioural’, the orientation to curriculum that seeks to modernise what is taught to equip learners for contemporary life. This is an approach for which curriculum design methodologies have been developed which are shaped by social efficiency and scientific management principles (Doll 2002). They ultimately view the challenge of modern mass education in industrial production terms. The work of Bobbitt, Cubberly and Tyler has given us tools to develop curriculum attuned to contemporary conditions and needs, and stimulated by this technological way of understanding education, behavioural and competency-based models of curriculum have emerged that put standardised packages into the hands of teachers to implement.
Bonnett’s (2002) analysis of the contemporary school curriculum draws on the idea that enframing involves forcing what is revealed into pre-specified categories in contrast with poeisis, the mode of revealing distinguished by the stance of ‘letting-be’. Enframing proceeds by laying out demands on Being which are then reflected back in the form of the properties of resources. Applying this idea to modern curriculum, Bonnett finds that educational practice now ‘organizes itself around a prespecified curriculum in the pursuit of standardised goals’ (2002, p. 235). Curriculum becomes the vehicle for the pre-specification to which the coming-to-be or physis of learners is forced to conform, an explicit, powerful mechanism for the enframement of young Dasein. For Bonnett, key features of contemporary enframing curriculum include:the radical separation of means and ends which enables those external to the teaching-learning situation (and sometimes with little interest in it above and beyond what it is seen to produce in instrumental terms and with what economy of resources) to set the criteria for success; prespecification of essential content and teaching approach independently of individual learners and teachers; modularization of curricula; accountability through periodic testing and inspection with the publishing of results in standardized forms which leads to a preoccupation with tangible outcomes which can be captured through measurement-based assessment; increasingly, a focus on highly instrumental and sometimes narrowly vocational aims (2002, pp. 236–237).


              
The separation of means and ends to which Bonnett refers is typical of much contemporary education and training, with interest by central authorities in the outcomes of systems in which they invest translated into practice through the expert design of curriculum packages. As Bonnett asserts, this interest is in instrumental outcomes, including job market ones. Through control and specification of curriculum, supported by delivery management systems and reporting and ranking mechanisms, education becomes a more and more effective way to shape Dasein into the kind of sophisticated resource needed to realise total enframement. Bonnett concludes that this is a system, ‘highly “enframed” and “enframing” in Heidegger’s sense, in which it becomes entirely natural to regard education primarily as an economic resource’ (2002, p. 237).
Heidegger commented at a few points on curriculum in the higher education sphere and made the link between the essence of technology and curriculum in this context. According to Thomson (2005), Heidegger had a long-standing interest in university education that stretched back to his student days. Heidegger’s interest in the nature of academic work surfaced dramatically in his rectorship. In his Rectoral address, discussed in Chap. 4, Heidegger portrays the disciplines studied and developed in the university context as too willing to evolve on an ontical basis and with the goal of professional preparation. Heidegger (1993) uses the term ‘academic freedom’ to characterise an uncommitted, routinized activity that he wanted to banish. He claimed that,this freedom was false, because it was only negating. It predominantly meant lack of concern, arbitrariness in one’s intentions and inclinations, lack of restraint in everything one does (1993, p. 34).


              
A major issue with this mode of disciplinary inquiry is that it entails hyper-specialisation which in turn creates, at the level of the institution, more and more fragmentation. For Heidegger, it is by engaging in ontological questioning that the disciplines draw together, ultimately serving to unify the university.
We saw earlier that in Thomson’s view (2005) it was only after Heidegger’s rectorate that the connections between contemporary ontotheology—which is characterised by enframing—and the organisation of knowledge in higher education came into focus. For Heidegger then, curriculum in higher education (as a recontextualisation of disciplinary knowledge (Bernstein 2000)) will be firmly in the service of the essence of technology, reflecting and promoting an instrumental understanding of the world and ourselves.
A Heideggerian perspective on Schubert’s (1985) intellectual-traditional and social-biological curriculum orientation implicates them in assumptions about the world and ourselves that powerfully reinforce the forgetfulness of Being. Heidegger’s own remarks on curriculum and the critiques of curriculum by Spanos (1993), Bonnett (2002) and Thomson (2005) which employ Heidegger’s critical philosophy highlight the dangers of these curriculum traditions. Their entangling effects should not be ignored. They must be deeply understood if their disorienting spell is to be lifted for beneath and behind these traditions lie primal experiences (as in the fundamental ontology of the early Heidegger) or the ‘saving power’ (later Heidegger) that must be reawakened or nurtured. The way to the recollection of Being is necessarily via the traditions reflected and conveyed by basic forms of curriculum.

6.2 Reconceptualising Curriculum
Traditional curriculum practices and the reformation of these practices through methodism and then the instrumentalisation of curriculum conceptualised in the work of theorists such as Bobbit and Tyler proceeded on the basis of a number of assumptions about the role and nature of education. The intellectual traditionalist orientation (Schubert 1985) holds that certain forms of knowledge and exemplars are intrinsically valuable in the formation of human beings. The social behaviourist orientation (Schubert 1985) explicitly conceptualises curriculum in terms of the efficiency mindset of early 20th century (Doll 2002). But this conceptualisation does not challenge the assumption that curriculum is essential content to be taught. In the 1960s and 1970s, however, some American curriculum scholars began an interrogation of deep assumptions governing the practices and theory of curriculum. This counter movement has been termed ‘The Reconceptualisation’ by Pinar (1975b). It was a movement critical of the work of those Pinar terms ‘traditionalists’ who were intent on guiding curriculum work in schools and who adhered to the ‘Tyler Rationale’ as the way to do so. Pinar traces the emergence of the traditionalist mindset to the application of scientific management principles to curriculum in the early part of the 20th century, recapitulating some of the themes of this chapter so far:The curriculum field’s birth in the 1920s was understandably shaped by the intellectual character of that period. Above all it was a time of an emerging scientism when so-called scientific techniques from business and industry were finding their way into educational theory and practice. The early curricularist came to employ what Kliebard has termed the ‘bureaucratic model’. This model is characterized by its ameliorative orientation, ahistorical posture, and an allegiance to behaviourism and to what Macdonald has termed a ‘technological rationality’. The curriculum worker is dedicated to the ‘improvement’ of schools. He honours this dedication by accepting the curriculum structure as it is. ‘Curriculum change’ is measured by comparing resulting behaviours with original objectives. Even humanistic educators tend to accept many of these premises, as they introduce, perhaps, ‘values clarification’ into the school curriculum. Accepting the curriculum structure as it is, and working to improve it, is what is meant by the ‘technician’s mentality’. In a capsule way, it can be likened to adjusting an automobile engine part in order to make it function more effectively. This is also technological rationality, and its manifestations in school practice run the gamut from ‘competency-based teacher education’ to ‘modular scheduling’. The emphasis is on design, change (behaviourally observable), and improvement (1975b, p. 206).


              
Pinar et al. (1995) credit two curriculum scholars in particular for leading the challenge against the traditionalists: Dwayne Huebner and James Macdonald. Both of these curricularists derived at least part of their radical thinking from Heidegger’s philosophy. Huebner applied the early Heidegger’s philosophy of Dasein to educational problems including the nature of curriculum. For Huebner (1967), Heidegger’s theory of temporality offers a key to understanding the fundamental dynamics of education. This theory, introduced in Chap. 1, is mobilised by Heidegger (2010) to interpret the transcendence of being-in-the-world, the way Dasein exists ‘outside’ the immediate parameters of its psychical and material contexts, projecting its future within the present on the basis of its past. Huebner (1967) suggests that to comprehend the temporal structure of human being undermines attempts to conceptualise the complex enterprise of education. He believed that the focus on goals, purposes and objectives that characterised curriculum work in the 1960s (and which continues to dominate educational thinking) grasps but misinterprets part of the temporal structure of Dasein. Objectives as a ‘category’ of educational thought conceives a key part of curriculum work to be that of specifying future attainments of learners as a guide to present activity. For Huebner, however, this category must be recognised as a statement about the past in the present, a determination that certain aspects of the past are worth retaining. The category of goals/purposes/objectives needs to be understood as an evaluation of the past for its effective sense to be appreciated. Huebner suggests that a more appropriate conceptualisation of the phenomenon misrecognised by this category is to accept that curriculum-making is essentially historical and biographical, a matter of preserving some things and forgetting others. But Huebner also stresses the importance of Heidegger’s (1962, p. 376) ‘moment of vision’, an ontologically significant event in an individual’s history when their own temporality is grasped and the potential for authentic Dasein awakened. Huebner (1967) suggested that the moment of vision is a necessary part of the preservation of what is valued for it marks the point where the individuals recognise themselves as continuous with the Tradition and as having a role and specific responsibility in its preservation.
Huebner (1967) uses the term ‘environment’ to reconceptualise curriculum so as to take into consideration the temporal structure of Dasein. He explains that the interplay between individual Dasein and a curricular environment can be regarded as a dialectical relationship and argues that,The responsibility of the curriculum person, then, is to design and criticize specialized environments which embody the dialectical relationships valued in a given society. These are environments expressing concern for the temporality or historicity of man and society. These environments must encourage the moment of vision, when the past and the future are the horizons of the individual’s present so that his own potentiality for being is grasped. Education is a manifestation of the historical process, meshing the unfolding biography of the individual with the unfolding history of society. The past becomes the means by which the individual can project his own potentiality for being. The educational environment must be so constructed that the past is in the present as the basis for projection (1967, p. 177).


              
The conservatism evident in Huebner’s statement of curriculum responsibility is tempered by his stress on the political nature of curriculum making activity and acknowledgement of the role of critique in the selection of values.
Macdonald was another early opponent of the traditionalists. He drew on diverse intellectual traditions in his own critique and attempted to establish the philosophical groundwork of a post-traditional curriculum field. The thought of Heidegger guides some of Macdonald’s curriculum theorising (Hodge 2009), although often mediated through the work of Heidegger’s students and followers such as Gadamer, Ricoeur and Marcuse. Macdonald’s critical analyses highlight the impact of technological modes of thought on curriculum although without explicitly invoking Heidegger’s analysis of the essence of technology. For example, following Habermas’s argument about the cardinal role played in knowledge by basic human interests, Macdonald (1995) identified an overarching interest driving curriculum theory and practice, at least in the U.S., as ‘control’. Writing in 1975 about the manifestation of this interest in curriculum work, he explains that,A basic interest in control leads to a common linear-expert dominated model….The central features of this procedure are expert domination of the process and the attempt to maximise control by aiming all feedback procedures at gaining the greatest possible amount of student achievement and teacher satisfaction. Thus, the whole process is controlled and monitored with specific goals in mind, and it is the experts who make the initial and final decisions about the validity of the content and process (1995, p. 107).


              
Macdonald (1995) criticised an assumption among curricularists that theory and practice are diametrically opposed categories which generate an impasse in curriculum theory, declaring that ‘the problematics of theory-practice must be viewed in a larger framework, in a process which Paul Ricoeur and Hans-Georg Gadamer call the hermeneutic circle’ (1995, p. 176). Heidegger’s role in introducing philosophical hermeneutics has been noted. Macdonald argued that both theory and practice, as understood by curricularists, are united in their contribution to understanding the curricular context. He says that,Both enter in as a necessary moment in the hermeneutic circle, the quest for understanding and meaning, and as such the dialectic of theory-practice must itself be viewed in terms of what it reveals that creates new meaning for us through our interpretation (1995, p. 178).


              
Thus curriculum theorising per se is to be regarded as a form of hermeneutic theory, and for Macdonald this kind of thinking is radically different to curriculum thought guided by interests such as control, emancipation or aesthetics. It is, he suggests, more akin to a religious act, a thinking beyond theory and practice. In a statement evocative of Heidegger’s (1998) own notion of the ‘piety of thought’, Macdonald declares that ‘Curriculum theorizing is a prayerful act’ (1995, p. 181). In both his critical and generative analyses of curriculum, Macdonald’s position resonates with Heidegger’s own position on the essence of technology and the thinking of Being. It is arguable that Macdonald’s philosophy can be described as an elaboration of major implications of Heidegger’s philosophy for the field of curriculum theory.
Bill Pinar articulated and synthesised the insights of the early ‘reconceptualists’ including Huebner and Macdonald. Pinar (1975a) was keen to avoid importing theoretical frameworks from outside the curriculum field to reconceptualise curriculum, but there can be little doubt about the influence of phenomenology, existentialism and hermeneutics on his own work. One of his seminal contributions to curriculum theory was the concept of currere. This Latin term refers to the course to be run (for instance a horse race) and it was appropriated by Ramus and others to designate the methodically devised program of texts and knowledge structures to guide teaching. Pinar suggests that the ‘course’ itself—its texts and structure—has dominated our thinking about curriculum, enabling the kinds of developments of curriculum theory seen in contributions such as Tyler’s (1949). For Pinar (1975a), the missing dimension is the experience of running the course. He introduces to curriculum theory the insight that the learner’s experience of curriculum is fundamental to an understanding of curriculum as such. After acknowledging the growing number of senses in which the word ‘curriculum’ was being used, he writes,I propose yet another meaning of the word, one stemming from its Latin root, currere. The distinction is this: current usages of the term appear to me to focus on the observable, the external, the public. The study of currere, as the Latin infinitive suggests, involves the investigation of the nature of the individual experience of the public: of artefacts, actors, operations, of the educational journey or pilgrimage (1975a, p. 400).


              
Pinar’s proposal is not meant to overturn the broad understanding of curriculum as an educational ‘environment’ (Huebner 1967), but to draw attention to an important but overlooked dimension of the learner’s experience of curriculum. At the same time, Pinar does not understand currere as subjectivity in a Cartesian sense. Currere is resolutely conceptualised in a post-Heideggerian way as experience-in-context. Discussing ways to investigate currere, Pinar (1975a) dismisses the methods of linguistic analysis and behaviourism before announcing that, ‘What is required is a self-hermeneutical, phenomenological method that will help the investigator gain access to the lebenswelt, or that realm of lebenswelt associated with currere’ (1975a, p. 403). Elsewhere, Pinar (Pinar and Grummett 1976) explicitly identifies the concept of lebenswelt (‘lifeworld’) with Heidegger’s concept of being-in-the-world. With this identification in mind, it is possible to read Pinar’s elaboration of currere as an appropriation of Heidegger’s philosophy of Dasein. Pinar’s insight is that curriculum has been understood metaphysically, as the object to which the learner-subject relates through representations. Currere is to education what the concept of being-in-the-world is to the understanding of consciousness: a redrawing of the phenomenological scope of the question that shows up the distorting limitations of traditional ways of questioning.
Pinar’s (1975a) notion of currere can be compared with Schubert’s (1985) ‘experientialist’ curriculum orientation, his third form after the intellectual traditionalist and social behaviourist. Schubert explains that for the experientialist, curriculum can be understood in terms of ‘dialogue’:Curriculum itself must be an interchange of experiences and ideas, not just among experts or from experts to recipients, but among everyone engaged in the educative process. That means all of us, especially students. Students must be given opportunity to reconstruct their experience, study its possible meanings, and interpret its significance for their own sense of meaning and direction (1985, p. 17).


              
Schubert’s experientialist espouses an approach to curriculum that is consistent with Pinar’s currere. At the very least, in terms of understanding the essence of curriculum, the experientialist orientation and currere offer a fundamentally new perspective, overcoming the static, objectivist nature of the intellectual traditionalist and social behavioural modes to open the way to investigating curriculum as a dynamic element in an expanded view of the human.

6.3 Toward an Ontological Curriculum
If the work of the reconceptualists alert educators to the dangers of intellectual traditionalist and social behaviourist orientations to curriculum and present a way of viewing curriculum that recognises the ontological complexity of the educational situation, the basic curriculum questions remain. That is, the questions encapsulated by Schubert (1985)—What knowledge is most worthwhile? Why is it worthwhile? How is it acquired or created?—can still be posed, albeit on new foundations. In this last section of this chapter, indications from Heidegger and Heideggerian scholars of education will be considered in response to these questions.
In his analysis of teaching and learning discussed in the last chapter, Heidegger (1968) distinguishes teaching, learning and ‘what is taught’ when clarifying the nature of teaching. About learning he says,To learn means to make everything we do answer to whatever essentials address themselves to us at a given time. Depending on the kind of essentials, depending on the realm from which they address us, the answer and with it the kind of learning differs (1968, p. 14).


              
Heidegger illustrates this interpretation of learning with reference to an apprentice cabinet maker, explaining that,If he is to become a true cabinet maker, he makes himself answer and respond above all to the different kinds of wood and to the shapes slumbering within wood – to wood as it enters into man’s dwelling with all the hidden riches of its nature (1968, p. 14).


              
In the last chapter Heidegger’s point that whether or not the apprentice ‘will come to respond to wood and wooden things, depends obviously on the presence of some teacher…’ (1968, p. 15) was explored. Heidegger’s idea that the teacher is the foremost learner in being open to ‘what addresses itself’ highlights that this curriculum addresses itself to both teacher and student. Heidegger also explains that relatedness to what addresses itself, at least in the case of cabinetmaking, ‘maintains the whole craft’ (1968, pp. 14–15), including practitioners as well as students and teachers.
Heidegger’s suggestions bear on the question concerning curriculum. Talking in terms of ‘whatever essentials address themselves to us’, of a ‘realm’ from which such a call comes, of the apprentice cabinet maker’s ‘responding’ to wood, opens the way to asking what is the nature of ‘the taught’ and the articulation of a Heideggerian take on curriculum. To start with, Heidegger speaks of ‘essentials’ when he considers that to which teachers and learners respond. For Heidegger, as noted earlier in this book, ‘essence’ does not refer to an abstraction of generalisable features in something, nor is it a ‘property’ of the entity. Instead, says Thomson (2002), ‘for Heidegger essence simply denotes the historical way in which an entity comes to reveal itself ontologically and be understood by Dasein’ (2002, p. 126). Given this account of essence, the taught as what addresses itself to us concerns the disclosure of the matter to be taught. In the case of the apprentice cabinet maker, wood’s disclosure is the taught. It is something to which the teacher is especially attuned and to which the learner comes to be attuned.
In our enframed state, we are not predisposed to allowing essentials to appeal to us. But the cabinetmaker’s apprentice, even in these benighted times, appears to be able to respond to the essence of wood in the presence of a ‘genuine’ teacher. The wood belongs to a realm to which the teacher is able to respond, and the realm is the domain of a craft whose practitioners are likewise able to respond. It would seem then that genuine teachers and practitioners have access to the essential in particular realms, and that such teachers are capable of facilitating the responses of learners to the essentials that address them from that realm. This indicates that despite the pervasiveness of the essence of technology (which tends to block access to other essences) access to essences within particular realms is still possible if ‘genuine’ teachers can be present. But in the case of cabinet making and of handicrafts in general, Heidegger warns of the inroads of enframing. Talking of the relatedness to essence that characterises craft, he says,Without that relatedness, the craft will never be anything but empty busywork, any occupation with it will be determined exclusively by business concerns. Every handicraft, all human dealings are constantly in that danger (1968, p. 15).


              
When Heidegger speaks of essentials that address us from a realm, he also mentions that these essentials address us at a given time. There is the sense then that ‘the taught’ is something that is not permanently present, but emerges under certain conditions, in the context of configurations of openness and engagement in the relationships between learners, teachers and the taught. If the taught in this sense can be regarded as curriculum, then it is an ontological curriculum disclosed at the intersection of a number of educational factors. To draw on the idea of the ‘pedagogical clearing’ proposed in the last chapter, ontological curriculum refers to that which is revealed in this clearing.
Bonnett (1995) also dwells on the idea of the ‘taught’ in Heidegger’s (1968) discussion of teaching. Arguing for the ‘sanctity of content’ and against the content-effacing conceptualisation of education as the development of generic thinking abilities, Bonnett (1995) draws on Heidegger’s doctrine of truth. The movement of withdrawal that struggles with disclosure in the event of truth as alethia is pictured as issuing a call. Bonnett explains that,Thinking in the demanding [i.e. Heideggerian as opposed to general thinking ability] sense is a seeking of what-is-not-yet (for that individual), an awareness of that which is withdrawn or concealed, but whose presence at times can somehow be more sharply felt by us than that which seemingly is already immediately present before us. It is this, our sense of the withdrawn, that provokes thinking – that, as it were, draws thinking on through its withdrawing and thus constantly sets the direction and motion of thought. In this Heideggerian sense such withdrawing may be thought of as ‘way-making’ (1995, p. 305).


              
The ‘way’ created by the withdrawal implicit in truth creates the draught that provokes and draws thought. This special sense of way can be fruitfully compared to the concept of currere. In Pinar’s (1975a) illustration of this concept he describes a tour. The tour guide has already visited the sightseeing destinations, but for the tourist the experience is of the unknown. The tour is the course and the exploration of curriculum, for Pinar, has to take into account the tourist’s experience as much as any other aspect of the tour. Bonnett’s (1995) account of way-making also involves the learner following a path into the unknown, but this ‘way’ is in quite a different direction to that of Pinar’s learner. It is a different type of unknown that Bonnett’s learner is drawn toward. The way in this sense is currere oriented to the essences of things and their realms, to ‘the shapes slumbering within wood—to wood as it enters into man’s dwelling with all the hidden riches of its nature’ (Heidegger 1968, p. 14). Ontological curriculum involves following the call of essence, leading from beings to Being.
The idea of an ontological curriculum suggested by Heidegger’s philosophy offers little in the way of direct guidance that educators might use to think through implications for their own practice. The ‘way-making’ and the subsequent way of learner and teacher engagement with essences appears to be something that must await each new event of pedagogical clearing. It seems a fleeting opportunity qualitatively new with each instance of currere. However, Heidegger’s (1998) analysis Plato’s allegory of the cave does suggest another sense of curriculum that provides a way to think about a path to what Thomson (2005) calls an ‘ontological education.’ In previous chapters the allegory was referenced for the purpose of clarifying the nature of education, the position of the learner and the activity of teaching, but it also sets out a way and thus a curriculum. Heidegger’s reading of the cave allegory identifies a course taken by individual Dasein, leading from its entanglement in the tradition and They through stages of ontological insight and growth to awareness of Being. This route describes a curriculum of disentanglement, another form of currere, a ‘guided investigation of the being of any entity’ (Thomson 2005, p. 163).
It may be assumed that the general features of this curriculum apply at different historical stages to a path open to entangled Dasein. Heidegger’s (1998) own analysis is not specifically concerned with release from enframing, but Thomson’s (2005) account of Heidegger’s reading does stress the nature of this route in the reign of the ontotheology of enframing. In Stage 1, following Thomson’s update on Heidegger’s analysis, learners are ‘engrossed’ in the entities of their world which are ‘resources to be optimized, including the students themselves’ (2005, p. 163). Stage 1 would encompass Schubert’s (1985) curriculum orientations discussed above, most obviously the social behavioural. In Stage 2 the spell of enframing is broken, giving learners what Thomson calls a ‘negative freedom.’ They learn that their world is being forced to reveal itself in terms of resources only, that entities have no being of their own. Thomson explains that,Students can be lead to this realization through a guided investigation of the being of any entity, which they will tend to understand only as eternally recurring will-to-power, that is, as forces endlessly coming together and breaking apart with no goal beyond their own self-augmenting increase. Because this metaphysical understanding dissolves being into becoming, the attempt to see entities as they are in its light is doomed to failure; put simply, resources ultimately have no being, they are merely “constantly becoming” (as Nietzsche realized). With this recognition – and the anxiety it tends to induce – students can attain a negative freedom from enframing (2005, p. 163).


              
The reconceptualist vision of curriculum broadly aligns with the path of Stage 2 as learners are brought into a critical relationship with the traditional curriculum of Stage 1. If the fruit of the curriculum of Stage 2 is a negative freedom, an awareness that our world, the things we encounter and we ourselves are in the grip of a totalising, instrumental mindset, the next stage is an acclimatising to the ‘open’ realm of Being cleared by the withdrawal of enframing. ‘Ontological freedom’ is what is gained in Stage 3. According to Thomson,Ontological freedom is achieved…when entities show themselves in their full phenomenological richness and complexity, overflowing and so exceeding the conceptual boundaries our normally unnoticed ontotheological enframing places on them (2005, p. 164).


              
Stage 3 is the part of the curriculum where, under the guidance of a genuine teacher, the learner gains insight into essences. It is the phase of the way in which learners respond to the ‘draught’ of being. As Heidegger (in Thomson 2005, p. 165) explains, this stage is the very essence of paideia which consists in ‘making the human being strong for the clarity and constancy of insight into essence.’
A tension is evident in the interpretations of Bonnett (1995, 2002) and Thomson (2005), and in Heidegger’s own accounts, between a domain-specific ontological freedom, and a wider notion of freedom conveyed by Heidegger’s analysis of the cave allegory and Thomson’s ontological education. The example of the apprentice cabinet maker indicates that responsiveness to essences in a particular ‘realm’ is possible without necessarily the full experience of ontological freedom suggested by Heidegger and Thomson’s accounts of the achievements of Stage 3. It would appear that the rule of enframing can be overthrown in particular regions of Being without a complete revolution throughout the dominions of enframing. Thomson (2005) for one does not dwell on the potential or implications of domain-specific ontological freedom, talking rather as if ontological freedom was a comprehensive attainment.
Gordon’s (2000) case for drawing on Heidegger’s notion of poetic thought for teaching poetry articulates another educational possibility of ‘Stage 3’ thinking that does not necessarily entail comprehensive ontological freedom. Acknowledging the reservations poetry teachers might have in relation to employing an abstruse philosophy in the educational context, Gordon argues that ‘great’ poetry (cf. Heidegger 1949) can lead readers to experience the kinds of encounters with language and Being that Heidegger describes without having to know anything about the philosopher’s ideas. Gordon (2000) also points to the direct influence of Heidegger on the work of contemporary poets (e.g. Hayden Carruth) as reason for the teaching of poetry to hearken to Heidegger’s ideas. According to Gordon,Pupils and students can be shown that through reading and listening to great poetry you can relate to language “as that wherein the openness and conversance of world first of all bursts forth and is.” Heidegger would probably advise the teacher to point out to students how great poetry can assist each person to consider language as a source of perceiving things and relating to Being from new perspectives. The teacher should indicate that listening to the Saying of great poetry is a manner of dwelling upon the earth (2000, p. 6).


              
But Gordon does offer supplementary advice to teachers of poetry that sheds light on the question of partial versus full ontological freedom. He explains that,In addition, the educator must advise his or her students that opening themselves to the gifts of poetry requires orienting themselves to abandon the constant reckoning and busyness that prevails in contemporary life, which distances most persons from thinking (2000, p. 7).


              
The problem with the prevailing cultural context of contemporary learners is that there isalmost no place for poetry or thinking is left in our technology dominated, corporate capitalist, greed-oriented society. In a word, relating authentically to poetry today means rejecting and rebelling against the way of life promoted by corporate capitalism (2000, p. 7).


              
In other words, a complement to the positive doctrine of poetic thinking that can be promoted by teachers is the critical message about the instrumental mindset of enframing that must be put in abeyance for this other way of thinking to flourish. Gordon’s additional advice to poetry teachers thus stresses the importance of graduating from ‘stage 2’ of the ontological curriculum of the cave, of achieving the ‘negative freedom’ that involves understanding the effects of enframing upon the world.
The significance of Heidegger’s teachings come to the fore in this discussion of curriculum. If, as Gordon (2000) believes, the experience of thinking in Heidegger’s sense is possible without reference to Heidegger’s ideas, then perhaps the ‘curriculum’ constituted by Heidegger’s oeuvre is not necessary for keeping options open for non-instrumental ways of revealing to flourish. Heidegger’s own example of the apprentice cabinet maker who comes to respond to the essentials of the craft suggests that the presence of a genuine teacher steeped in the realm of the essential is all that is required to point out the ontological curriculum of the way-making of essence. However, as Gordon also makes clear, a particular kind of critique of enframing’s way of revealing smooths the path to poetic thinking. By understanding the need to comprehend and neutralise the distracting mindset of enframing, learning poetic thinking is facilitated and has a chance of growing strong.
Heidegger’s works, then, not only reiterate a way of thinking inherent in the nature of language and poetic experience, but set out a complete course in overcoming enframing. His works offer a comprehensive analysis of the learning of Stage 1, of the curriculum of entanglement. He presents ways of understanding entanglement that culminate in his exposé of the essence of technology and its relentless colonising logic that threatens to crowd out and trivialise alternative ways of being. His analyses of entanglement offer a powerful curriculum for Stage 2. Heidegger develops a positive account of poiesis as well that challenges us to tend to and nurture the ‘saving power’. His Stage 3 curriculum presents hints, analyses and exemplars that show us, in a non-instrumental way, the kinds of concerns and orientations that characterise ontological freedom. But his ontological curriculum is not complete without the tasks of Stage 4. This final stage is the story of the genuine teacher, the foremost of learners, who returns to the cave and its denizens, to the learners toiling away at their standardised curriculum learning how to subject the world to the essence of technology and how to develop themselves and each other into optimised resources. Heidegger’s curriculum is ultimately a challenge to education and educators to ensure that learners become aware that the curriculum of the cave is not the whole course open to them.
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Abstract
This chapter summarises the implications of Heidegger’s philosophy for education. His critical insights problematize education in several ways. The very idea of education is thrown into question by Heidegger’s critiques of humanism and instrumental thinking. He characterises humanism as a coupling of standard conceptions of human being, with the intent of shaping humans in accordance with those conceptions. If, as Heidegger claims, the conceptions promoted by different forms of humanism are flawed, then associated educational programs become vehicles for deforming learners. The contemporary instrumental mindset of enframing analysed by Heidegger appears to have become the goal and rationale of much modern education. This mindset seeks to reduce everything to resources, including human beings, and threatens to block off alternative possibilities of Being. Existing learning theories, approaches to teaching and curriculum models are also challenged by Heidegger’s critiques. But his philosophy suggests ways to overcome these threats. An ontological curriculum is possible that promotes openness to Being. Authentic teaching can demonstrate radical openness, fostering authentic learning. Learning itself may be theorised as the process of disentanglement from deadening traditions and superficial forms of life. Education can become an ontological education to nurture a thinking attuned to the disclosure of Being.
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The philosophy of Martin Heidegger presents multiple challenges to education and educators. Education is problematized by his philosophy. Heidegger’s critical arguments impinge directly and indirectly on the educational project and the work of educators within it. As an institution of social reproduction, education transmits and reinforces bodies of knowledge and accompanying assumptions that reflect distorted and partial understandings of Being and the human situation. In the process, educators may accept established roles and stances toward knowledge and learners that press learners into traditional moulds. Heidegger’s philosophy presents analyses and observations that can be taken as rejuvenating insights for education. His philosophy of the human being, with its unique mode of existence and profound relationship with Being, provides challenging and generative concepts for appraising and guiding the educational project. His philosophies of truth, language, art, poetry and thinking furnish additional pointers for reconceptualising the educational project. Heidegger’s direct comments about education and educators should not be overlooked. He articulated some implications of his philosophy for different aspects of the educational project.
It this final chapter the threads of discussion and argument focused in previous chapters on the familiar themes of education, learning, teaching and curriculum are drawn together to highlight those ways Heidegger’s philosophy problematizes education and also offers fresh angles and insights. In terms of the way Heidegger problematizes education, we consider implications for the overarching project of the institution of education that is such a significant presence in our society and lives. The problematic state of learning theory is outlined and problems with traditional teacher roles and assumptions reviewed. The central place of curriculum in maintaining problematic traditions and in promulgating the contemporary culture of instrumentalism is considered as well. Possibilities of ‘real’ education, underpinned by ontologically adequate learning theory, are then examined, along with teaching practices and curriculum forms that might support an education for radically open and critical thinking. Although Heidegger’s philosophy has many critical implications for education, this thought supplies generative insights that can play a part in addressing his own challenges. Just as education’s role in perpetuating flawed traditions and practices is a far-reaching one, so is its potential for realising a way out of the entanglements it has engendered.
7.1 Problematizing Education
In the West, the institution of education goes back at least to the Greek and Roman paidiea (Heidegger 1998). Organised programs for the formation of character among the children of elites can be traced to ancient Greece, and the Romans adopted these practices for the same goal. Heidegger’s own discussion of the origins of paidiea takes place in the context of his analysis and critique of humanism. In Chap. 2 Heidegger’s critique of humanism was introduced. This critique is basically of the fact that in humanism a flawed understanding of Being—a metaphysical or ‘ontotheological’ understanding—becomes the foundation for understanding human being and its development. Humanism is problematic not only because it presents a flawed understanding of Being, but because it couples such an understanding with some set of ideals or a program for the development of Dasein (Heidegger’s technical term for human being as an entity with a special relationship with Being). Heidegger argues that not only the historical movements that have gone under the banner of humanism possess these features, but Christianity, Marxism and Sartre’s existentialism each share the essential structure of humanism. That is, these latter movements yoke a particular understanding of human being and its world with a program of character formation. Humanism and Heidegger’s critique of it becomes a prominent part of any attempt to spell out the implications of Heidegger’s thought for education, since education is fundamentally the formation of character and knowledge according to some (more or less explicit) understanding of what it means to be. Researchers such as Spanos (1993) have emphasised the importance of Heidegger’s critique of humanism for an analysis of education.
While Spanos (1993) has examined the influence of the traditional liberal version of humanism on contemporary education, other scholars have focused on the modern ontotheology of ‘enframing’ and its coupling with the educational project. Enframing is Heidegger’s term for the instrumental mindset that is characterised by a ‘challenging’ attitude to the world and a tendency to view reality in terms of potential or actual of resources. It is a mode of ‘revealing’—a style of perception and understanding—that sees resources or potential resources wherever it looks and is a seeing that blocks out alternative ways of revealing (e.g. the types of respectful and creative revealing associated with the arts). Thomson (2005) details how modern ontotheology (as articulated by thinkers such as Nietzsche) undermines the coherence of higher education by promoting hyper-specialisation. For researchers such as Peters (2002), Lambier (2002) and Bonnett (2002), enframing represents a significant threat to education that is at work in education’s embrace of technology, its adoption of curriculum that separates means and ends, and in its submission to global Neoliberal perspectives on education.
Education is thus problematized, both in its function as transmitter of traditional liberal-humanist knowledge and values, and it its technologized form tethered to economic imperatives. The problem here is that it is aligned to one or more flawed understandings of human beings and the world, and sets out, with well tested, sophisticated methods, to form people according to particular ontotheological assumptions.
Aspects of the educational project are problematized in particular ways by Heidegger’s philosophy. Learning theories are mobilised, more or less explicitly, in educational practice (Shulman 1987). They theorise human learning and as such, reflect assumptions about human being and how significant features of humans can be revealed. Viewed through the lens of Heidegger’s ideas, many contemporary learning theories rest on flawed assumptions and methodologies. The importance of an adequate phenomenological starting point for understanding Dasein is stressed by Heidegger (2010). In other words, acknowledging the holistic nature of the complex phenomenon of human being is necessary for comprehending learning, and Heidegger’s phenomenological concept of being-in-the-world offers an especially germane analysis of this starting-point (Roth 1997). However, learning theories mostly start from more limited perspectives on human being and learning, although exceptions exist. Behaviourism (Skinner 2011) and cognitive learning theories (Anderson 1990) each begin from a relatively narrow phenomenological base, and when viewed in relation to the structure of being-in-the-world, miss significant features that Heidegger take to be essential to understanding Dasein. The research that underpins these theories adopts an approach to phenomena Heidegger termed the ‘theoretical stance’—a reductive approach to research that authorises narrow starting points and further limits what can be discovered about learning. Thus behaviourism uses the conceptual currency of stimulus and response, while cognitive theory is concerned with information processing and storage.
Alternative learning theories avoid some of the phenomenological limitations which constrain behavioural and cognitive learning theories, but they are problematized in different ways by Heidegger’s philosophy. Situated learning (Lave and Wenger 1991) adopts a starting point that is consistent with the structure of being-in-the-world but is methodologically averse to the notion of Dasein’s existential, projective dynamics. Humanist learning theories (Rogers 1969; Knowles 1981; Mezirow 1991) are undermined by the same critique as that discussed above in relation to the educational project as such. That is, humanist learning theory begins with a particular image of the human and draws implications from it for learning. The self-realisation or transformation of learners conceptualised and promoted by humanistic theories proceed without an adequate comprehension of Dasein's existential dimensions.
Heidegger’s philosophy problematizes teachers’ work. Teachers are Dasein and therefore project and enact a unique role in realising the problematic traditions that inform education and the flawed assumptions and limited perspectives of learning theory. Heidegger’s (2010) analysis of human existentiality and the bases of inauthentic Dasein suggest teachers have the potential to model and promote inauthentic being in an especially effective way. That is, by assuming and projecting traditional teacher roles, teachers can powerfully convey the imperatives of the ‘They’ in the classroom. The They is Heidegger’s term for the constant normative pull of the social world. For Heidegger, the issue with the They is that it entangles Dasein in a vast pre-given universe that serves to deaden Dasein’s sense of Being as the uncanny upsurge of life in all its possibilities. The effects of the They must be well-understood if the sense of the mystery of Being is to be awakened. Teachers therefore have a pivotal role in elaborating and reinforcing the claims of the They on learners, a role facilitated by what may be their own uncritical assumption of traditional roles. By striking an authoritative pose (Greene 1974) and acting as a mere dispenser of information (Heidegger 1968), teachers can facilitate the grip of the They and the Tradition on other Dasein (and on themselves), producing tractable and predictable graduates. So not only can teachers shape Dasein according to humanistic and enframing ontotheologies, they consign learners to inauthenticity, training them to be lifelong images of the They.

Finally, Heidegger problematizes curriculum. The traditional curriculum—the liberal arts model of Schubert’s (1985) ‘intellectual traditionalist’ orientation—articulates the humanist ontotheology and as such presents a complex challenge to the question of Being. That is, the traditional curriculum conveys powerful assumptions about Being as the primary cause and/or the most general concept, creating a barrier against experience of the strange ‘current’ of Being, numbing us to the force of Being. Spanos (1993) describes a reaction to the inroads of ‘post-human’ modes of thought (i.e. ideas that stem from Heidegger’s philosophy) into the curriculum of higher education institutions in the United States which demonstrates the resilience and resourcefulness of the Tradition. Schubert (1985) identified a second curriculum orientation, the ‘social behaviourist’, which is associated with the instrumentalisation of education that followed the industrial revolution. This movement was particularly strong in the United States, where factory management theory was applied to broader social concerns including schooling (Doll 2002). The social behaviorist model was refined through contributions such as Tyler’s (1949) which promoted a design approach that reduced curriculum development to a technical challenge. The social behaviourist orientation describes curriculum in the service of enframing. It is an approach to curriculum that subsumes the educational project to a broader instrumental system, tying curriculum to external goals and objectives and leaving teachers the role of mere implementers of curriculum ‘packages’ (Bonnett 2002).

7.2 Contributions to a ‘Real’ Education
Heidegger not only problematizes education. His philosophy and direct advice about learning, teaching and curriculum offer important guidance for any effort to address the challenges he poses. It must be said that Heidegger’s works constitute an ontological curriculum in their own right, a curriculum that presents a definite corpus of arguments and observations—a body of ‘content’ that is widely available (if not readily understood). Heidegger’s work presents an ontological curriculum that spirals around the central question of Being, mapping multiple vantage points we might visit during our own ontological currere. The Heideggerian curriculum in turn elicited profound echoes among curriculum theorists, including Huebner, Macdonald, Pinar and Grummett. For instance, Huebner (1967) argued that the fixation on educational objectives that characterises much curriculum thinking misrepresents the relationship between human temporality and the educational project. Heidegger (2010) interpreted Dasein’s existential nature as temporal, and Huebner draws on this analysis to show that goals, aims and objectives can be better understood as selective affirmations of the past. For Huebner, the notion of ‘environment’ is more fruitful for curriculum thinking than the category of goals/purposes/objectives, a proposal attuned to the learning subject as being-in-the-world. Moving beyond Huebner’s position, Pinar (1975) (who did not openly position himself as a Heideggerian curriculum theorist) suggests the concept of environment is too static a rendering of the lifeworld or being-in-the-world and that currere, curriculum as experience, is more germane.
Heidegger (1968) advances the idea of ‘the taught’ to which ‘genuine’ teachers and students respond, that is, when they open themselves to the being of what they are both engaged in learning. For Heidegger, an appropriate attitude on the part of teachers and students toward the taught exposes them to the ‘current’ of Being, the ontological background of the disclosure of the subject matter. An ontological curriculum is suggested here that requires a particular attitude on the part of the learner, and the presence of a genuine teacher, through which the Being of the taught may be experienced. This is a currere at right angles, so to speak, to the currere of everyday life, and a possibility that is under constant threat in our time from the mindset of enframing. Although enframing closes off, Heidegger (1968) indicates that in particular learning situations (such as in his example of the cabinet-making apprenticeship), an ontological curriculum can be enacted, a form of curriculum that signals resistance to curriculum in the shape of expert-designed ‘packages’ that teachers are supposed to ‘deliver’ to students.
The figure of the genuine teacher makes relatively frequent appearances in Heidegger’s works, and it is clear that he saw himself as one. His self-assessment here is broadly confirmed by his former students. Arendt (1978) and Gadamer (1985), for example, portray Heidegger as a teacher of extraordinary power and presence. However, they also note that their teacher overwhelmed some students, reducing them to a caricature of the master’s ways of thinking. But in what does ‘genuine teaching’ consist—the type of teaching necessary to realise an experience of Being within the taught and which reports suggest was embodied in Heidegger’s own pedagogy? In the language of the early Heidegger, the genuine teacher is a form of authentic Dasein, a person who has ‘chosen themselves’ (Greene 1974) rather than merely occupy the stock roles made available by the They and promoted in more formal guise by institutions of education and professional organisations. Authentic Dasein, in a teaching role, will promote authentic learning on the part of students, to produce a special pedagogical clearing in which the event of disclosure can be staged.
The later Heidegger (1968) offers an account of the work of the genuine teacher. He suggests they are in effect the foremost learner, in that they maintain their openness to the taught in order to keep learning. The genuine teacher thus models learning by standing in the ‘draught’ of Being created by exposure to the taught. In a sense, students and their teachers are all learners in the face of the subject matter. Their teachers are further along the path perhaps, and they make their struggles known to the students. The genuine teacher is therefore no mere dispenser of information, and since they refuse performance of the role of authoritative subject matter expert, they may appear to have nothing to offer their students. Their role is above all ‘to let learn’ (1968, p. 15). Elsewhere, Heidegger (2002) explains that the genuine teacher rejects the contractualism of the modern educational transaction, along with the tendency to reduce students to mere clients. But the actions of a genuine teacher exposes them to misunderstanding and sanction. Not only is it difficult to account for the contribution of the teacher who is the foremost learner, who ‘stages the scene of resourcelessness’ (Heidegger 2002, p. 41), who merely ‘lets learn’. It may be necessary to prevent them from the associated work of ‘tearing’ learning Dasein from their familiar world in order to expose them to the draught of Being. Heidegger is well aware of the fate of Socrates—his model of the genuine teacher—who was put to death for his deeply unsettling pedagogy, and speaks of the ‘tragic’ educator who resolutely commits to this kind of work.
As noted earlier in this chapter, Heidegger’s philosophy problematizes much existing learning theory. The analysis of Dasein undertaken in Being and Time (2010) reveals the complex phenomenon of being-in-the-world as a platform for understanding its pre-understanding of Being. It is a structure that can serve as a yardstick for appraising the starting point of learning theories, and in Chap. 4 above it was shown that in terms of this measure most fall short. It was indicated that situated learning theory and some more recent theories that view learning as an everyday process that goes on wherever humans engage in skilled undertakings present a take on learning that is more attuned to the full structure of being-in-the-world than, for instance, behavioural or cognitive learning theories. Humanistic assumptions about the capabilities of learners for personal transformation were identified as more adequate reflections of the potential for disentanglement, although, like other humanisms, these learning theories fall short of comprehending the existential nature of Dasein. In short, much of the field of learning theory elaborates conceptualisations that must be submitted to a process of Heideggerian ‘destruction’ for their limitations to be appreciated.
In terms of the educational project which Heidegger argued originates in the Western humanist paidiea, his philosophy dictates a distinct alternative: releasing Dasein from the snares of the They and the Tradition and opening it to Being. Heidegger (1998) terms this alternative ‘real education’ in his interpretation of Plato’s allegory of the cave. Encapsulating the message of the allegory, Heidegger says, ‘…real education lays holds of the soul itself and transforms it in its entirety by first of all leading us to the place of our essential being and accustoming us to it’ (1998, p. 167). The kind of transformation Heidegger has in mind here is a peeling back of the entangling accretions of the ontotheological Tradition and the influence of the They so that we stand in a direct relationship with Being.
Thomson (2005) explains that the real or ‘ontological’ education that is indicated in Heidegger’s interpretation of the cave allegory proceeds by distinct ‘stages’. In Stage 1, education fosters entanglement. Learners in the cave of traditional education learn how to see and understand the world as the They sees and understands it. In our time this means being able to perceive and live among entities that are revealed as resources. We master a mode of revealing and in the light of it participate in the great modern project of enframing the world. That is, we come to know the world in an instrumental way, applying the categories of the They and eventually taking our place alongside those who extract, refine, classify and deploy resources. The project encompasses Dasein itself, so in Stage 1 we also learn to understand and manage ourselves and each other as complex resources with a special role in the scheme of enframing. Although negative connotations adhere to the processes of Stage 1, it has been pointed out that competence and innovation in the world of the system of enframing is a substantial achievement demanding mastery of a vast and rapidly proliferating knowledge base, a frenetic undertaking that places particularly intense demands on teachers and learners. The process and outcomes of Stage 1 education effectively crowd out the possibility of learning alternative ways of revealing and being. As Plato’s allegory suggests, the cave dwellers are content to go on in the ways they have learned.
Stage 2 is the process of becoming aware of the ontotheological structure of the world of the cave. It is an experience of profound disenchantment as everything we know and believe is revealed as standing on a partial and constructed base. Thomson (2005) calls the outcome of this stage ‘negative freedom.’ It corresponds with the ‘moment of vision’ or the experience of a limit situation in the early Heidegger that brings Dasein to the realisation that it has pursued an inauthentic existence. It marks the end of the spell of entanglement, but by itself this stage does not guarantee escape from the cave. Indeed, as the humanist ‘transformative learning’ theory of Mezirow (1991) and its appropriations by professional development specialists demonstrates, the disorientation of Stage 2’s negative freedom does not necessarily lead to disentanglement. To set the learner on the path to disentanglement, the experience of Stage 2 must be followed up by accustoming learners to new possibilities of revealing.
The final stage is the path of positive freedom which is difficult to describe in terms of Heidegger’s philosophy. The general features of Stage 3 are clear enough—living the question of Being, staying in the ‘draft’ of Being, remaining open to Being. The early Heidegger indicates that authentic Dasein characterises the person who has resolutely chosen to be themselves, who has learned to see the difference between their own possibilities and those authorised by the They. Authentic teaching and authentic learning are modalities of authentic Dasein that open the pedagogical clearing for the call of Being. The later Heidegger articulates additional images of positive freedom. The being of the poet offers a picture of life in the current of Being, where one steers a path between humanity and the gods, and is regarded with suspicion by each. A more attainable and sustainable mode of freedom is indicated by Heidegger’s concept of ‘thinking’. This mode of Dasein is a dwelling in the midst of our instrumental culture that comes to grips with enframing as a type of revealing that need not be the only one. Thinking Dasein is open to alternative ways of revealing—whether of the gentle, respectful way of poeisis (which Heidegger believes characterised ancient and pre-modern Dasein) or of as-yet unimagined ways.
As Heidegger (1998) points out, and as Thomson (2005) reiterates, positive, ontological freedom is not the ultimate achievement of the escaped cave-dweller. The final stage in Plato’s allegory is the return journey to the cave. The escapee’s freedom is somehow incomplete without returning to help those left behind. In other words, the ultimate phase of ontological freedom is to teach. An ontological curriculum has been identified that is symbolised by the learning path of Plato’s allegory. Understandings of Dasein are available that identify learning with disentanglement and give us the critical tools to assess the assumptions and claims of learning theories. Teaching practices have been described that give those who return to the cave guidance in the challenging task of disentangling learners. The great danger and great potential of education itself has been examined. It is clear that the dangers of enframing are heightened by an education for an instrumental world, but that education can also be the site where the ‘saving power’ can be nurtured.
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