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MARTIN HEIDEGGER: INTERPRETATION LAHGUAGE AND
THE INTRAPERSONAL PROCESS

Khen a phenomenologist examines speech and lamguage‘use,'he is primarily

' 1nterested, not in the way in which they are used ‘in intersubjective com-

munication, but .in their function as a bridge to Seing and to experienoe ”
outside the individual. For Martin Heidegger, language was. “the House of Being"
amd a major epiStemologicaT force in man's creation of»his persona'l'wor’ld-jl
James M Ed1e described the Heideggerian approach ‘to language by stating that
Mo language is not essentia]]y and exc]usively for communfcatuon, it has

3 more important function within the tissue of experience It is becavse man

Speaks that he has a wor]d 62

\
For Heidegger, speech“ was not T1m1ted to verbal assertion or vocal

| proclamat‘io}m words. He1degger was also interested in the processes of

1nterpretation and thought formation-prior to speech which might or might not

resu]t'in-assertion or "speaang out," as;he.caTIed it. Verbalization was

-a possible but not necessary outcome of the pre]fnguistic processes of thought

and fnterpretation which Heidegger labeled 10905. - In Be1ng4and T1me, a good

deal of attention was devoted to the phenomenon of Jogos as it relates, not

,on]y to speech but to man S understand1ng of his exper1ence. The. purpose of

,this paper will be to explain and interpret Heidegger 3 treatment of logos f

in Being and Time and to d1scuss its 1mp11cat1ons for a theory of 1ntrapersona1

' _,communication.

In Western phiTosophy and theor1es of communication, ogos has most often

" be treated under’ the rubr1c “log1c.”~ This came to refer to the processes of

reasonang or.formal thought When Heidegger uses the word logos, however he !

- means something quite d1fferent In Be1ng and Time Heidegger returns to the
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the original meaning in Greek of lgggg_whi;a v st wh%ch "let something be
seen."3 Logos formed the ground of communicatit: =i th a]]owed man to perceive
the world in its togetherness andlrelationr_ Logos «as a gathering together, a
co]]etting. fn this sense,.jgggs_was not only perceiving,'it was interpreting’
~as well, As Thomas Fay explained, Heidegger's concept of logos was "an
~attentive listening, a harkening, dn'essential attunement . . . to-the voice
of Being. oy .
| C]osely tied to _gggs_was Heidegger S concept of ruth; He rejetted'the
traditional notion of truth as a standard of agreement betneen a judgnent
and its object. This ndtinn of the degree of truth arising from a cnrres-
pondence between an act of Jjudgment and the "real” content'of“an object began
with Aristotle. Heidegger returned to the pre-Aristotelian notion of truth
"as an uncovering or unVei]fng of Being. The difference here lies in the role
of the subject lnstead of degignating someth1ng to be true because it corres-
ponds to his Judgment the subJect lets someth1ng be scen as such In asser-

'tion or speaking out, for examp]e, "the Be1rg-true (truth) of the assertion

must be‘understood as the Be1ng uncovering. Thus truth has by no means the

strUcturE-of an agr ement between. know1ng and the obJect in the sense ‘of a
likening of one entity (the-subject) to .another (the 0bJect).?5 In re-
ferring tohthis interpretation of truth, Heidegger used the origina1 Greek

i

word, aletheia. , - -
what re]at1onsh=p does _gggs_have to dlethe1a7 Very simply, logos as a
_ preT1ngulst1c perceptua] and 1nterpret1ve attunement to Be1ng is ‘the primary’
. means by wh1ch a]ethe1a as an uncover1ng comes to pass. Th1s-1s a mutual pro-
cess in which lgggs_and Being s1mu1taneous]y encounter and d15close themse]ves

) to each other. Or, as. Ni111am R!cbardson has put it, “this single. ‘process



Nies forth as if it were emerging of itself [Be1ng], from that wh1ch lets

may be concefved as proceed1ng from two d1rect1ons at once: from that which

it lie-forth, therefore lets it be [logns]. . . ."6 -Ap understanding of

| thus process can.be attained by exam1n7ng Heidegger's account of a speech act,

1nc]ud1ng the 1ntrapersona1 processes of understand1ng and 1nterpretat1on

which precede it.7

| Assertion ("Speak1ng out") is a form of 1nterpretat1on which in turn
15 a form of* understand1ng Understandnng and interpretation are prior to
and constitutive of assert1onﬁgp4ch may or ma"‘not foilow from them. In

']
understanding, man projects himself toward his. poss1b111t1es in a process

' of self—development 8 Understanding const1tutes a forestructure wh1ch

proaects itself in interpretation.
}nterpretat1on, in turn, functions as disclosure. In interprefdng we

see something "as" something with which we are concerned and which disc]oses

,:itself to us. He1degger carefu]ly points out th1s d1sc1os1ve aspect of

g 1nterpretat10n 1n terms of ‘our prior involvement in understand1ng. "In in-
terpret1ng-we do not . . . throw a s1gn1f1cat10n “over some naked th1ng v e ey

‘?we do not ot1Ck ‘a value on 1t but when somethfng within-the-world is

1 encountered as such the thing in quest1on already has an 1nvolvement wh1ch

is dtsclosed in our understanding of the wor’d and th1s 1nvo]vement is one

which gets laid out by the 1nterpretatlon."9 ' LT

Heidegger here wakes a d1s*inct1on between two forms of 1nterpretat1on

The flrst, wh1ch occurs prior to assert1on, results when in my actions I’ focus
.on an ava11ab1e object and become “"circumspectively concerned” with it. This

'Heidegger ca]ls the "hermeneut1c 'as'” of 1nterpretation. in preparing to

fa
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use a certa1n hanmer, for example, I see the hammer as' hammer . “Interpretat1on,"



as Heidegger observes, “is carried out primordially, not.in.a theoretical

statement, but in an action of circumspective concern--Taying aside the

ansuitable tool, or -exchanging it, 'without. wasting words'."10 The

second interpretive_'as'--that,which.relates'to assertion--Heidegger calls’
the l‘apophant1c 'as'." In this form of interpretation, a»property or
definite character is assjgned to'the object with which we were hitherto

concerned in oor actions As the apophant1c *as' attempts to appropriate

_what has been understood, it narrows the field. of possible involvements for

the object. The hermeneutwc '‘as', then, operates 1n,the realm of man's
involvement w1th his world whereas the apophant1c ~as'.0perates in regard to
man's. involvement with his language.

Each form of jnterpretationnhas three stages. The first, the vorhabe.
or fore-having, provides the foundation for interpretation and is composed
of the totality of {nvolvement which is already understood. The second, the -

vorsicht or forse-s1ght, is the stage where1n man beg1ns to appropr1ate or -

 'takes the first cut' out of the forehav1ng The third stage of 1nterpretat1on,

the v orgr1ff or fore- conception, is what ve f1nally settle on in advance or -

-1

how wé decide to conceive the.object of the 1nterpretat1on.11 Overall, the - !

Vprocess of 1nterpretatnon moves from formless, und1fferent1ated prior .

understand1ng ‘to differentiated and spec1f1c concept1on

-2

Let us exampl1fy th1s movement in terms of a specific speech act.~ Suppose

that in the course of setting to work I d1scover that my hammer is too heavy.
Thus understanding of the hammer's re]ative heavinessiisvgrounded in my prior

involvement and experience with the world of tools and work: If I wish to

: express this, I must first have 1nterpreted this aspect -of my world as 1t

has disclosed 1tself to me. Both Belng and logos constitute the fore-hav1ng



~The fore-having resolts from.my prior experience vith-the physical worid of
tools and the experiencing of "weight "I It is also composed of logos or
undifferentiated prelanguage. In. moving into the interpretive stage of
fore-sight, I narrow my interpreé%tion in the realmsiof being and langoage
andzconsider a limited range of alternative tools, wejghts and”verbal'symbo]s
to.express my experience. In fore- conception the last 1nterpret1ve stage |
before assertion, I settle upon the words "hammer" and. “too heavy" and at

'the 3ame twme, perhaps .decide to d1scarJ the present hamer in favor of a - .

new one, .°°° S o ‘ ‘

: ~ APOPHANTIC ‘AS'’
~ "hammer" "tools"
_'too heavy" _+ "weights" # loqgs

HERMENEUTIC 'AS'

Being ' tools +  hammer

assertion

This, then, is a mutual narrow1ng-down process whereéin 1 ogos and beipg d1sclose
themselves. to each other in a progressive convergence which may result in

.assertion.

~ Assertion is the process “of speaking out in words and is always preceded

" : by.understanding and 1nterpretation. Like 1nterpretation assertion has three

stages according to Heidegger s analysis The first is that of "pointing out“,v
the second 1s "pred1cation"-or assigning a definite character; the third is‘
communicating or sharing mean1ng 12 1p our example of "The hammer is too heavy,"
1 first point out the hammer and cause my companion to focus on it rather than Oni
.othei'available objects. I next assign a character ("too heavy") to_1t, and |
'then I share'my'experience of the hammer with my companion. Like“interpretation,
;assertion involves a narrowing-down process which brings a meaningful disclosure :

of the world into man s experience.



, . Now that the various forms of interpretation and assertion have ‘been

., described, we might paus to reconsider that presymbolic function which .
lHeidégger calls logos. You will remember that language was only -one of the
forms wh1ch lgggs_could take and you may well ask what other forms of con-
sciousness are subsumeu under the _gggs_concept ‘A close examination of-

Bexng and Time as welg as Heidegger s other writings reveals that he includes

all forms of meaningfappropriat1on and 1nterpret1ve percept1on 1n_ ogos,13

'Surprisingly, keeping-silent and listening-to are both constitutive activities
and therefore forms of logos. . This may be difficult for those’sensitive to the
’sender/rece1ver d1chotomy to understand, but we must remember that— He1degger |
defined._gggg as-a perceptual -attunement to Be1ng which is prior to language._
o Therefore, forms of 19395 often "do_ not rece1ve verbal expression.” Man

<« -

hears becaufe he understands and hear1ng is const1tut1ve for d1scourse.1“ 1ih

'Hearing, then, is a form of logos.- Likewise, Keeping-silent is a form of
;gggs_because "in talking with another, the person who keeps silent can 'makey
-one understand' (that is, he can develop an. understanding) and he can do so
| more authentically than the person who is never short of words."ls This des-
cr1ption leads one to conclude that every way in wh1ch man 1nterprets, con- . -
stitutes, and 1nteracts with h1s world can be included in the _gggs
In He1degger s later wr1t1ngs _gggs_and language become increasingly -
important in man‘s experience,16 Heidegger-lnvestigates the'relat;onship B
between language and lgggs_and concludes that language is- pr1or to and consti-
'tutive of man's awareness of Being. Joseph Kockelmans described He1degger S f

"position accurately in regard to this quest1on..j.vl .

'f Nhen a man speaks, he. takes up a language that is already const1tuted
; 1n his speech he listens to what this language has to say. To say

. ’ . ‘_ ’ ; - .' S " -




-something means to point something out, to'show it, Language says some- -, °
.thing, shows'something,.lets something appear, Man must listen to
language in such a way that he lets its saying speak itself out to him.
. In" his own speaking, which essent1ally 1mp11es his listen1ng to language,
man must- 'say after' what he has heard before.17

'The word br1ngs a thing* 1nto man's awareness. The word opens up Be1ng to man'“
and susta1ns his relat1onsh1p to Being. Language and the word, then, have .
. @ vital function in regard to man's consciousness . “The word belongs to
what is there . . . [and] cohcea]s within 1tse1f that which gives Being. . . .
- The word itself is the glverfﬂ_Hhat,does it g1ve? . . . The word giVes
'Being?"lq We can only conolude.that the word is constitutive ot.thought :
and is the major epistemological means by which man gains access to the world.
, nggs, language,'and speeeh,'then,*haVe.a teleological meaning aside
- from their.function tn oommunication. . They -are the means. by which man creates
a oersonal‘wor1d’in which he dwells. This is what Heidegger neant whenvhe
said “Language is the-hQuse of Being." Since 1anguége and logos form man's
experience_of Being, for him they are Being. We should not assume at th{S'_
point, however,'that man is:a passive agent, formed, created, and determined
R ;'_ by lahguage.' Heldegger def1ned lgggs_as a gather1ng, a collecting, and he
R sees man as the gatherer. "The word preserves what was originally collected. .

. . Stand1ng and act1ve in the ogos which is 1ngather1ng, is. man the

gatherer."19

‘What are the 1mp11cat1ons of Heldegger S thoughts on language and logos

for a theory -of 1ntrapersona1 commun1cat1on’ I bel1eve they emerge 1n two

areas, F1rst, thv d1scard1ng of the notlon of truth as a correspondence to
"the Real has- 1mp11cat10ns for our not1ons of 1ntrapersona1 perception and
_interpretat1on. Truth as.alethe1a is an uncover1ng or d1sc]051ng of the world:

-

9
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to me and the ogos by which that occurs 1s mine and spec1fic tc me. The

1nterpret1ve and perceptual processes of the 0gos are a result of my unique
" _involvement in and prior understanding of my world. we cannot speak, then,

of the truth but ‘only of my_truth or your truth, My truth is the result of
the way the world has d1sclosed 1tse1f to me in my exper1ence This brings

to m1nd that statement by Hugh Prather oft-quoted” in 1nterpersona1 communication

texts

. No one 1s'wrong; At most someone is uninformed. If I think a man °
is wrorg, either 1 am unaware of someth1ng, or he is. . . . "“You're
WFO“Q means "I.don' t understand you"--I'm not seeing what you're

see1ng. But there is nothing wr wrong. with you, you are simply not me.
and that's not wrong 20 :

He1degger seems to echo Prather 3 statement when he ma1nta1ns that "Being-with

deve]dps in. 11stening to one another. c .. I we have not‘heard ‘aright,'

it is not by acc1dent that we say we have not understood .. L1sten1ng to

is [man s] existential way of Be1ng-open and Beingew1th for Others 2

A second implication for 1ntrapersona1 percept1on arises from He1degger s

"stress on language as a constitutor: of 1nd1v1dual perception. The way I.see

arid 1nterpret my world is 1nextr1cab1y 11nked to my pr1or exper1ence thh language.

_Language is not” merely a tool wh1ch I use; it is a major 1nf1uence on the way S

I perce1ve my world. While some research has - been done on the influence of

'language on thought, 1ntrapersona1 perception, and 1nterpretation,-much

more is needed.22 By° alter1ng or expand1ngnthe equ1pment which the individual

" uses to shapeuhls percept1on (that 1s, h1s language), can we change the
‘very nature of that perception? He1degger would answer th1s _query with a firm _

: “yes," but his claim is yet to be val1dated

Hermeneutic phenomenology endeavors to- exam1ne and descr?be ‘the ways in

-which man s consciousness 1nteracts with h1s world. ~ The eventual goal of
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phenomenology is to wncover and explain the proce

-

Thé phenomenologists' central concern is the indi

r

himself and his personal awareness and-intérpfété

present investigation-into. Martin Heidggggr's theory of logos shoold {hd{cate ;

fruitful avenues of inquiry into oerception; inte

- . \

sses by which thls occurs.
vidual's interaction with

»

tion of .the world.. The iy
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rpretation, and meaning= *
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appropriation for the researcher interested'in?jntrapersona] communication,
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1Thqmas A. Fay extens1ve1y d1scusSes He1degger S analys1s of man's

. jL_relat1onshf{to language in his He1degger The Cr1t1que of Logic. (The
e . “’
- Hague: Martinus Nlahoffyxvpp' 93- 109 S :
', ' _ . ‘ -\ : : .‘”" .
R 2Cxted from a dlscuss1on following Joseph J. Kockelman s paper,

"OntoloQIcallglffegence, Hermeneut1cs “and Language," 1n On® He1degger and

--25'-"' anguage, ed, goseph J.. Kockelmans (Evanston, IL Northwestern Un1vers1ty
s -?ress, 19723 b. 227 —

e

6 -

S f , 3Mart1n He1degger, Being and T1me trans John Macquarr1e and Edward

Rob1nsonc(New York' Harper & Row, 1962), p. 56 The f1rst'German ed1c1on

. of th15'work Se1n und: Zeut, appeared in 1927 S v

i l’Fa,y, p. 97:
. . , . ;’. ‘ . ,..‘-_‘\ . . . .
. 5Being and Time, p. 539.' ST . .
- ﬁﬁ/‘ . , » . . .. N /

¢ o ’ /
s"He1degqer ‘and the 0r1g1n of. Language," Internat1onal Ph1losoph1ca[

-

_Quarterlz 2 (196297 407, . et S S ‘:r e
W > c v

7John Searle differenj}ates a:"speé'h act" from an occasion -in which

anone—ig utters sounds and makes marks by stat1ng that in the case of 2

A\

speech act one pr%duces sounds and marks - “4haracterlst1cally sa1d to have
e

~mean1n9, 9nd a. second\related d1fferen9e is ‘that 0ne is character1st1cal]y

'sa1d to. méan someth*ng by thﬁse sounds or marks .'. In speak1ng a language
' . I attempt to commun1cate things to my hearer by means of gettlng h1m to '
| recognize my 1ntention to communlcate JUS hose thlngs " See Searle S

"What .is a Speech Act?" in Ph1losophy in Amer1ca ed’ Max. Black (Pthaca, NY:

' ~Cornell Un1vers1ty Press, 1965) P, 228
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-aﬂeing;and’Time, p. 188.

- 91bid,, p. 191.

- 1°Ibid., p;’ZOO:

= HTRG, bl 190,
121b14. p. 196-97. - o

‘-33Kocke1mansv(in'his Introduction to On Heidegger and Language, p. xii):

observes that Heidegger even includes forms of artistic expression, such

s .

‘as music and'art,'in 'ogosd In one'of"hiselater'essays Heidegger did claim

___Lhat.a_ﬁrec4an—temp1e—and“a‘t1ass1c pa1nt1ng are works of 1ogos and "let
'.. unconcea]ment as such happen 1n regard to what 1s as a who]e e Beautz '

1s one,way “in wh1ch truth occurs as unconcea]ment . See his "The Origin-

of the Hork of Art," in Ph1losoph1es of Art . and Beauty, trans. A]bert

‘; Hofstadter, ed Hofstadter and R1chard Kuhns (New York Random House, 1964),_,7
pp. 680-81 ' ' |

1“Beingfand Time, p. 206.§s

,‘_,"SI;_b'id. ) p. _208.

: 16Much of, He1degger s 1ater wr1t1ngs on. ]anguage appears in two works,

- An Introduct1on to Metaphysics [E1hfuhrung 1n d1e Metaphys1k (1935)], tnans

:; B . Ralph Manhe1m (New Haven, CT: Yale Un1vers1ty Press, 1959), and On the Way
a to Lang;age [Unterwegs zur Sprache (1950-59)] trans. Peter D Hertz

fae
(e

(New York Harper & Row, 1971) _ 1 : _iﬁiﬁ£

Cast

@ - 17"Qnto’logica1 D1fference Hermeneut1cs and Language,“ in On He1degge

*

and Language, p. 212 _ :! . - Y . .

]
I
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180p theaway'to:Language. pp. 87-8..

—_—

19n Introduction to Metaphysics. p. 172.

20Cited 1n Jokn Stewart Br1dges Not Walls. (Read1ng, Mass.. Addison-

;_;_____w,wesley Publishing. Co.,«l973) p. 88-—»m~--m~m*w«ﬂ«-mm~ R e

hlBeing and Time, p. 206.

22The question of the relat1onsh1p between language and thought has always
fasc1nated me. Heidegger seems to believe that language precedes thought, wh1le
other ph1losophers would. claim the reverse. Jean P1aget has observed that this

is one of the most d1ff1cult andAprofound problems of contemporary ph1losophy,

and he speculates that thought and language—emerge s1multaneously. each
dependent on and bu1ld1ng from ‘the other. He c1tes exper1ments in wh1ch the
development in children's operat1onal Tevel of think1ng could not be accelerated.
- by equ1p1ng-them with a h1gher echelon vocabulary. He concludes that l1ngu1st1c
training will not cause a. commensurate advance in operat1onal think1ng. He

also states that more research 1s needed in th1s area. See his Structuralism,

trans and ed. Chan1nah Maschler (New York: Bas1c Books, l970) pp 92- 6
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