14

Intending the Intender
(Or, Why Heidegger Isn’t Davidson)

Mark Okrent

For several years I have been attempting to convince Hubert Dreyfus
that the early Heidegger can be profitably compared with Donald
Davidson. In this chapter I take up this challenge yet again, but with
a twist. I start by pointing out what have come to seem to me obvious
points of similarity between Davidson and Heidegger concerning the
nature of intentionality. But, I then ask, if Heidegger and Davidson
are so similar, why do they appear so different? The answer is that
Heidegger seems to give a certain priority to first person approaches
to intentionality that Davidson denies, but that this seeming empha-
sis is merely apparent. Having said this, I go on to suggest that
Heidegger does have a unique view of the relation between self-
directed intentions and intentions directed toward other entities that
distinguishes him not only from Davidson, but also from everyone
else.

My positive thesis regarding the difference between Heidegger
and Davidson has three parts. First, Heidegger holds with much of
the Continental tradition, but against Davidson, that there are two
intentional aspects of every intentional state: an intention directed
toward the object of that state and an intention directed toward the
one who has that state. On this view, part of what it is for me to intend .
a hammer, for example, is for me to intend myself. This thesis cru-
cially distinguishes Heidegger from Davidson. But, second, virtually
the entire Continental tradition interprets this supposed constraint
on intentionality in terms of self-presence. And it is easy to interpret
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Held.egger as accepting this view, while Davidson rejects it, th
severing the tic between intentionality and consciousness. I z’u' ..
l?owever, that Heidegger also rejects this understanding of. the flie’
tion between self-directed intentions and intentionality in ene‘::l‘-
.Instead, I argue that for Heidegger, all intentionality involvesgintend.
Ing an entity as an entity of one sort or another, and, given the di !
.unctlv.e normative character that Heidegger holds is central to r_hs-
mtenu(?nality of Dasein, to intend an entity as having some s eciﬁe
determination is also to intend oneself as a Dasein of some Ia).rtic .
lar sort. The intention of self that is involved in all intentional? d s
not, ff)r Heidegger, involve any consciousness or presentation Zf sol'i'S
even in the form of “what it is like” to be Dasein. Rather, the ve ’
intention that is correctly describable as a taking of somelzhin a(;ry
shoe,‘ for example, is always necessarily also correctly descn'bal%l .
a taking of the intender as a certain sort of Dasein: o

E]li ;ﬁi)er:)uaker fi‘shnot the shoe; but shoe gear, belonging to the equipmen
exture of his environing world, is intelligible as the pi >

ment that it is only by wa arti Sorld that helongs 1ot
: ‘ onh y of the particular world that belo

existential constitution of the Dasein as being-in-the-world. In ugglz::tartll:;

ing itself by way of things, the Dasein understands itself as being-in-the-world

by way of its world. T i
world?; he shoemaker is not the shoe but, existing, he is his

The third part of my thesis is that when we properly understand this

dark saying, we also understand what is distincti
b t .
about Heidegger. at is distinctive, and important,

I Intentionality, Representation, and Consciousness

lL:;et us begin w1th. Davidson’s and Heidegger’s common enemy: Rene
escartes. Here is the central Cartesian picture. The mind is a sub-
s@ce whose essential attribute is thinking. This claim has two parts
First, to be a substance is to be an entity whose being is logicall Ii)nde:
pendent of the being of any other entity. So, even though it xz]la b
true that entity A is causally dependent on entity B, as long as w)',h i
it is for A to be is specifiable independently of any ;elationgwhich j&
might have to B or anything else, then A counts as a substan
Second, all of the attributes of the substance which is the mind :ri
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modifications of thought, where the extension of the term “thought”
includes “everything that is within us in such a way that we are imme-
diately aware of it.”? That is, to be a thinking thing is to be a sub-
stance such that it is essential to the substance’s attributes that the
substance is aware of those attributes. For a Cartesian, nothing
belongs to me which is not conscious; or, as Descartes himself puts it:
“We cannot have any thought of which we are not aware at the very
moment when it is in us.” Although a thinking substance might have
some determinations which are not conscious, all of these are mod-
ifications of consciousness, in the sense that they are dispositions to
think, or possible thoughts, or abilities to think, and so forth.

The other pillar of the Cartesian view of the mental is that
all thoughts involve ideas, where an idea is “the form of any given
thought, immediate perception of which makes me aware of the
thought.™ The Cartesian asserts that every conscious event, and
thus every thought, has a form, and these events are typed and
identified according to their form. It is by the “immediate percep-
tion” of this form that the thinker is “immediately aware” of her
thought. The form of a thought, by which it is typed and of which
the thinker is immediately aware, is also the conient of the thought,
in the sense that this thought, in virtue of its form, amounts to a rep-
resentation of some object. In virtue of that representational relation
with that object, itis intentionally directed toward that object. Finally,
since thoughts are the thoughts they are in virtue of their form,
which is immediately perceived by the thinker, the nature of her
thoughts and what they represent are transparently presented to the
thinker.

Cartesians thus believe: (1) The mind is a substance; (2) All mental
states are conscious; (3) A state has intentional content just in case
it is conscious; (4) A conscious mental state is intentional in virtue
of its character as a representation; (5) What is represented in a
mental state is transparent to the thinker.

So, how is Donald Davidson similar to the early Heidegger? They
both reject all of 1-5. Moreover, they both reject 1-5 for the same
reasons and in the same way.

Let’s start with proposition (1), that the mind is a substance. The
mind, or self, is not a substance for either Heidegger or Davidson, if
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el;:-, tssu‘bstcmcle1 we can understand nothing other than a thing which
1sts In such a way as to depend on no other thi .
! ‘ er thing for its existence.™
DaF(-); Davidson, a person is simply an entity which has mental st;;
tic)rvl]alsotr:l foll(owtx;j Brentano in identifying mental states with inte:
states (“the distinguishing feature :
tiol : ° di of the mental is not
gr:;l t};:vate, sul_yectwe, or immaterial, but that it exhibit: wt;ll:lt:
> thMoifcalled 1ntenuor_1ali¥y”6), but distinguishes himself by insist-
mgmal x we use the criterion of intentionality to distinguish the
me » then actions must also be seen as “mental”. “[I]ntentional
thoon}s1 gr; clearly included in the realm of the mental along wrilth
ughts, hopes, and regrets.” Indeed, f i
, 2 . . , for Davidson, that non-acti
Ier;erlltal sFates are intentional depends upon their role in the rai:::l)al}
ang aﬂr:atmn .of l?ehav1f>r, teleologically or intentionally described
and e spe.c1ﬁc intentional content of any given state is a functio :
“Advei tispectlﬁ;:) 1;01; of that state in the explanation of behavioxr'l
ng to beliefs and desires to explai ion i .
Acve elief plain action is therefore a
o ot;mg anhactlo.n into a pattern of behavior made coherent b Yhaz
d(mirey.a.1 . c.]‘thf:re is a clear sense in which attributions of beliefy and
o » and hence teleological explanations of belief and desire, ar
;l)zzryement on behavior more broadly described.” T
R (t’lonal e)iglanations are distinctive in that they appeal to reasons
ns are themselves distinctive in several .
individual to count as a reason i o relred to oot o it
. : on it must be so related to a set
I()a(‘);(s;ble states of that individual that if the person has theeﬁl(')sil?: (s)tt:ter
omerfi}hfgs some others), then the entity should have some of the(;
orhe P(.)rd (;:heve that. Gray is between Portland and Lewiston, and
chat Port ‘Znﬂl:tngrl;ewliton t}a.lre thirty-five miles apart, then I s;zould
. y is less than thirty-five miles fr. i
s es from Portland. Sim-
a );01f Itwt:;nt to go to Gray, and believe that Route 26 is the bl:slt
v )ilt ° gee ere, then all things equal, I should take Route 26. That
Wilich t‘:Isle;intlal to reasons as reasons that they belong to a : stem
whict s o s under norms which specify the manner in whits:)lll the
) doe;no 1e isfy§tem should be related. An entity has reasons for what
nly if it stands under the inferenti
coc ! ential norms of rationality.
o léorvlvsl:fg does an entity have states that stand under the nozna-
onghe o da(l)mts of rationality? Reasons not only specify what an agent
» as reasons they also explain what the agent in fact does
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And, Davidson thinks, a being can count as standing under the nor-
mative constraints of rationality just to the extent that its reasons

explain its behavior, and reasons explain behavior only to the extent

that the entity in facts acts as it ought given its reasons. So, I stand

under the constraints of rationality if my reasons explain most of

my acts, and my reasons explain most of my acts if I tend to act

rationally.
My beliefs and desires ought to be related to each other rationally.

And, insofar as my acts can in fact be rationally explained, they must

by and large be related to those beliefs and desires as they ought to
be. So my acts being rationally explicable entails that my acts are gen-
erally coherent with each other and that my other mental states, my
beliefs and desires, are generally consistent with each other and with
my acts.
If to be a person is to be a being with mental states, and for a state
to be mental is for it to be intentional, and a state is intentional only
if it is an act or potentially involved in the rational explanation of
acts, then an entity has intentional states only if she acts, and the con-
ditions on being a person include whatever conditions there are on
correctly describing 2 being as acting intentionally. It is a condition
on acting intentionally that one act coherently, and for Davidson an
entity can count as acting coherently and thus having mental states
ible to interpret it in such a way that most

at all just in case it is poss
of what it does is successful and most of what it believes is true, (the
*). Since these con-

doctrine which is called the “principle of charity

ditions involve specific relations between the entity and her envi-
ronment, it follows that nothing can be a person, and nothing can
count as a mental state, unless they are related in the right way to
beings other than themselves.

This directly implies that no person can be a substance, if by a sub-
stance one means 2 being which needs no other being in order to
be. For if a person must have mental states, and to be a mental state
involves a relation between the person and some other thing, then
what it is to be a person is only specifiable in terms of those relations,
and nothing can be a person unless other things exist.

In Being and Time, Heidegger quotes the Cartesian definition of
substance which I cited above, and states that the categories of the
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e)lcltant, iuch a§ subsFance, can not be used to articulate the self. But
‘t/vh y I?aOt.- In d1§cussmg this iss_ue, Heidegger typically first reafﬁrms
€ Kantian point that the subject as thinker and agent can never b
repre-sented as such. Any such representation would present th((:r lef
as if it were merely one object among others. And, since subst:«,usle
is a category which applies to and organizes represe’ntations itn o
applies to tbe subject. As Kant says, “Consciousness in itself, is never
representation . . . but a form of representation in general.” *e
_ H.el_degger does not think that this critical stance toward i)es
is CrlthZ?] enough, however. And he is right. If to be a substan Ca:rtes
be a being such that it needs nothing else in order to be th(;e lstI:O
su‘.bject as desc.ribed is a substance. It is a substance becaus; it isn con(i
Ee:;::..as c;nsamness, and the noti.on of consciousness is essentially
ian. For Descartes, the paradigm acts of the subject, or mind,
are conscious and self conscious; they are presentations <,)f th 1%
to the self which present beings other than the self. But since ihse
presentations are conceived as representations it is thought that i i
possible for the self and its representations to be evegn if a‘h s
represented is not. Perhaps, as Kant thinks, the subject mu:: t;iiz;nl:

objects in order to think itself, but what it is to be a subject (the form

gi irlelz‘(i:sresentatj01(11 of objects) can be specified independently of other
» 50, according to the definiti jecti }

g 50, accordin ition, the subject is ontologically con-
To comp'lete the criticism of the conscious substance which Kant
;t:hr.ted, Heldegger reminds us that even for Kant, the I think is the
Heiglk som‘::tll)'mg. To think something is to intend something. And
egger believes, there is a necessar iti . ’

. ' y condition on the ibili
of intending somethin ing-i hall sec,

' g, being-in-the-world. Sinc

being in the world demand i - e o o

: s the being of beings other than Dasei
Dal;em cannot be without other beings: it is not a substance -
. ut;what of the Cartesian claim that all mental states a:re con-
scflous. I:.et us recal.l the central components of the Cartesian notion
oh?o}?;c;ou.sness. First, a thought is typed and identified by its form
\éve cl::md if;silstsecontfizlt by spte;l:ifying what object the thought is about,
, ssential to a thought that it is immediatel ‘
pletely known by the thinker. That it i s 2 fame ot e

. . . t is so known is a function of th
Cartesian claim that the form of the thought, the idea whic(l)l t.h:

E:
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thought embodies, is an object of “immediate perception”. Since the
content of a thought is essential to it, and it is necessary that a
thought be completely known by its thinker, it follows that the person
who thinks a thought has a complete knowledge of the form of that
thought, in virtue of which knowledge she also has complete knowl-
edge of what is intended in the thought and the manner in which it

is intended.
For Davidson, thoughts so understood are simply impossible:

If a thought is constituted the thought it is by the mind’s knowledge of the
identifying object, then someone knows what thought she is thinking only
if she knows what object she has in mind. Yet there seems to be no clear
meaning to the idea of knowing which object one has in mind. The trouble
is that ignorance of even one property of an object can, under appropriate
circumstances, count as not knowing which object it is. This is the reason
philosophers who have wanted to found knowledge on infallible identifica-
tion of objects have sought objects that, like Hume’s impressions and ideas,
“Are what they seem and seem what they are "__that is, have all and only the
properties we think they have. Alas, there are no such objects. . . . Not even

. . 10
appearances. are everything we think they are.

We can understand why Davidson thinks this if we recall his views

on what thoughts are. Thoughts are states of agents which can be

appealed to in the course of giving rational explanations of inten-

tional action. Such states are intentional and have content solely
in virtue of their roles in such explanations. So “what a thought is
about” which identifies the thought as the thought which it is, is
solely a function of its relations to other mental states, thoughts and
actions. And there is no reason to think that the person who has a
thought has any special access to those relations. So even though we
can monitor our own states in ways in which others cannot monitor
them, it does not follow from this that we can know the intentional
content of our thoughts in ways in which others cannot. Nor does it
follow that if we do not monitor one of our states in this way, that it

is not a thought.
For a Cartesian,
its object. This claim
state which is intention
R to object O that I intends

a state is intentional in virtue of its representing
amounts to the thesis that it is in virtue of the
al, 1, standing in the representation relation
O. It is because the Cartesian thinks that
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I stanfis in this relation R to O in virtue of the form of I and thi
forn.l 1s transparent to the thinker, that she thinks that th;: cont "
of Iis transparent to the thinker. But Davidson rejects the notion tflm
the content of I is fixed by its transparently available form. Rath .
Dav1d.son thinks that the intentional content of a mental i.tem i 4
function of its role in the rational explanation of the pattern ofl an
a.gent’s l?e}'lavior, and since there is no reason to think that this re;m
tion, ljZ, Is In any way similar to R, there is no reason to think tha-
Intentional states are representations. “Beliefs are true and false b:’l‘:
they represent nothing. It is good to be rid of representations o
S9 Davidson rejects 2-5 just as completely as he rejects l Fo
'Dav1ds.on, agents are not Cartesian substances, mental states th;) }:
mtentional, need not be conscious, their intentional conte;lt is lrlf)t
vtvr}a;z:p::irent tt}(l) the thinker, and mental states represent nothing. But
et (; d (c;e;fl te I;a ;:;Zig?degger stand on consciousness, representa-
Th.ese- 1ssues are complicated in Heidegger by his Husserlian
.upbnnglng. As Husserl clearly rejected the notion that intentional-
ity was a matter of representation, it was easy for the early Heide
ger to reject this view as well. For Heidegger the key poini, was thg;
any mteptional act is directed toward its object, not a representati ;
_Of an object. When I see a chair it is the chair itself which I am inteno;1
ing, not any ghostly mental object. “When I look, I am not inten;
upon seeing a representation of something, but the chair.”2 “To sa
that I am in the first place oriented toward sensations is ail just pu .
tl.leory. In conformity with its sense of direction perc;]: tiolzl P
;islrzct;(;l] toward the extant being itself. It intend; this }frecisell;
appr);he r:d?r?;”ll;nows nothing at all about sensations that it is
4 Wlllat leads us to think that there must be representations imme-
islal;:: y pll'es.ent to the mind thr9ugh which we are related to an object
e relational character of intentions and intentional discourse
When I see the chair it seems that there is something which I see .
the verb “to see” here takes an object. But the chair itself need not’ ;"S
tllert?, or be at all, as the fact of hallucination makes clear. So the
relat}on cannot be a real relation between me and the chah: aj
relations presuppose the existence of both relata, This suggés?ss :}(:at
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there must be another object, distinct from me and the chair, to
which I am related and through which I might perhaps be related to
the chair. The problem Heidegger sees with this, however, is that
seeing the chair, for example, is an activity which takes the chair itself
as object, not any chair representation.

Thus, we have a puzzle. Intentional states are typed and identified

by the object toward which they are directed. But the intentional
character of these states cannot be understood as a relation between
these states and the actual object toward which they are directed, nor
can it be understood as a relation between the intentional states and
some mental representation of the real object. Heidegger’s solution
to this puzzle is to take the directedness toward, which is the defin-
ing property of the intentional, as an intrinsic, nonrelational prop-
erty of the intentional comportment itself. Thought transcends itself
towards its object in virtue of its own essential character as directed-
ness toward, so the thought need not involve a real relation with its
object, whether that object is conceived as actual or merely mental.
Thoughts are about their objects; they do not represent those
objects.

This solution to the puzzle raises as many problems as it solves.
For, what is it for an intentional comportment to be open to or
directed toward its object in its very nature? What must a state be to
be intentional? What must a person be if she is to have intentional
states? The properties of substances are either intrinsic properties,
in which case they characterize the substance apart from any rela-
tions that substance has to any other entity, or the properties are rela-
tional, in which case the property involves a relation between the
substance with the property and some other existing being. It is
impossible for the properties of classically conceived substances to
involve relations to something else in-themselves.

In the lecture courses prior to the composition of Being and Time,
Heidegger frequently assumes the orthodox Cartesian position that
the realm of intentionality is coextensive with the realm of con-
sciousness. Nevertheless, by the time we get to the text of Being
and Time, the word “Bewusstsein” has virtually disappeared from
Heidegger’s lexicon. Why is this? There are strong programmatic
considerations undermining Heidegger’s adherence to Cartesian
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o .
‘ ;lf:lo?o;(y: Heidegger needs to answer the question regarding what
sort o tl:elng can have states which relate to others, even tlglou h
e retsoth etrs nleed not exist. And in response to this question ﬁe

at only an entity whose being is ch i
e o only an . g 1s characterized as being-in-
t as having such states. B is i
. But what is it to be i
world and what sort of s gt i
\ tates are paradigmatic of entiti i
in such a way as to be in the world? s ies which are
. Heldfilgger gn;es the following list of “modes of in-being belongin
o ;:ive(;“y fa)lrgness »and the list remains pretty constant throughoutgl thg
od of Being and Time: “Workin i
' : g on something with somethi
producing something, cultivatin i - utting
i , g and caring for somethi i
something to use, employi i e boldine
ploying something for somethi i
something in trust, givin i Tont, Brternag
. . . g up, letting something get lost, i
Ing, discussing, accomplishin i oring, determisns
something i p g, exploring, considering, determining
Hei .
o Cecl)deggel; characterizes the common denominator of these states
intendr;ie:lrilty, but tlt;rom the standpoint provided by the puzzle of
» another aspect of this list jum
! s out at you. All of th
states involve overt behavi fied ’ ehavios
or of embodied persons i
tes i . t b . overt beh
;hufh is described in intentional terms. And, from tl,le standpoi?l‘:o;
€ intentionality puzzle, what is striking i : o
striking is that each
demands some relati ’ eron—n s
on between an agent and i i
: ts environm b
need not involve a relatio 1 e which
! n between the agent and the obj
‘ . . e object whi

:isoﬁllzntmnetclll in the characterization of the act itself then I ;Cr:ll

something which is correctl i '

; y characterized as attempti
produce a widget, I must inter i oo et
pr ) act with my environment i
proc . : ent in some def-
o Vvv\rlag'; bsut as yet there is no widget for me to enter into relation-
. gl dire.ctecc;, tw(lrhendltham 13 the state of producing a widget, I am

ward the widget i i ip wif
widget get, and in no real relationship with any
B o . .

tionl;ltithl;";: Just whz.tt 15 required for a solution to the puzzle of inten-

dona t?;in e 1nf::1nt10nal act of producing a widget is directed toward

pare beb g a widget, and in that sense directed toward the widget

put this eing dlI'CCth toward the widget of the production involves;

beingin ;rlx e-to arllzl' wfldget. Thus insofar as Heidegger holds that the
-In-the-world of an agent is the necess iti i

doni e ' ary condition of all inten-

ty, we can say of the early Heidegger precisely what we said of
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Davidson, that an entity has intentional states only if she acts, and

the conditions on being a person include whatever conditions there

are on correctly describing a being as acting intentionally.

The act centered answer to the puzzle of intentionality, an answer

which suggests that intentional acts can be directed toward their

objects without those acts being in a real relation to those objects,

but only if the act involves a relation between the agent and other
actual entities, demands that being conscious of oneself as attempt-
ing to produce something is not sufficient to guarantee that one is
really attempting to produce. But is consciousness of one’s attempt
necessary for production, as Descartes thinks, or is it unnecessary, as
Davidson thinks? Since each of these types of intentional activity are
fundamentally overt doings, even if they are described in intentional
terms, there does not seem any particular necessity that the agent
knows what she is doing while she is doing it. In everydayness Dasein
does not find herself by reflecting on the state she is in while she is
performing an act: there is no moment of selfreflective conscious-
ness built in to the act itself. Rather, we find ourselves, as ourselves,
precisely in our everyday activities, and not in any conscious reflec-
tion on them: “Each one of us is what he pursues and cares for. In

tand ourselves and our existence by way

everyday terms, we unders
15

of the activities we pursue and the things we take care of.
But does this Heideggerean specific lack of focal knowledge of our-
selves as agent amount to the claim that self-consciousness in an act
is unnecessary for the intentionality of that act? There are two things
which should arrest us about the entirely typical passage I just quoted
from the early Heidegger. First, the Cartesian analysis of intention-
ality in terms of consciousness, the claim that every intentional state
directed toward an object is in addition an immediate transparent
presentation of the self to itself, is rejected. For Heidegger there is
something deeply wrong with the Cartesian conception of intention-
ality as consciousness. But second, for Heidegger there is also some-
thing deeply right in the claim that every intentional state in some way
involves a self reference:
In what way is the self given? Not.. . . in such a way

presentations and goes along with the
1d be a reflective act directed

But the question remains,
that an “I think” accompanies all re
acts directed at extant beings, which thus wou
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at the first act. Formally, it is unassailable to speak of the ego as conscious-
ness of something that is at the same time conscious of itself, and the descrip-
tion of the res cogitans as cogito me cogitare, or self-consciousness, is
correct. But these formal determinations, which provide the framework for
idealism’s dialectic of consciousness, are nevertheless very far from an inter-
pretation of the phenomenal circumstances of the Dasein. . . . We must first
of all see this one thing clearly: the Dasein, as existing, is there for itself,
even when the ego does not expressly direct itself to itself in the manner of
its own peculiar turning around and turning back, which in phenomenol-
ogy is called inner perception as contrasted with outer. The self is there for

the Dasein itself without reflection and without inner perception, before all
reflection, ™6

So, we are left with the following attitude of Heidegger toward the
Cartesian claim that all intentional states are conscious. If by this
claim it is meant that every intentional state involves, in addition to
its directedness toward an object, a self-referential intention directed
toward the person with that state, then Heidegger is willing to grant
that Descartes was right. If, on the other hand, it is claimed that this
self-reference involves an immediate specific awareness of one’s own
intentional state as one’s own intentional state, then Heidegger
claims that the Cartesian tradition is wrong. And, as the notion of
consciousness is usually taken to involve the latter determination
as well as the first, we must conclude that Heidegger agrees with
Davidson in denying that all intentional states must be conscious.
The strong emphasis on the necessarily self-referential character
of all intentionality serves to sharply distinguish Heidegger from
Davidson, however. Davidson believes that nothing can have beliefs
and desires which is incapable of having beliefs and desires about
itself, as he holds that only linguistic beings have beliefs and desires,
and that intentions of the third order are necessary for language.
Further, for Davidson all intentional states are and must be states of
some person; as mental states only come as a holistic package, and
that package amounts to a teleological theory of a person, if there is
a mental state, then it is necessarily the state of a person. But, fol-
lowing the German tradition to which he is the heir, Heidegger also
holds that the intentionality of each intentional state requires an inten-
tional directedness toward the being which has this state, and there
is nothing in Davidson which is analogous to this condition.
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II Self-reference, Consciousness, and Action

How are we to understand the eleme'nt of. selfirefteirerilac;hxzt;;:
Heidegger thinks is essential to z;ll over;r:}tlznsit;)fnazxr eatco ge d Ihe par
adigm case of intentions dfrecte towar the sl are 10 b e iies
i ical 1 ions which are primarily directe \

o Pra:ltllcalt;tf;:;o go when it is szid that one ﬁnds onese.lf n wha.lt
P ares for, what this implies is that while one is
C , the primary intentional olf)ject is the
as one intends the

one pursues and
i ir of shoes,
working on a pair o ‘
shoes, and not oneself. But nevertheless, insofar e e
shoes’as products to be produced, the hammer and nai hs a,sustomer
‘ i as the ¢
i tive act, and another person
be used in that produc e s omonelf a5
to be made, one is also In
for whom the shoes are to | . ¢
shoemaker. But what is it to intend oneself. in that way: Cof the sl
There is a temptation in Heidegger himself to thm. f the s
reference which he holds to be essential to each mteri;lon e as
-awaren
if it were just like consciousness, except that ofur self z:sness i
i j sCi
i al, as ordinary objects ot con
horizonal rather than focal, : css have
traditionally been taken to be. Such an understanding tcl):n e s
reference of intentionality is a development of thefK;mresentation
that self-consciousness is to be found in tlr‘le form o repb o g
ather than as a representation. On this view, for me to ; oriing
o i es, but,
on the shoes is for me to be consciously foctused on .the s1 o 5 o
iven the form of intentionality involved, this focus is only p o
igfI am aware of myself as well as an aspect of the horizon in
e shoes are focal. . ' o
thwere we to interpret him in this way, Helieggertwo:igs taljlce.
: i ota ;
i inci 4), and (5): the mind 18 o '
artesian principles (1), (4), L (5) - stance:
Slental stalzes are not intentional in virtue of being represexi 0 th;.
d the content of mental states need not be transparen he
hi i itted, however, to two cen
i i d remain committed, )
inker. Heidegger woul centrs?
. ects of Cartesianism. He would hold that all m.ex'ltal states are com
2sl(s:ipous and that a state is intentional just in case 1t 18 consctgou,sness
though he would have reinterpreted the lnat.ure of. co;listy ousnes
Such an interpretation of Heidegger, in which m;entllfotr(l) e
associated with a nonfocal conscious presence of s¢ )

be maintained, however.
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To see that this interpretation of Heidegger is incoherent we need

to go back and look once again at what could be meant by the sug-
gestion that the intentional activity of, for example, producing a
widget, is a paradigmatic case of being-in-the-world, and that being-
in-the-world is necessary for all intentionality. There are two ways
to understand what is meant when one says that someone is attempt-
ing to produce a widget. The traditional interpretation is that when
one produces a widget one has a representation of a widget in mind
and that this representation of the widget guides the act of produc-
tion. On this view, an act of production is an act of production if
it is guided in the right way by an internal widget representation.
This view is highly congenial to the Cartesian understanding of the
relation between consciousness and intentionality. If an overt act has
the intentional directedness it does only if it is related to a certain
sort of representation, it is natural to think that that representation
must be a conscious one, and that whatever intentionality actions
have must be parasitic on the intentionality of conscious thought.
So on the traditional view, there is no formal necessity that (attempt-
ing to) produce involves the agent actually engaging with entities
other than herself. Even if I am in thrall to an evil demon, I can have
widget representations which are related to other conscious inten-
tional states of mine in such a way that I can count as attempting to
build a widget. But on the traditional view it is formally impossible
that I could attempt to produce a widget and not be conscious of
that fact.

Alternatively, one can think that a certain behavior is directed in
the way it is in virtue of its relations with other behavior. On this view,
“Adverting to [mental intentions] to explain action is. . .a way of
fitting an action into a [coherent] pattern of behavior.”” According
to this second model, it is not the case that overt behavior counts as
directed toward producing a widget in virtue of its relation with some
mental representation. Rather, one has internal mental intentions
only insofar as they are related in the right way with overt behavior
which is rationally coherent in attempting to attain a goal.

Which of these understandings of “producing something” does
Heidegger have in mind when he says that being in the world is a
necessary condition of intentionality, and that producing something
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is a paradigm case of being in? Well, it cannot be the first rr}odel. ;tl”
attempting to produce a widget demands that one has an 1n:lrc;‘n :
intention that would be intentional even if there were no Elg
other than the thinker for her to act on, then it would. be 1nfct()) .er-
ent to say that attempting to produce a widgetis a .para.dlgm of etlllllgt
in and there are no intentional states without being in. }'.“011 1nth a
. o s
case there would be such states without being in, precisely tho
intentional states which are necessary for an overt act to cm;nth as an
i i i tional charac-
dget. That is to say, the inten
attempt to produce a wi : : : rac
ter of overt acts cannot be explained by app.ea.hng to t_he 1nten(;1(:e :
ality of internal mental states if one maintains, as Heidegger does,
. . .
that those internal states could not be 1ntent1.onal 1t11ille:'sstthc;jrenw:leirty
i i i 1d be to privilege the intentio
intentional action. To do so wou : . ‘ y
of internal mental states at the same time that o;le 1;1 a§(sleruzf $e
i i i ion. So, for Heidegger,
iority i d to intentionality of action. So, . '
D tontonality of i ded in the intention-
i i i not be grounded in
intentionality of overt action can ot | n the iniendon
i i tes. But it is only for such inter
ality of internal mental sta . only : . 1
thatt}t’ one is tempted to link intentionality with consc1ou§gess, fO(:;l
or nonfocal. So one cannot coherently interpret the I-I.ex e.:gglm:an
requirement that every intention directed toward an o.bjec:;s : Zver
intention directed toward the intender as an assertion tha y
i ion i If presentation.
intention involves a nonfocal se ; o
Thus it is wrong to think that Heidegger is . different 'fr::;
Davidson in virtue of his holding that there is a llYed e).(pg::j s
i te in -
i i i al state, and that determina
involved in every intention s ' e that every
i - . Heidegger does indeed thin
ality demands self-presence doe think that every
i i i icitly intends its intender. It is, A
intentional state also implici 5 howeven 2
i i i r believes that we should un
mistake to think that Heidegge ; 1 e
this intention of the self in terms derived from the notion of

consciousness.

III Self Reference and Practical Explanation

Davidson thinks that a state has intentional conten.t just f1n c;seolrt i:
i ional explanation of acts,
act, could play a role in the ration . :
::tionally related to states which could Play a 'role. in S‘E;h ;):Sizn;
tion. Heidegger thinks that only an entity which is in the
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spch away as to act could have intentional states. On either of th
views, the ability of an entity to act is a necessary condition on tl(:se
entity having any intentional states whatsoever, and what it is f N
state to have any intentional content and the content which it hOr s
determined by its relations with actions, e
Actions are intentional, in the sense of being directed toward
What they are directed toward is the goal of the act. Most things i -
na.ture. have no telos, they simply occur. Acts have a point andgth .
point is their end. For both Heidegger and Davidson one ,event caat
have a goal only if it is related in the right way to other events whi }I:
have a goal. Indeed, for both of them, it is not only the case thct
there cannot be a single act, it is also the case that there can b y
acts unless these acts are related in the right way to other intentie na(;
stat'es which are not act events. Both Heidegger and DavidsonOn
holists regarding action: a single act has a goal only if it is pro alie
related to other events that have goals, and to the intentionil slzaetrey
of an agent, and an agent has such intentional states only if it s
related in the right way to acts which have goals. PREE
) .But”the devil is in the details. What way of being related is the
right” way of being related for events to count as acts? And wh
sorts .of ends do these relations bestow? Davidson’s ans'wer towtha'lt
question adverts to the familiar homilies of belief/desire psycholo N
and instrumental reason. Heidegger, however, thinks tl);at o gly
agents who are in the world act, that the pa’radigmati'c actsn¥
such agents involve tool use, in which the agent intends the tool .
a tool, and that all such tool use involves an intention by the a t
toward herself, an intention which intends the agent a); an ent
of some definite sort. Indeed, for Heidegger it is proper tzg:nt
that action not only involves an intention directed toward trl)le a en:?s’
Oown person, it is also correct to say that the act has a dual en(fi;' it i
both in order to realize some definite state of affairs within the vx" lLs
and, in a(.idition, for the sake of constituting the agent as an aor t
of a cert.aln sort. It is this difference in the understanding of a %ien
Whl.Ch lies at the center of the important differencg betvfr on
Heldegg(?r and Davidson regarding intentionality. For Davidseen
one acts if one has some coherent set of beliefs and desires. But ?:;
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Heidegger every act involves in addition an interpretation and con-
stitution of oneself as an agent of some definite type. Let me expand
on this difference.

For Davidson, an event is an act if it is part of a pattern of events

which are coherent in the sense that they are integrated into a system
in which, by and large, the agent does what she should do, given her
reasons for action. Those reasons, in turn, are understood in terms
of the agent’s beliefs and desires. An individual act is rational, in the
shallowest sense, if it is an act which the agent should perform given
the belief and desire of the agent which explain that act. So it is ratio-
nal for me to flip the switch if I believe that doing so will turn on the
light and I want the light to be on. Conversely, the content of a given
state is partially fixed by the normative role of that state in the system
of the agent’s acts. Roughly, for a state to be the belief that flipping
the switch will turn on the light is for it to be a state such that, given
that one is in that state, if one also had the desire to turn on the
light, then, ceteris paribus, one should flip the switch. These rela-
tions suggest that one interpret the goal or telos of an act as the real-
ization of a state of affairs which satisfies the desire which rationalizes
the act. I believe that flipping the switch will turn on the light, and
I want the light to be on, so I should flip the switch. I should flip the
switch insofar as the flipping of the switch is an act which is toward
the light being on. Thus the content of the desire which is ingredi-
ent in the explanation of the act is covariant with the direction or
goal of the act itself. The telos or goal of my flipping the switch is
that the light be on. That is, the telos of an act is just that the state
of affairs which the agent desires be actual.

Understood in this way, it is clear that for Davidson the telos of
activity involves a specification of some type of state of affairs which
is to be made actual. If acts are events which fit into a pattern which
is made coherent in part by specifying the desires which are part of
their causes, then the end of the act is typically going to be that some
state of affairs obtain that satisfies the desire that motivates the act.
The content of the belief which is relevant to an act’s explanation
would then be that state of affairs, which, if it were actual, would
make it rational for the agent to do as she does, given her desire.
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The normativity involved in this sort of instrum
. : ental rati i
3121:;1;:113 :;;1\;;318 from the erilds which are specified by th;a:it:;ﬁihcz
g gent ans 0; means w}_uch are sufficient to realize those ends
der a v Cirt():f possible circumstances. I should do that which in
ihe ac COnd.ltlimstances w.ould realize my desire. And, given the
N ofl t}i)n's gn rationality, I most often do that, But not
e Otene o Ie cfo s of the concept of belief is to help fill in this
situation, I do whatOIv:?l?)tuIl;h;i:iinrgt, giv(ein o o the actial
: y ends and m i
}cl(;illte(rilt of my beh.ef speciﬁ.es the state of affairs unde}r’ vt;llflfsl sSl:) t}lle
F:O ni)n(; what I in fact did do in order to realize my end o
Heideggetr f;v }E::trs.pect{w.: of the contrast between Davidson and
Deides: ex, 1anmjls striking about this account of the character of
ifies those I;oals ZE; I;ﬂuleagtzasﬂst}(l)i aCti e ot e which i o in
s th oals, natu i i
¥Lnec£1n1(;1tefnt10ns (.iirected toward the ager:f I?:r:;?szr(;s,ngi ;vayi:atxr'l
necensy (t)h :tn t}z:ct is that some. stz?te of affairs obtain; and therf Fs n(;
the sonl o a:: :tate .Of af.falrs involve the agent. It is the case that
g very e o t}(l)va,rles Wlth. the agent’s desire, but what is desired
property S Do at something other than the agent have some
proper it.selfwi?;;l son does. not emphasize that “The self is there for
o el w hc?ult1 re.ﬂeEctlor.l and without inner perception.”® And
But st b w ;lcl distinguishes Heidegger from Davidson.
in Heideggerfvtllié ciliii::: I:f f;(;lrt:) iiseh:\litselﬂ v idson, so
! ntional comportments
! ;:rzrcstzogftil:lrtoug.h the cl%aracter of intentionpal action, :rlll:iSttE:
roracter ¢ thate;l:ionz«il action must be understood by way of the
ot tor that ;n (zln. In the place where a Heideggerean theory
o o s Shoule bsCing ,ol;izlv:ver, ;:rie'ﬁnd an articulation of the being
se{;’esz have our being. Why i:?}:is tll?evf:sce}: fese tools,and we our-
c . . . )
nomlt:)‘c;.r‘l’i gh‘::}ﬁ 1}rllv_olv€:s equlpl.nent displays a characteristic type of
e acfi is Ic}xfferent in kind from that displayed by non-
epmental ac o'n.th I want water in the desert and believe that
T Do the asis then I should walk in the direction of the oasis;
the e | .e oasis 1s west I should walk west; and if I believe th t,
sets in the west, the sun is setting over there, and that thac
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oasis is in the west, then I should also believe that water is over there.
If I do or believe something which I should not, that I should not
depends on the relation between what I believe or do and what I
want. The only sense in which I should not do or believe something
which is instrumental to one of my ends is that realizing that end
might be incompatible with some further end of my own. There is a
sense, however, in which a tool can be used incorrectly, even when
it is used successfully to achieve some end of the agent. A hammer
can be used successfully as a paperweight, but insofar as it is indeed
2 hammer, to use it in this way is to fail to use it as it should be used.
It is to miss the fact that it is a hammer and not a paperweight; or,
as Heidegger would put it, it is to fail to understand the being of the
hammer. So, insofar as human action involves using tools as tools,
that is, as to be used in certain characteristic ways, human action
involves a kind of normativity which is foreign to the nontool using
animal kingdom.

What is it for something to be a tool? Characteristically, Heidegger
approaches this ontological question by way of a discussion of the
related issue of what it is to intend something as a tool. And, for
Heidegger, the primary manner in which we intend equipment as
equipment is through using it as equipment: “The less we just stare at
the hammer-Thing, and the more we seize hold of it and use it, the
more primordial does our relationship to it become, and the more
unveiledly is it encountered as that which it is—as equipment.”™®

But what is it to use something as a tool? One might think that to
use, for example, a hammer as a hammer is to act out of a desire to
make a nail fast and a belief that the nail could be made fast if one
moves this object in just this, hammering, way. But Heidegger thinks
that this is too simple. Tools are not merely things which can be used
50 as to achieve certain ends in certain circumstances. In fact, defec-

tive tools can be tools even if they are not capable of being used to
achieve their characteristic ends: something is a defective x only
insofar as it is to be used as an x. And objects which are capable of
being so used need not be tools. Rather, tools are things which are
to be used in certain ways, or should be used in certain ways. To
intend something as 2 hammer is to intend it as an entity which it is

correct to use in certain normatively described situations, with certain
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other types of tools to achieve certain normatively described types of

ends.

This “to be used” character of equipment cannot be derived from
the ends of the agent. Indeed, this normative character of tools is
rooted in the distinction between the ends for which the tool can be
used and the ends for which it is to be used.

This distinction between merely instrumental and humanly
equipmental types of normativity opens up two questions: (1) How,
in practice, is genuine tool use, which involves taking something as
equipment by using it as a thing which it is correct to use in a certain
way, different from merely using an object instrumentally to achieve
some desired actual state of affairsp (2) How do intentions directed
toward a single tool involve intentions directed toward that tool’s

normative relations with other tools, and with Dasein itself, and
thereby involve intentions directed toward Dasein?

While the first question is certainly important, in the present

context it is more important to remind ourselves of Heidegger’s
answer to the second question;

The specific thisness of a piece of equipment, its individuation, if we take the
word in a completely formal sense, is not determined primarily by space and
time in the sense that it appears in a determinate space- and time-position.
Instead, what determines a piece of equipment as an individual is in each
instance its equipmental character and equipmental contexture. What then
is it that constitutes the specific equipmental character of a piece of equip-
ment? Equipmental character is constituted by what we call Bewandtnis, fune-
tionality. The being of something we use, for instance a hammer or a door,
is characterized by a specific way of being put to use, of functioning. This
entity is “in order to hammer”, “n order to make leaving, entering, and
closing possible”. Equipment is “in order to” 20

But the “in order to” of a hammer, which is constitutive of its being
a hammer, involves a necessary reference to other “n order tos”,
other normative tool types which together form a functionality
whole, and I can treat this thing as a hammer, as something which it
is appropriate to use in some definite way, only if I somehow intend
the context of functional relations in which anything can count as a
hammer. “The contexture of the whatfor and in-order-to is a whole
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of functionality relations. . .. The functio'nality.whole,br:ilflrc;vz)ft:ﬂrt 131;
broader . . . is the prius, within which sp;aﬁc}?::;ittlgts},l :rsn e egs of this
and exhi
o th%t Clharaazir; 1ieiﬁisf;};ii7ioa;1rzlity whole is preunderstood.™!
Spgnig;gg‘e.i(.légge}r)l act’in a human fashion insofar as I use t?ol.s t::z
) i i eris
tools; I use tools as tools only if 1 use them as }tl}?:;gl(;}::;zz crisic
ways in which it is correct or appropriate to use ) n(i inend a too)
having a correct way to be used only if I a{so inte nctona’
3vshole ing which this normative characterization oc«f:urs.t.Buta : t; COE_
so holds that insofar as one intends su-ch a function o
%:;tie, one also intends oneself. as a certain kmkcliagi [r);:;sl(zir; et
understanding a context of relat.lons such ,as wz e O
Dasein has assigned itself to an ‘in-order-to’, an s O o
of a potentiality-for-Being for the sake of whic v
terl*'ms Heidigger when one of us uses a tool as the tool which i ls(;
> . .
andofhere‘by intends it to be correctly used in ‘i’lclelzatlllllevsls?;;v; :ker
intend ourselves as a certain type of person. v f;nte Shoema et
his equipment as shoemaker equlp‘ment e TP [mse!
wa hoer?laker for to be a shoemaker is to act as shoemader e
:151 api)sed to act, and shoemakers are s_upposed to acttlits tcl:)?;ec(z stitua-
thg use their tools as to be appropriately used in the i
on ith other correctly used tools to achieve the’ approp
uozll al(f)lsf(:::maker activity. When I treat the shoemaker’s equlplm:l:n(:
Z:'l t(i (l))e used as shoemakers are supposed to use ;:érls agliirrll((:)(:v Seh oge_
the norms which establish the being of shoema ¥ r.s nce shoe
makers are nothing but agents who act as shoema t}? e ;CknOWI_
reasons they act, every time I act as a shoen.laker, a h,oemakers
hoemaker’s tool kit as to be used in the way s ors
elcllgﬁlttih ICISSC it, T also make myself be a shoemaker. It.1s nottr?sy te(:) s
S ’ i i oemakerly equipmen .
WhiCh_ﬁ_X e m?izri:;ilcrlll:?:;legﬁtis?e for bein; a shoemaker which
I(iseill’lalltt 12?11:1: fvrlllen I treat those tools as having a correctness (1)ff ;ssz
) . . e
w;)lich is constituted by the shoemakerly. en%s, I ie:}t;fzhmt)kflsey o2
shoemaker, for things have for me the significan e e ectly
f us who are shoemakers. Thus my act, while o
g)r d;i(l))sé:doas having the end of realizing some shoemakerly s
esc
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affairs, such as there being a new pair of shoes, also has the telos of
making me be a shoemaker; it is for the sake of some possibility of
my human being:

The shoemaker is not the shoe; but shoe gear, belonging to the equipmen-
tal contexture of his environing world, is intelligible as the piece of equip-
ment that it is only by way of the particular world that belongs to the
existential constitution of the Dasein as being in the world. In understand-
ing itself by way of things, the Dasein understands itself as being in the world
by way of the world. The shoemaker is not the shoe but, existing, he is his
world.?

IV Conclusion

And this is why Heidegger is not Davidson, and why he offers some-
thing unique to the tradition. What Heidegger has to offer philoso-
phy are two important insights having to do with the normative
character of intentionality. The first is the insight that the normativ-
ity of human intentionality is different in kind from merely teleo-
logical action. Human action is tool using action, a tool is an object
which is a tool insofar as it is appropriate to use it in some definite
way, and one can use it as a tool only if one can use it as having some
appropriate use. From this insight and the further premise that
human action is the necessary foundation of human intentionality it
follows that all human intentionality rests on a normative foundation
of appropriate action. This first insight is not exclusive to Heidegger,
however. One can surely find it in both Wittgenstein and Sellars, for
example.

What is unique to Heidegger is the second insight. Tool using
action is action which involves accepting proprieties of action, and
acceptance of such proprieties at the same time is an acceptance
of a certain style of human being. So to use an object as it is appro-
priate to use it according to a certain style of norm is also to choose,
intend, and constitute oneself as one of those who accept that
style of norm. The end of my act is at once that the environment
come to be in some definite way and that I be a certain definite kind
of person. My acting in a professorial manner has the dual telos
of realizing an external end and constituting me a professor. I write
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this chapter in order to publish it, but for the sake of my being a

ilosopher. _ . ' . i

PhFrompthis insight, together with the premise t_haft 211111 1r;temn;1tor;:«::: rt;’,
i i ith intentional action 1t tollow

is rooted in relations with in . /

o olves a self-referential component, although this com:

is thi iati essen-
ponent need not be conscious. It is this appreciation oil it:;e cosert
i i ter of human intention i
tially selfreferential charac of | - . Whieh
expi,ains why it is that Heidegger isn't just Davidson in deep disgu

intention inv



