Heidegger’s “Special Hermeneutic of Empathy”
Abstract

In Heidegger’s Being and Time the alternative of inauthentically being with other people is contrasted with authentically being alone in the face of death, one’s own individualizing and inevitable demise. The third choice of authentically being with other human beings is neglected, pushed down into a few parenthetical remarks that dismiss empathy [Einfühlung]. The possibility of authentic human being with others is delimited but, for the most part, not developed. This chapter gathers together those remarks and amplifies them with an analysis of human being with other human beings by applying the basic Heideggerian distinctions of affectedness, understanding, interpretation, assertion, and speech to an interpretation and implementation of empathy. Insight from the later Heidegger is integrated. An analysis of empathy is produced in the spirit of Heidegger’s distinctions. This results in clearing the way for an implementation of empathy as the foundation of human interrelatedness and the implementation of the missing chapter from Being and Time on Heidegger’s “Special Hermeneutic of Empathy.”  

Authentic Being with Others is Neglected in Being and Time
The challenge is this: Heidegger has much to contribute to our understanding of empathy and freeing it from entanglements in philosophical puzzles, cognitive disputes, existentialism, and the penumbra of spiritual fog. The issue is that Heidegger would not necessarily have felt the undertaking was justified. For Heidegger, empathy was derivative and not foundational for human interrelations. It was empirical not ontological, a superficial and inauthentic way of being—even worse, a module in faculty psychology, at best philosophical anthropology.    

The argument of this chapter is that, when properly engaged and cleared in the spirit of key Heideggerian distinctions, empathy deserves to go from a footnote to a foundation of human relations. This argument takes distinctions in Heidegger’s design of a human being [Dasein] that articulate the structure of human being in the world with other human beings. It shows how these structures provide a clearing for empathy as the foundation of human interrelations.  This will result in a rehabilitation of the uses of empathy and an authentic definition and implementation of empathy in the spirit of Heidegger’s approach. However, this definition must be wrested from what Heidegger explicitly says. It must also be wrested from what is understood in the everyday meaning of empathy as coming to appreciate what another feels because I feel it too. This chapter will thus revise Heidegger’s dismissal of empathy; and provide what is, in effect, the chapter on authentic human being with one another that was arguably missing from Being and Time. Since it was Heidegger that dismissed empathy as not worthy of being the “ontological bridge” between individual human beings, the position of this chapter must reinterpret Heidegger’s explicit statement against Heidegger and retrieve empathy as the foundation of human relatedness. 

Empathy – the Ontological Bridge between Selves?

Naturally much turns on what is meant by the ordinary, everyday “human being with one another” [Mitdasein] and the closely related ontological distinction, being-with [Mitsein]. But then the logic is direct enough. If empathy is really the foundation of human being with one another, then the syllogism is simple. Being with one another is the ontological bridge between selves; empathy is authentic being with one another; therefore, empathy is the ontological bridge between selves. 

However, the matter is complicated in that Mitdasein is an orphan structure, even in Being and Time, and arguably falls off the map, i.e., is neglected, once the famous Heideggerian Turn [Kehre] from human being to the event of being occurs. The result is that human being with one another is not fully developed. A fundamental analysis of human being with one another as empathy is provided by this chapter to restore the balance between “human being” and “being” (as that which is ultimately worthy of thinking, as Heidegger phrases it); so that both the early and the late Heidegger are able to make a contribution to the foundation of human interrelations.

This turn away from human being to being as such is not just some lost opportunity nor is it an exclusive choice. An intrinsic motivation for such an inquiry into empathy is the way in which empathy itself has failed to live up to its full potential and is a function of the distortions to which the term has been subjected.
 The argument of this chapter is that a fundamental analysis of empathy is capable of freeing it for its full potential as the foundation of human relations. Without empathy, individual human being [Dasein] would be reduced to the status of robotic automata as in some negative fantasy of the future such as the movie Blade Runner where the humans have lost their empathy, the clones are advanced enough to acquire it, and (almost) everyone behaves violently.
 Pick up the newspaper—we are living that future without the special cinematic effects, or, at least, without the advances in transportation. This is not to say that another scholarly treatise will reduce the suffering in the world; but cleared and undistorted, empathy does.
 We are left to wrest the phenomena of empathy from the historical matrix in which it was embedded and to which Heidegger himself was limited. 

The Historical Matrix by which “Empathy” was Constrained

Heidegger is on target when he asserts that empathy, defined as a form of cognition, cannot provide the “first ontological bridge from one’s own subject…to the other subject, who is initially quite inaccessible.”
 What Heidegger calls “the theoretic problematic of understanding other minds” looms large, even if “other minds” are not the issue because, for Heidegger, the other mind is readily accessible as being in the world.
 For Heidegger, the philosophical puzzle of other minds does not arise at all as an issue in theory of knowledge or even theory of being (“ontology”). A human being’s participation in the public group is complemented by the public’s participation in the constitution of the individual. If the other is a constituent of the individual, then the problem of transcendental solipsism does not have anything like the same problematic meaning for Heidegger as for his teacher or philosophical adversaries. Edmund Husserl’s solution is significantly different than Heidegger’s--in the Fifth Cartesian Meditation, Husserl constitutes the sense “other” within the system “own.” Husserl’s “system of ownness” was the latter’s take on Heidegger’s statement that “Dasein is always mine,” where “mineness” translated back into phenomenology. Heidegger disclosed a world of human beings in interrelations already open and receptive to one another (H127). This was the point at which Husserl suggested that Heidegger was no longer doing phenomenology in Husserl’s sense of the word; and, in fact, Husserl was right on this point. 

In particular, what Heidegger was doing was engaging in a dialogue with the philosopher Max Scheler. The following are evidence of the proximity of Heidegger to Scheler (except that Heidegger discards the vocabulary of “consciousness” in favor of his own radically innovative idiom). Both Heidegger and Scheler begin with an undifferentiated community of engaged practice, and then distinguish the individual and other within this interhuman context:

By “others” we do not mean everyone else but me—those over against whom the “I” stands out. They are rather those from whom for the most part, one does not distinguish oneself—those among whom one is too (Heidegger/Macquarrie 1927: H118).

And from Scheler:

. . . A man tends, in the first instance, to live more in others than in himself; more in the community than in his own individuality.





The first access to the self of the individual human being is through others. Speaking in the first-person, I am one of the anonymous “others.” I do not distinguish myself from them. I am content to follow the authority of these anonymous others. I do what “they say.” I do what “one does,” conforming to implicit norms of behavior. Heidegger is not proposing any revisions in the structure of the everyday “they” self (also designated as “the one”), though he has often been read as engaging in social criticism and protesting against the decline to mass man. One must think of Marcuse’s “one dimensional man,” Riesman’s “lonely crowd,” and Nietzsche’s “herd instinct.” But, in fact, Heidegger is probably closer to Scheler’s interpretation of Max Weber’s application of charisma and routines and the leveling down of love as we get more distant from the breakthrough won against an individual’s distractedness in everyday coping.  

Thus, from an historic perspective, Heidegger chose not to exploit the term “empathy” [Einfühlung] because he wanted to undercut the popular work of the chronologically more senior Scheler and the constellation of related terms.
 Nevertheless, Heidegger has a substantial contribution to make to clearing the way for and implementing a rich and powerful deployment of empathy as the foundation of human interrelations. 

Work is needed to disentangle the many intellectual traditions that intersect in the term empathy [“Einfühlung”]. This is essential to understanding how and why various thinkers came to address the issues around interpreting the humanness of the other human being while marginalizing empathy. While the psychologist Theodor Lipps is the author most responsible for popularizing the term “empathy” [“Einfühlung”], translated into English as “empathy” by E.B. Titchner (the Cornell University psychologist and associate of W. Wundt), Lipps is not Heidegger’s target in the above-cited text. Scheler is. Lipps monopolized the term “Einfühlung” so that any German intellectual writing from 1903 to 1928 set off an immediate association with Lipps’ “psychology beauty and art” by using the term. Nevertheless, Heidegger is having a conversation here with Scheler, who, in turn, was having a conversation with Lipps. So, by the transitive property of conversations, Lipps is within the horizon of Heidegger’s discourse; but not directly so. Given Scheler’s seniority in age and reputation to Heidegger in 1926, the latter likely did not want to risk being misunderstood as a follower of Scheler, which would have implied disloyalty to E. Husserl, to whom Being and Time was dedicated, and to whom Heidegger was arguably personally disloyal by the time of his infamous Rectorship, even under a charitable interpretation. At so many levels, empathy, though mentioned, is what was missing from Heidegger’s approach. Yet there was a place for it in Heidegger’s analysis. As will be discussed further below, the German language (and Scheler) distinguish Mitgefühl—variously rendered as feeling with or sharing feeling or sympathy—and Nachgefühl—feeling like or feeling after or vicarious feeling. Both are distinct from pity or compassion [Mitleid].

The Self – Between Subject Pole and Social Role

Heidegger starts out arguing against an interpretation of the self that represents it as an isolated subject pole, detached from being in the human world of interrelations with other. In contrast, the individual confronts the equally unacceptable alternative that the self is just a bundle of roles. The individual presents a kind of mask to the public, but then the distinction between the mask and oneself collapses into an everyday forgetfulness and one’s life becomes nothing more than daily routines. People tend to conform to what everyone else does in order to accommodate, “fit in,” “look good,” and avoid negative peer group pressure. In the latter, the self of the human being is reduced to the everyday, anonymous “they-self” [das Man (the one)]. 

The structure of the self gets stranded on the horns of a dilemma between an isolating egocentrism and a sophisticated behaviorism that sacrifices individual autonomy to social expectations, roles, norms, and institutions. In spite of their apparent polar opposition, these two alternatives are really two different sides of the same coin. Once the self is trapped in isolated subjectivity, the result is that empathy is abstracted from its rich context of human interrelatedness into a mere form of knowledge, and, no surprise, is unable to build an ontological bridge to the other.

“Empathy” – the Name of a Problem

Once a human being is deprived – de-worlded out of its human world and abstracted into the subject and is disconnected from the environment of communal engagements and attachments, then even empathy cannot undo the fragmentation. As indicated in the above, quote, empathy, when narrowly defined as a form of cognition, cannot provide the ontological bridge between subjectivities that are not already open and receptive towards one another (Heidegger/Macquarrie 1927: H124). But if one only grants that human beings live in an interrelational world of affective, conversational, practical understanding, then even if these relations are distorted, inauthentic, misunderstandings, still empathy can be a way of overcoming the contingent unsociability (“lack of intimacy”):  

“Empathy” does not first constitute being-with: only on the basis of being-with does “empathy” become possible: it gets its motivation from the lack of intimacy of the dominant modes of being-with (Heidegger/Macquarrie, 1927: H125).

Here “empathy” is more the title of a problem than the answer to one. Once human beings are treated scientifically as things present at hand to be observed and described in abstraction from their habitat (“habitus”) in the interhuman world, our puzzlement about the understandability of their behavior begins to grow. Once the world is reduced to a sphere of ownness in which it is reflected in transcendental subjectivity, the world becomes a lonely place for the self itself and very alone (“solus ipse”). “The theoretic problematic of understanding other minds” gets a foothold; and the above-cited egocentrism and behaviorism are variations on a theme of “other minds” (Heidegger Macquarrie 1927: H124). Heidegger writes: 

But the fact that “empathy” is not a primordial existential phenomenon . . . does not mean that there is nothing problematic about it. The special hermeneutic of empathy will have to show how being-with-one-another [Miteinandersein] and human being’s knowing of himself are led astray and obstructed by the various possibilities of being which human being himself possesses, so that genuine “understanding” gets suppressed, and human being takes refuge in substitutes; the possibility of understanding the other correctly presupposes such a hermeneutic… (Heidegger/Macquarrie 1927: H125)

The establishment of the possibility of authentic human interrelations with the other turns on the success of a “hermeneutic of empathy.” In turn, the hermeneutic of empathy has to disentangle everyday forms of being-with-one-another from authentic being-with-one-another as other human beings. 

A Feeling that Something is Missing

Given Heidegger’s explicit position, the reader cannot help but feel that something is missing. The hermeneutic of empathy must guard against multiple misunderstandings—solipsism and behaviorism. As indicated, “being-with-one-another [Miteinandersein]” can be led astray into role playing or into egocentrism.  The hermeneutic of empathy is supposed to provide the presupposition for understanding the other, but, according to Heidegger, empathy itself is not “primordial.” “Being-with-one-another” falls into busy distractions of the everyday “rat race,” role playing, or keeping up with the Jones. This is what human beings do. It is a part of the way humans were designed. It is normal. It is not “bad” or “pathological.” It is one of the possibilities that human beings already possess. But it is a refuge and a substitute. A substitute for what? For authentic human interrelations! If empathy is not a fundamental and authentic way of being with one another as human beings, then what is? The question for any reader who is inspired by Heidegger’s account of human existence, but is not necessarily constrained its undeveloped possibilities is: Can an account of interrelations be provided in which the mask of inauthenticity drops away and human being in the full sense (not just atomized ego poles) are able to meet one another in empathic interaction?

The point here is not so much an objection to what Heidegger has written, especially given his conditions and qualifications, as a call for amplification. We are seeking the possibility of authentic human interrelations. With the exception of the way in which “empathy” is dismissed by Heidegger, to which I do take strong exception, all of what Heidegger says is relevant to the amplification of a positive and foundational sense of empathy. This “hermeneutic of empathy” constitutes an unwritten chapter of Being and Time. This is an incomplete at a different level and prior to the unwritten section three of Part II and the entirety of Part III of Being and Time.  In a sense, this is a much more modest incompleteness, relating to the possibility of creating a place for authentic human interrelations within the scope and limits of Parts I and II. 

The Possibility of Authentic Human Interrelations 

Heidegger has much to contribute to authentic being with one another. A first clue is available as Heidegger acknowledges the possibility of authentic human being-with-others in the discussion of caring for, Fürsorge – translated as “solicitude,” “concern,” or literally as “caring for.” The argument of this chapter is to develop this clue further.  

…There is the possibility of a concern [Fürsorge] which does not so much leap in for the other as leap ahead of him, not in order to take “care” [Sorge] away from him, but to first give it back to him as such. This concern [Fürsorge] which essentially pertains to authentic care [die eigentlich Sorge]; that is, the existence of the other, and not to a what which it takes care of, helps the other to become transparent to himself in his care and free for it (Heidegger/Macquarrie 1927: 115/H122).

If this is not an explicit description – or better, redescription of empathy—then it still comes very close. Occurring just prior to the analysis of care as the fundamental structure and process of human being, Heidegger knows these are powerful terms that have not yet been analyzed. But, as indicated, “caring for” is less developed in Heidegger than the individuation of human existence in the face of the inevitable and unavoidable anticipation of death. 

A Detour through Ontology

At this point, a detour through ontology is required since the analysis requires a conversation about “being with human being” and ontology is the access to “being.” It is as simple as that, though being simple does not mean easy. Heidegger recommends abandoning discourse about the subject, subjectivity, the cognitive self, empathy as a form of cognition of the other as not ontologically fundamental. These are not nothing – but they are derivative.  “Consciousness” is actually mentioned on the very last page of Being and Time (1927: H437) as having a positive structure above and beyond the “thinking thing” into which it has been reified. This will be significant when we engage the intentional structure of empathy in detail.
 But prior to that Heidegger grasps the other pole of the dilemma – the tendency of human existence to fall into conformity with what “one does,” in order to “look good” to the anonymous norms of what “they all do.” Well and good. Then for the most part the way human beings show up is as coping with everyday busyness and breakdowns—struggling to make a living, winning at having “meaningful relationships” with others, “making it” professionally and personally, however one may define the details of success. 
But then a new challenge occurs – this time relating to the self. A fine point of terminology is required to appreciate it. For Heidegger to be “authentic” means to “be oneself.” “Authenticity” is a terminological disguise for Dasein’s self. The first principle (“dogma”) of existentialism, that Dasein is always mine, lies behind the authentic/inauthentic dichotomy. It is hard to imagine what it would mean that Dasein did not own its experience; and yet that is precisely the way individuals live their lives – speaking in the first person - someone else is responsible for what is happening to me – the boss, wife, or the economy – not me. I do not “own” the situation into which I am thrown and on the basis of which I have to survive and prosper. The way in which Dasein is always mine – and never more than when Dasein is fleeing from its own existence - is a powerful way that Heidegger has of both appropriating and transforming much of the tradition around meditation, introspection, reflection and experiences that matter to the individual with aspirations and goals, without carrying forward the baggage of subjectivity.
 (The second principle of existentialism is that existence precedes essence, which means that human beings get to apply the existential distinctions into which they are originally thrown to themselves in a further parlaying forward of what matters from the perspective of being human.)

If one is inauthentic towards others in an account of role playing in everyday human being, then one will be inauthentic towards oneself (Heidegger/Stambaugh 1927: H42f.). The self slips away again. It is not an isolated subject. Is it now a diffused bundle of social roles? How do we get access to the humanness of individual human beings, the self as a center of spontaneous possibilities, the individual self as the “authentic” center of its own choices, possibilities, and commitments--without succumbing to a superficial existentialism, humanism, or even sociology of knowledge?

Distinctions for a Design for Being Human

According to Heidegger, the way human beings work—“work” in the sense of operate-- is obviously different than either the scientific accounts of humans as parts of physical or biological nature or the pragmatic account of tools and instrumentality. Heidegger is clear that it is improper to apply distinctions such as categories of physical objects to human beings. Nor does it make sense to regard the human way of being as like that of tools and technology, though a pragmatic approach to worldly involvement does open up useful avenues for engagement. Human beings just have a different way of being – a different way of existing. 

I propose to work with Heidegger’s different way of being by describing his “existentials” as design distinctions for designing a human being. The design distinctions by which human operate are ways of being for human being. These ways of being – summarized by Heidegger as the structures of human being of affectedness (including thrownness), understanding, interpretation, and speech [Rede]—are named “existentialia” (Heidegger/Macquarrie 70; H44)-- for the way humans operate in existence, and the way human lives work or do not work. “Work” means succeeding in breakthroughs or failing in breakdowns about what matters to human beings. These design distinctions extend back into our contingent being in the world and the way human being is thrown into challenging situations not of any individual’s own devising and is affectively open to them. Furthermore, we humans are designed such that we can make implicit decisions of which we are not necessarily aware and on that basis create new possibilities and commitments or continue to live in the constraints of our everyday interpretation of existing, on-going possibilities. Human beings implement these new or existing possibilities as particular interpretations; all the while making explicit declarations and commitments in language, also used to sustain and elaborate science, knowledge, social institutions. 

The point is that design distinctions are different than categories, and make clear that the distinctions by which humans operate are different from those suitable for physical objects or tools. I hasten to add that “design distinctions” is not a term used by Heidegger, but is an interpretation, and, most importantly, takes no position as to the source of what is really a function of this analysis. There might be a single source, a designer (God) who unleashed these distinctions; a pragmatic projection of an intentional stance; an impersonal designer such as “nature”; the principles might result from random variations and selection (evolution); or they might even be in a design document, a message, from Being with a capital “B.” This latter, of course, is not intended seriously; but is invoked a la Derrida precisely to make the point that it does not matter what are the source of the design distinctions that I propose to apply to an analysis of authentic being with other human beings, i.e., empathy. They are a way of accessing and making sense of the phenomenon of human being in the world whose way of being Heidegger elaborates as “existentials.” It gives us a lever with which to open the intricate infrastructure of Heidegger’s text in such a way that both preserves its integrity and empowers us to exploit the greatness of its undeveloped possibilities. The language of “design distinctions” is in principle dispensable. The merit lies in facilitating the conversation and getting us to listen anew to what we have heard so many times in the same form that it has become common and perhaps even a tad stale. 

Some Preliminary Set Up

Some set up is required prior to apply the distinctions for designing a human being to authentic being with one another - empathic interrelatedness. In what follows the account is Heidegger’s and based on a plausible reading of him unless otherwise noted. Where alternative “readings” are possible that is noted. Remember, we are driving towards an interpretation that opens up empathy as the possibility of authentic being with the other. We now proceed to it. 

Each of design distinctions has an authentic or inauthentic way of being. “Authentic” means making a commitment or decision that opens and implements possibilities for human being that enrich the quality of life and deepen our shared humanity; and “inauthentic” means succumbing to - falling into - the “rat race” of looking good, controlling and manipulating others for selfish ends, gossiping, pseudo-intellectualism, and busyness. Life is not a sequential process, and human beings are constantly distracted, even spaced out, by the involvement with everyday concerns about making a living, avoiding the boss, pleasing the wife, and looking good in front our peers, friends, and opponents, especially the latter. Likewise, each of these distinctions is schematized—applied and implemented--in its relationship to time as a whole with thrownness coming at us humans out of the past, understanding and interpretation projecting possibilities into the future, and the present being presented in the way human being brings to language the declarations of commitments in authenticity or lack of it. The unity of these three dimensions is consummated in the structure of care—the self of human being is caring about human being. What gives a measure of constancy to this self amidst the temporal flux will emerge in the encounter with Dasein’s individualizing and inevitability possibility of death – and, under this interpretation, in the empathic encounter with the other. Dasein is individualized out of its distractedness of the conformity to the crowd behavior by death; and Dasein is humanized by its encounter with the other, who gives Dasein its humanness and without whom Dasein dies a kind of affective, spiritual death similar to being an emotional zombie to whom nothing matters. 

“Care” starts out with an everyday meaning as in “caring about the details of life in all their trivialness and depth,” but is taken over and enriched with a multiplicity of distinctions that answer the question “Who is (a) human being?” The answer is that caring is the spontaneous capability to choose commitments even in the face of death, living into the future, anxiously free from the constraints of the past, and creating possibility. The point of this all-to-brief summary of existentialia (Heidegger/Macquarrie 1927: 70; H44) as design distinctions is that each of the ontological principles about the way in which human beings be—that is, exist--will feed into the definition of empathy and create a clearing for it. A further terminological point should be made about the distinctions between preontological, ontic and ontological. “Preontological” refers to the everyday context in which human beings live their lives. “Ontic” is the factual and empirical approach taken by the positive sciences – whether physical or historical – to objects and regions that are the defined targets of empirical inquiry. “Ontological” is the approach to the study of being that inquires into the conditions of possibility of the human being in its relationship to being and the presuppositions of regional sciences. “Conditions of possibility” are a key phrase from Kant invoked by Heidegger in defining ontology (H11). Obviously much more can be said about each of these distinctions; but these will suffice as our working definitions.  

In everyday being with one another, designated as “human being-with” [“Mitdasein”], a human being is for the most part entangled in everyday coping and getting by. The involvement with others leads in the direction of the seemingly inevitable routines of everyday life in which humans have a tendency to live out of the possibilities already predefined by conformity and staying out of trouble--gossip (“idle talk”), not asking too many questions (“superficial curiosity”), conforming to “the letter of the law” (“ambiguity”), and avoiding responsibility for the contingent circumstances into which people are thrown (“thrownness”). Taking over the predefined possibilities, especially in an indecisive, automatic pilot sort of way, defines “inauthenticity.” No possibility, or, at best, limited possibilities. But a “tendency” is not inevitability. A human being can recover its authentic self.  

Human beings are led into authenticity when the individual confronts finitude in the necessity of death, which individualizes each and every one down to his or her own possibility of not being. This encounter with death acts as a wake up call to individual human being to get engaged with what authentically matters and makes a difference. Thus, the equation which receives the greater part of the analysis in Heidegger: I confront my death authentically and alone—since no one else can die my death for me; or I am with others inauthentically for the most part, distractedly keeping busy with “making it” in the world of everyday concerns. This is not an absolute choice—inauthentically with others or authentic in the face of death, alone—and it would be a false choice in reading Heidegger, but one must read “between the lines” to get the full impact.

Homing in on the Neglected Interpretation(s)

Still, this is the way human beings are designed—inauthentically with others and, more rarely, authentically alone self-aware in the face of death. Given the distractedness in the everyday, neither this dichotomy nor the alternatives are generally acknowledged. Furthermore, no one—least of all Heidegger—is proposing a redesign. However, the result is the two other readings (“interpretations”) are neglected. There are two additional interpretations (“possibilities”)—that (1) an individual may relate to death inauthentically and that (2) an individual may be with others authentically. These readings receive some attention, but significantly less so. The first leads to a kind of “analysis paralysis” where preoccupation with death becomes an obstacle to deciding a course of action. It results in a stereotype of the existential hero, or anti-hero, who is so overwhelmed by possibility that he ends up like Buridian’s donkey, unable to choose. This alternative, though significant, shall not further engage us here. The second interpretation leads straight into an initial discussion of empathy and where empathy should be located—the unwritten chapter--in an analysis that draws towards the foundation of human being with one another. But since it is not in the surface structure of Being and Time, or at least not more than parenthetical remarks that are equivalent to a footnote, it requires further discussion and motivation. (See Figure 1: The Possibility of Heidegger’s Special Hermeneutic of Empathy.)

If you look at the violent interpretations to which Heidegger subjects the writings of Kant, the pre-Socrates, and other thinkers and poets, one has to grant a powerful originality in this rethinking. What about applying some of Heidegger’s method to his own work? To interpret being-with [Mitsein] and being with human being [Mitdasein] as a form of empathic relatedness is an act of interpretation, and, given Heidegger’s dismissal of empathy, a violent interpretation. It requires reading against the literal meaning of the two above-cited passages about empathy. The need for violent interpretation is due to our tendency to cover things up and to be distracted by everyday concerns, which, in this case, extends to empathy: 
“. . . [T]his being’s own tendency [is] to cover things up. Thus the existential analytic constantly has the character of doing violence, whether for the claim of the everyday interpretation or for its complacency and its tranquillized obviousness. . . . And if being human [Dasein] mostly interprets itself in terms of its lostness in taking care of the ‘world,’ isn’t the determination of the ontic and existentiell possibilities and the existential analysis based upon them (in opposition to that lostness) the mode of its disclosure appropriate to this being? Does not then the violence of this project amount to freeing the undisguised phenomenal content of human being [Dasein]? (Heidegger/Stambaugh, 1927: 288f./H311, H312f.) 

The violence in question is not that of making any physical contact; but the effort and force required to disentangle the details of human existence from an everyday way of being, lost in an average, unquestioning busyness. Or alternatively, rather like the violence that occurs in an archeological dig when shovel and pick have to be used to excavate a dwelling buried under layers of sediment. It is entirely plausible that Heidegger’s entire analysis of human being is an assay into empathic human relatedness and that, given the obstacles of distractedness in the “they self,” his analysis has to take a long detour through the labyrinth of inauthenticity. Not empathy in the limited, narrow sense of Husserl or Scheler or Lipps; but that of a full blown empathic receptivity that maps the scope and limits to our being in the world together with one another. What this chapter is suggesting is the use of empathy is both so pervasive and so well buried over and forgotten by everyday automatic behavior and its reactive responses —especially, but not exclusively, in Heidegger-- that empathy will be unburied only by a careful analysis of the details of the experience of others. Thus, it requires empathy to distinguish empathy. It is inevitably a bootstrap operation.  

Heidegger’s call for a special hermeneutic of empathy would apply his fundamental distinctions of human being in the world – affectedness, understanding, interpretation, assertion, and speech – to human being with one another.
 This will open up an alternative approach for a special hermeneutic of empathy. It finds an alternative way between a human being who is alone and authentic in the face of death and one who is distracted and lost in the busyness of inauthentic being with others. In turn, this will open up a reading, a third choice, that highlights an authentic being with others. This interpretation leads straight into an analysis of empathy—the unwritten chapter--as the foundation of human being with one another. But it is not in the surface structure of Being and Time, at least not more than parenthetical remarks, the equivalent to a footnote. So some setup is required and some reading between the lines. It is to that task that this chapter now turns. 

Human Beings are Designed to be Affected by One Another’s Affects

The sharing of feelings, affects, emotions, and moods is so pervasive and extensive that we live and breathe in an atmosphere of mutual affectivity. I “wake up” – that is, become aware – that I am at the effect of the affects of those I am engaging in being with. We say, “His displeasure could be felt.” This extends to sensations, too, as when we wince at the sight of someone taking a nasty fall. The affectedness of empathy is formally the way in which an individual human being is disclosed to another in its affectivity. Affectedness is the way in which one individual is open to the emotional life of the other and the other’s expression of affects, sensations and passions, pleasures and pains, and moods.  

Heidegger gives priority to mood [Stimmung], which, as a word, says both too much and too little. It captures aspects of tuning an instrument, being in agreement with other people, and being disposed to have a specific feeling [Gefühlsanlage]. The root “Stimme” means “voice,” so the aural metaphor is in the background. This includes the way humans wake up in a good mood or bad mood and so are thrown into a mood by reacting to a situation as it concerns the entire human being. Make no mistake, Heidegger explicitly acknowledges the complete spectrum of affects such as joy, hope, enthusiasm, cheerfulness, boredom, sadness, melancholy, despair. He states that the most fundamental available analysis of the emotions such as anger and happiness is to be found in Aristotle’s Rhetoric (H138). Significantly Heidegger describes the way in which feelings are infectious (as we say), but objects to that way of speaking, while asserting that moods are not transferred. They are already just there. 

“. . . [A] well-disposed person brings a good mood to a group. In this case does he produce in himself a psychic experience, in order then to transfer it to the others, like the way infectious germs wander from one organism to others? . . . Or another person is in a group that in its manner of being dampens and depresses everything; no one is outgoing. What do we learn from this? Moods are not accompanying phenomena; rather, they are the sort of thing that determines being-with-one-another in advance. It seems as if, so to speak, a mood is in each case already there, like an atmosphere, in which we are steeped and by which we are thoroughly determined. It not only seems as if this were so, it is so; and in light of these facts, it is necessary to dispense with the psychology of feelings and experiences and consciousness.”

Heidegger dismisses the metaphor of feelings being “infectious.” Here one suspects that Heidegger’s disparaging remarks about psychology refer to Lipps “inner imitation” or Scheler’s Fremdwahrnehmung or Husserl’s use of transcendental subjectivity.  However, Heidegger is on target in identifying the communicability of affect as given in advance. In order for feelings to be communicable individuals must be open to the experiences human beings have together with others.  

The Example of Vicarious Feeling

In order for feelings to be communicable, affects to be “infectious,” or an individual to experience a “gut reaction,” individuals must be open to experiences together with others and have the capacity to receive these feelings. For example, I spontaneously join in the merriment, and share a laugh with a friend. Children of all ages have experience uncontrollable sizes of laughing or crying in playing with friends or being punished for some misdemeanor. One gets a picture of a dam bursting, and a flood of mirth gushing forth—that is, a picture of a catharsis. Speaking in the first person, the picture of the scared skin of an injured person makes my own skin tingle and itch. I also clench my teeth. Whether I like it or not, the other’s feelings—the healing burn or the nausea—are incarnated in my own flesh. This is as close as one individual can come to having an after-image of another’s sensations. My skin resonates with that in the picture, and itches and tingles like a scar tends to do. Just because we are human beings, we are open to all kinds of feelings, sensations and affects. This openness is not empathy; it is the basis on which a particular empathic receptivity is developed in this or that particular situation. This capacity for being affected by our interhuman milieu—our being with one another—is a form of receptivity on which a wide variety of empathic phenomena build.   

In particular, ordinary language continues to offer clues. I say, “His displeasure could be felt” A special, counterpart feeling is acknowledged that I experience in the presence of a really strong outburst of anger, provided, however, it is not directed at me, in which I would likely experience a flash of fear. Likewise, it is quite sensible to say, “I can feel for you vicariously, but I have no sympathy for you” (where “sympathy” means “pity,” which is not always the case). Such vicarious feeling is not cognitively relevant, for it is just a result of my openness to the other from which I do not draw any further cognitive or ethical conclusion. The novelist, the playwright, or the historian all deploy the gift of vicarious feeling—and many other talents too—in producing their accounts of human relations, which, in turn, arouse similar responses in the reader’s own openness. This leads to an important distinction.

Vicarious experience is different from shared feeling. In vicarious feeling, I do experience in a qualitatively similar and numerically different feeling, what the other is feeling. I do not just know the answer to the question, “What is the other feeling?” or assert that the other has a feeling (though these latter may be true). Nor is a vicarious feeling the same as going through the experience itself. There is no way for the novelist or historian to share the feelings of the people about whom he is writing in the sense of being there with them. In the case of Tolstoy, who presents an intermediate case of a novelist-historian, he would have had to live during the Napoleonic Wars to go through the experiences of the Battle of Borodino about which he writes so compellingly in War and Peace. He does not share the experience of the participants in this battle, though he employs and conveys and expresses in his narrative a sense of the confusion, chaos, heroism, and fear that unfolded at the front line as Prince Andrea directed unhitching the artillery, sitting high in the saddle, under direct enemy fire. The reader also gets Andrea’s sense of calmness under fire –it is a vicarious sense. Vicarious experience leads an individual to experience aspects of the situation in a more disinterested way than sharing the feelings would. 

Vicarious feeling does not affect my actions directly. I am open to the feeling, and repeat it in a fundamental sense of retrieving it as a possibility. There is a reproduction of the feeling, a representation of the feeling, which is prior to any cognitive significance and does not influence me to act, to get involved, participate. On the other hand, in shared feeling, I recognize that the situations requires something more than mere receptivity. I participate, become involved. For example, I see that the man crouching behind the box seat in which the President is sitting is not a part of the play Julius Caesar, but an actual assassin, and I leap up from my seat to stop the bullet by interposing my own body (which, of course, never happened, so President Lincoln died). 

The Other Shows up in the Paradigm of Respect

At this point, the interpretation continues its amplification of Heidegger and proposes a paradigm of affectivity for empathy which Heidegger did not envision. For Heidegger, human interrelations have an irreducible dimension of integrity; but not in the narrow sense of judging and evaluating the other’s behavior in its minute moral idiosyncrasies and ethical peculiarities. Rather in the sense of a practice that determines the experience of respect towards others that leaves the other whole and in integrity, abstracting from all the contingent circumstances, the conflicts of interest and self-interests that shape and bias a person’s perceptions, inclinations, and judgments. 

The argument is that every vicarious experience of the other has at its kernel a nucleus of respect for the other, a (dis)interested openness to what is occurring that leaves the other complete and whole in the other person’s own experience. The other is left with the awareness that he or she is not alone but free to create and express possibilities and make commitments no matter how limiting its thrownness may seem to be in the moment. The mood of respect is a paradigm here, which does not mean an awareness of the moral law (as it would in Kant or even Scheler); rather it means a clearing for the other to create possibilities. (An ethics of Mitdasein might subsequently be derived.
)  Finally, at this point, the assertion that respect is the paradigm affectedness [Befindlichkeit] for empathic receptivity to the other—for example, analogous to the disclosure of death in the paradigm affectedness of anxiety--is just that, an assertion. It will have to be confirmed by the further analysis as the interpretation (hermeneutic) of empathic receptivity unfolds. The openness of human beings to one another as affectedness in respect is precisely the kind of design distinction that is required by a full, rich way of being with human being that is empathy. In short, it is respect in which empathic receptivity is initially disclosed as affectedness. Respect is a signal affect that indicates a readiness for empathy. 

In the spirit of Heidegger, one should not try to explain a vicarious experience as a form of cognition. If anything, the cognition is indeed a valid construct but not a fundamental one from the perspective of being in the world. As noted, emotional contagion is not empathy but is founded on a phenomenon on which empathy also builds, namely, vicarious experience. Only in emotional contagion one does not make explicit or interpret the source of the affect. The person just lives it and in it. If it turns out there is a biological basis for shared moods, so much the better for science (see above footnote 1, Gallese 2007). But, in this case, being in the world is that which suggested to science what science ought to search for, not vice versa.

If you look and see what is there, the openness, Kant would say “receptivity,” to the other discloses the presence of the care of the other in the experience of respect. When we delve beneath all the empirical details of the situation, what is present is a nucleus of respect that is present in our recognition of the other as other. The affectedness of respect presents definite limits to my actions via a vis the other. Kant, who was an astute phenomenologist, also makes the point that respect (Achtung) is an intellectualization of fear and a refined form of it. Kant would also say that respect is the effect of encountering the moral law as exemplified by the other person. That is not the argument here, though I suggest that what is said here is at least consistent with Kant. Rather the approach here is an ontological, not an ethical, one. Human beings (Dasein) are thrown into a world in which the other gives the human being his humanness in the sense that without the other affectedness would be not be available at all. Yes, the realization and experience of the inevitable possibility of death gives the human being his individuality in the paradigm affectedness of anxiety (Angst). But that is an anxiety that is so powerful precisely because each human being must face it alone – without the other. The prospect of the loss of the other in the face of death sends the human being fleeing into the distractedness of the “the one,” – the “they self” that parties to forget finitude. Anxiety in the face of the (negative) loss of the other and a positive respect for the presence of the other are two sides of the same coin and are opportunistically transformed into one another. Ontically, the infant does not first experience the possibility of death; she experiences being left alone, abandoned by the other, which is like death and puts one at the effect of negative consequences that are all the more dreadful for being unknown.   

An approach to empathy requires “readiness for empathy.” It requires “letting things be.” Here the Heidegger of Being and Time (1927) meets up with the later Heidegger (and his invocation of Meister Eckhart) on a country path in 1944/45 in a short essay entitled “Gelassenheit.” The word evokes a constellation of meanings about “relaxation, calmness, composure, self-possession, being released into the calm.”
 This is relevant because much about the mobilization of empathic receptivity has the characteristic of a “passive overcoming.” It might simply be called “relaxation,” not in the sense of being sedated (“drugged”) but rather in the sense of evenly-hovering attention—listening as a “letting it be.” For the later Heidegger—the thinker of being--that meant listening for the call of being; for the early Heidegger—the thinker of human being—“letting it be” means listening for the call of the other in respect and listening to recognize and hear the other’s authentic self-expression of possibilities and commitments. 

This “letting go” of the everyday world and loss of interest in it is not mere passivity, for something is accomplished. But the phenomenon of insomnia is evidence that it is possible to try too hard. The passive overcoming of “letting go” in falling asleep, trying too hard, can actually be counter-productive; likewise, in the activation of empathy. 

A Design for Empathic Understanding: The Other as Possibility

Understanding is the next design distinction that gives structure to the way human beings operate, including operate empathically. Keep in mind that, according to Heidegger, understanding as human beings live it is not primarily a form of cognition. It is rather more like a Swiss Army knife for managing how to get things done in the practical world of instrumental relationships. It is practical understanding in the manner of Aristotle’s phronesis. It is “know how” in the sense of being competent in the kitchen in making a tasty omelet, getting the auto to start up on a cold winter day, or balancing a checkbook or financial statement where “know” has nothing to do with “epistemology.” 

We all are acquainted with people who are regarded as “highly competent” at the job, on the sports field, in the army, in the family, in school. When a tough challenge faces the team, those in authority give the job to that individual. Such an individual is adept at finding an opening where no one else saw one. Such an individual deploys understanding in the Heideggerian sense to create possibilities where previously everyone believed that  none were available, doing so on the basis of the situation into which all are thrown, but not being stopped by it. This individual projects a possibility where previously there was only defeatism and sarcasm, not necessarily by means of a particular project documented in a spreadsheet, but by means of the capability that is the foundation for intentional undertakings of all kinds. Such individuals are credited with the invention of possibilities, but paradoxically the possibilities were present all along for anyone to see; and this individual made a difference by providing a clearing for them – as in the movie Apollo 13 when all scientific calculations prove there is not enough oxygen to get back to earth and the collective “know how” of Yankee Ingenuity cobbles together an oxygen purification system out of duct tape and old filters. Totally obvious. In short, understanding is the source of possibility, the possibility of possibilities: 

“As long as it is, human being [Dasein] always has understood itself and will understand itself in terms of possibilities….As projecting, understanding is the mode of being of human being [Dasein] in which it is its possibilities as possibilities” (Heidegger/Stambaugh 1927: 136;H145). 

Now the task is to use understanding to implement—one might say “schematize”—empathy. That is, take empathy and apply it to human interrelatedness. 

In and through human understanding, empathy creates an opening for the possibilities of the other. It creates specific possibilities of commitment by the other, authentic decision making by the other, acknowledging the humanity of the other, as brought forth in the interrelatedness of self and other. It creates the possibility of working through the blind spots that are stopping the other from realizing his or her possibility. Obviously this does not mean directly telling the other that he or she has a blind spot. You can try doing that—but it does not make a difference. For example, some individuals search only for a woman with whom to establish a relationship, who is like or not like her or his mother. That this choice is not exhaustive and the negative (“not my mother”) collapses into being like one’s mother is evident, if not obvious, since the image of the mother rules both sides of the disjunction. “Not my mother” collapses into “my mother, after all!” If you consider the alternative of searching for someone who is like a sister, one’s best friend, or the girl next door, then “like mother or not mother” falls out of the equation and the individual is again free to choose, unconstrained by a stereotype. But such a possibility would not even be recognized by one whose undeclared commitment is to a pattern or a given, relevant form of “like my mother or not like her.” The possibility is simply not imaginable.  In the final analysis, from the perspective of understanding, empathy is the possibility of authentic being with. However, this must be further motivated or it will form too tight a circle—not the hermeneutic circle—in the syllogism with which this chapter began. 

Ontic and Ontological Possibilities of Empathy

In empathy, one individual relates to the other as the possibility of the other’s possibility. Understanding presses forward into possibilities as the structure of projection. Understanding schematizes empathy as authentic being with the possibility of the other’s possibility. Ontically, the other is the one who has his possibility. Ontologically, the empathizer also has the possibility that the empathizer only first gains in being there for the other. Ontically, the therapist uses empathy to understand the experiences of the patient in the latter’s isolation, loneliness, and distress; ontologically, the patient creates the condition of possibility of empathic receptivity and understanding on the part of the therapist by the patient’s being a readiness for a generous and gracious empathic listening that recovers his humanness. The therapist treats the patient using empathy as an indispensable tool and technique; the patient humanizes the therapist, calling her not just to her role as empathic therapist (though he does that too) but to her ontological possibility as a human being in empathic relation to another human, all-too-human being. The patient by his very being gives the therapist her humanness – as it were, making the therapist a fellow inquirer into being human  - so that the therapist can give it (humanness) back to the patient in a hundred-and-one contingent circumstances requiring empathy.

This does not necessarily concern some specific personal issue such as making a commitment to another person in relationship, going into debt and buying a house, dealing with an emotional disequilibrium due to “faulty” parenting, or quitting one’s job as to pursue the dream of a fulfilling profession by making a contribution to one’s community. Rather empathy provides a clearing for the possibility of breaking through – engaging and resolving -- the obstacles confronted by the individual in thrown contingency, the past, standing in the way of possibility as such. The possibility of possibility becomes the clearing. The one who is empathizing takes a stand for the other so, for example, the other’s blind spot is recognized, identified, and becomes visible (to the other). In a blind spot, distractedness in the superficiality of the everyday prevents the other’s seeing without the one who is empathizing being able explicitly to show him. This is so since to tell another about his blind spot does not make it visible - the blind spot is cognitively impenetrable. The blind spot is kept in place by hidden and undeclared commitments. This is where, as an empathizer, one can provide examples from one’s  own experience or those of others and even use analogies and simulations from experiences to plant a seed that grows into an “Ah ha” experience by the other. A pattern switch occurs and what seemed inevitable - speaking in the first person for effect - my father doesn’t love me - gets distinguished from what actually happened - he spanked me and I made it up – invented an interpretation about the depth and direction of his affection. What was cognitively impenetrable is penetrated and broken up by empathy. The empathy provides the possibility of the pattern switch, in this case, from “love is not possible with this guy” to “granted the behavior was an issue, on that occasion, he had a different way of showing his love,” not the historical occurrence or the narrative built around it. 

A Design for Empathy as Interpretation as Implemented in the Hermeneutic Circle
Empathic understanding is implemented as the interpretation of possibility. Interpretation is a derivative mode of understanding and makes explicit what is understood as what it is and does not add anything to it. This characterization of interpretation is completely consistent with what Heidegger asserts; the divergence is only that my interpretation of empathy – or special hermeneutic, as Heidegger calls it – shows the possibility of authentic human interrelatedness as fundamental to human existence. This is in contrast to Heidegger who left this possibility undeveloped. 

As human beings, we already live in a given totality of interpretations about what life means, what possibilities are available, and what is taken for granted. The conformity, peer group pressure, and automatic pilot that gets people through the work-a-day, are so pervasive and in need of clearing away that Heidegger once again gives an account of human interrelations as distractedness in the everyday instead of empathic relatedness: 

“In accordance with the train of these preparatory analyses of everyday human being [Dasein], we shall pursue the phenomenon of interpretation in the understanding of the world, that is, in inauthentic understanding. . .” (Heidegger/Stambaugh 1927: 139; H148). 

The short definition of interpretation for Heidegger is the grounding of meaning based on foresight, fore-having (a synonym for “plan”), and fore-conception by which what we are interpreting is understood. This “fore-” structure is that of prejudice—not necessarily in a pejorative sense—but in the sense of bringing pre-judgments or assumption(s) or a point of view about someone, something, or a set of circumstances. This structure cannot be eliminated, but it can be made explicit, negotiated about, and replaced with assumptions that are more effective, workable, or optimal for a given situation.

The Fore Structure of Interpretation Applied to Empathy

The relevance of the “fore structure” of interpretation to empathy can be exemplified as follows—making explicit preexisting assumptions (“prejudices”)--at the level of everyday relatedness between individuals. No matter how open-minded, gracious, and friendly I may be in engaging other humans, if I am really honest with myself, assumptions, implied interpretations, are always there and get in the way. If I really listen to the submerged and unexpressed idle chatter in the background of my thinking as I am being bored by my colleague’s prize winning lecture presentation, then I hear the “voice over” comments assessing and criticizing (or praising) the other’s choice of wardrobe, hairdo, latest book read, choice of words, opinion on the latest philosophical position.
 It gets worse. The evaluations extend to ethnic and social grouping or political affiliation—profiling others as to who is on one’s own personal, emotional “terrorist” watch list. From the everyday perspective, the other is a bundle of opinions, most of which are “broken” and need to be fixed--as does the other himself--morally, emotionally, and spiritually. Of course, most polite and caring individuals are educated to bracket, quarantine, and dismiss these judgments before they become a source of questionable actions. Indeed we are often extra gracious towards those about whom we have our most serious doubts—only your true friends will tell you that your deodorant and toothpaste have failed you--or that the middle term of your syllogism is undistributed. Nothing will derail empathic receptivity and empathic understanding more quickly than preexisting assumptions. Making these pre-judgments explicit and rendering them inert is an important function of empathic understanding.  

The As Structure of Interpretation Applied to Empathy

Next in explicitly taking the design distinctions already exposed as part of Heidegger’s analysis of Dasein’s “being in” and applying them to empathy, an “as structure” emerges: The other is disclosed as being an instance of human being in no need of fixing and lacking nothing in order to be a partner in our shared humanity. This may sound paradoxical given the uses of empathy as the source of a cure in many therapeutic contexts.
 Surely something is broken – over there – with the other. Or so runs the idle chatter commentary of the voice over. Such is the interpretation of the presenting symptoms, that something is broken, nor is it an arbitrary one or able to be dismissed.   

However, empathy does not try to fix the other because such a fixing cannot be directly intended, cognized (“known”), or willed. From an ontological perspective, empathy “lets it be” where “it” is the affectedness of the other that discloses how and why the situation matters to the individual. Empathy takes a step back and lets it be so in order to give possibility to the other as something to consider as a possible way of being or not being.  “I love you; you’re perfect; now change” is funny and a caricature of empathy, albeit in a cynical and degraded way, because we recognition that yesterday’s insight easily becomes today’s manipulation. You cannot go directly to the transformation when the love that is supposed to be so transformational is an empty set of words, another manipulation.

It is worth recalling that Wittgenstein went in search of an example of pure visual receptivity, unalloyed by any interpretation. He didn’t find pure seeing. Instead he found “seeing as. . . .”
 He always found the “echo of thought in sight” (Wittgenstein, 1953: ¶ 212). The connective “as” is an index of interpretation here. Taking Wittgenstein’s remarks as a clue, we can say that the reception of another’s affectedness [Befindlichkeit], as the announcing of her presence, constitutes the echo of interpretation in receptivity. Interpretation is what unfolds receptivity into an articulate response. In interpretation, the other’s affectedness is recognized as bound to a particular contingent form of expression—laughing, crying, the fine-grained raised eyebrow of contempt--in a context of engagements with a specific triggering event and for a particular purpose. Without interpretation empathic receptivity is mute. 

A motive for laying out one’s receptivity through the exercise of interpretation takes off from this latter point. Once the various phenomena of affectedness are returned to their interhuman context, then it becomes apparent that the empathic experiences par excellance—vicarious feelings—are no exception to the vicissitude of expression. That is, an uninterpreted vicarious feeling has the characteristic of an undifferentiated, unindividuated something = x. It is closed off, inaccessible without the practice of interpretation. At the most, it is a source of emotional contagion. At the least, it is Wittgenstein’s beetle in the box, which simply moves no part of the interpretive mechanism and drops out. Without interpretation one’s empathic receptivity remains mute and inarticulate even to oneself. Interpretation is one available form of expression through which a person comes to realize what his feelings are and by expressing it, completes the feeling.
 

Now someone may object, “If, from the perspective of another human being, interpretation is evoked in me by the challenge of the other’s expression of affectedness; and, furthermore, from my own perspective, interpretation is necessitated by the task of opening my vicarious experience to expression; then does this not constitute an infinite regress in which the interpretation of an expression is yet another expression to be interpreted?” 

There are three aspects to the answer to this objection. First, an important distinction must be made. An infinite regress could get started if the expression to be interpreted was the same as the expressed interpretation. But they are different. The interpreted expression is that of the other (the “object” of empathic receptivity—where “object” means “human being”); and the expressed interpretation is that of oneself (the subject of empathic receptivity). Even if somehow, the expressions were the same, the regress would be limited by using up, i.e., exhausting, the resources available to short term memory – the available computational resources. Most people experience three levels of reciprocal interpretation as the most that can be maintained in working memory. 

Second, we do have to recognize an element of open-endedness—here we might want to say “infinity”—to the reciprocity which is mobilized in an interhuman relation. Nothing says that one must share the expressed interpretation with the other person, who is its object. But if one decides to do so, then this expressed interpretation may elicit a further response. That is, the other may suggest some qualification, a counter-example, a supportive-example, a new and analogous memory, or indifference. The expressed interpretation and the elicited response represent expressions to be interpreted in turn. So the process of interrelation continues. One available index of a successfully expressed interpretation is the way that the reciprocity between oneself and the other is furthered and facilitated.
 The interpretation of an expression succeeds in releasing yet another expression to be interpreted. But this is not the sterile reiteration of one and the same expression. It is not regressive, but progressive in the double sense that the interrelation continues into the future and that (irrespective of the temporal dimension) the task of mutual understanding advances. 

The task is not to avoid the reciprocity between the interpretation and the interpreted affectedness, but rather to enter into it in the right way. The various phenomena of affectedness represent a point of articulation in being oneself with another, and they point in two directions—towards receptivity and towards interpretation. Both are needed to make a whole. Without interpretation one’s empathic receptivity is empty, but without receptivity interpretation is inarticulate. Only if one begins in an interhuman context constituted by both the other’s expression and one’s own receptivity can the difference between receptivity and interpretation be deployed and put to good use. In a sense, entering into the empathic reciprocity “in the right way” consists in realizing that one is already in a relationship with the other. We can begin with empathic receptivity, in which case the need for interpretation will be evoked by the otherwise mute receptive manifold of affectedness. Or we can begin with interpretation, in which case the need for receptivity will be evoked by an otherwise unfulfilled interpretation. In either case the process comes full circle. So we can summarize the interpretive-as distinction by exposing it as a version of the reciprocity in the “hermeneutic circle.”

A Design for Different Perspectives: Talking a Walk in the Other’s Shoes

The hermeneutic circle of empathy resonates between regarding oneself (first-person) as another (third-person) and vice versa—colloquially expressed as putting oneself in the other’s shoes--and experiencing the other’s affectedness. The third-person starts with the general concept of the other and works towards the particular affectedness; the first-person works from the particular affectedness towards the otherness of the other. In either case, a full deployment of empathy must traverse the ways of being in the world—affectedness, understanding, interpretation, and speech. “Putting oneself in the other’s shoes” as generally interpreted is a function of role reversal, either with or without accompanying character traits. But it is more than a logical function of changing perspectives—at least as long as the “shoes” are taken literally. 

The point of walking in another’s shoes is to find out where they pinch—where they hurt. Wearing the shoes gives us a vicarious experience of who they are and who they are not. It works even if the shoes are too big or small, and I can’t fill them. So as much as some would like to reduce empathy to empathic understanding, granted that it is that too, as long as the interpreters are wearing shoes, a trail of affectedness inevitably accompanies the understanding. It trails behind. It may be like the bloody footprints tracked by George Washington’s soldiers at Valley Forge in the American Revolution. Their boots had holes. Understanding is incomplete without affectedness. Or it may be finding out that oneself and the other are not alike after all. Distortion and misunderstanding are also possibilities to be encountered, engaged, and cleared away by empathy.

Far from being an infinite regress, what we have is a positive indication that both receptivity and interpretation are needed to constitute the whole denoted by “empathy.” The fact of the matter is that as a form of interhuman relatedness “empathy” is a mongrel among concepts. It has one ancestral heritage going back to receptivity and another in interpretation, the latter being a derivative mode of understanding.  The resistance of affectedness and its expression to being open to understanding is a function of the finite condition of human beings. It can be combated, but not completely undone, by the exercise of interpretation which pushes back the edge of the inarticulate. 

Empathic Interpretation as Perspective Taking

Empathy implements interpretation as a set of perspectives, first-person, second-person, third-person as well as the operation of cycling through them. Assertion is a form of interpretation in which a human being says “I”—the first-person pronoun. The second-person is the one who talks back to me—calls me “you”--and to whom I say “you” in return—familiarly “thou” in many languages. Together we try to construct a consensus point of view “They say….” that supports scientific inquiry and objectivity when pursued in the third-person with the proper checks and balances. Nevertheless, the asymmetry between these perspectives is where many paradoxes and philosophic puzzles have been created by collapsing points of view, dropping out the second person point of view altogether, or demanding of the one perspective what it is not designed to do. The “as structure” of interpretation gets traction in unpacking affectedness in possibilities of understanding as we address one another as “you,” exchange perspectives. This is precisely the kind of design distinction that is required by a full, rich way of being with human being that is empathy.   

For example, behaviorism merges, i.e., collapses, the first- and third-person points of view. Behaviorism asserts that I come be aware of myself in the same way as I come to awareness of others, through observing my own behavior and comparing it with that of the other. The result is that knowing myself is too hard in the easy cases and too easy in the hard cases. This makes it too hard to know myself—“know” in the ordinary sense of “self awareness”--in most easy, everyday circumstances. I do not have to collect examples of my behavior, for example, in order to infer that I prefer chocolate to vanilla. Chocolate just tastes better to me, and I am aware of what I mean when I say to you, “I prefer chocolate, thank you.” I am aware of what I mean in way you aren’t, at least not directly. You have a disposition to order chocolate; I just prefer it and so order it. Granted that in instances of mixed feelings and complex decision making, I can seem like a stranger to myself too. I have blind spots, things about myself of which I am unaware; and, even worse, I am unaware that I am unaware of them—I don’t know that I don’t know them. This is echoed by Jesus’ unmasking of hypocrisy: “And why beholdest thou the mote that is in thy brother’s eye, but consider not the beam that is in thine own eye?” (Matthew 7: 3). In any nontrivial case, it is really much more difficult for me to interpret my own behavior than that of another.
Meanwhile, under this disambiguation, introspectionism isolates the first- and third-person points of view from each other, generating the need to build the ontological bridge. The introspectionist makes the easy case too easy and under-estimates the difficulty of self-awareness in an obvious way with its thesis of incorrigibility. The introspectionist will likewise make the hard case too hard and over-estimate the difficulties in coming to an awareness of the experiences of others. In other words, I should be a tad more suspicious about whether I always know that I am in pain; and less suspicious about whether others are in pain. In particular, pain is the paradigm case of a sensation about which I am allegedly unable to be mistaken (though I can always tell a lie or misname it—substitute “pawn” for “pain”—neither of which concern us here). It is as if pains always identify themselves, announce themselves clearly and truly. But the introspectionist must forget about all the borderline cases in order to maintain this position undisturbed. One must forget about the morning backache--a bit of stiffness from lying too long on one side or actual pain? One must overlook the child who has fallen down and looks at her father (or caretaker) to see if he has a worried expression on his face prior to breaking out (sincerely) in tears. Her experience is processed as a pain versus fun that is part of the game based on whether he (the care-taker) looks worried or happy. The child is looking for guidance in identifying what she is experiencing—if the care taker looks worried, then the experience is identified as “pain”; if not, then it is just excitement or even what fun feels like. The caretaker’s empathic receptivity immediately expresses on his face the severity of the fall—in an implicit interpretation--and the child’s own receptivity resonates with it. In social referencing, of which this is a paradigm example, the other gives the one her or his experience. The other provides crucial guidance as to what is the quality of the experience. The beauty of the example with the child who has fallen down is that the child uninhibitedly looks to the care-taker. In adults, this social referencing is much more subtle – has gone underground, so to speak, and is unexpressed – as individuals constantly check with others about whether to feel pride or embarrassment, whether one is “looking good” or “avoiding looking bad.”
 

There are large numbers of different kinds of borderline cases of pain where misidentification is possible and indeed common. People who get exercise by jogging will tell you that, as mentioned above, pain is often misidentified for twinges, tenderness, tautness, or neutral sensations of impact. And not just joggers. In the case of adults the situation is more complex than with the child who has fallen down. Still, social referencing is a key case where an individual—child or adult--checks with others about how to feel. The number of trips to doctors, x-rays taken, MRI images captured suggests that we are not just trying to figure out the cause of pain, but rather better to grasp whether there is something wrong about which we ought to be worried and if so what it is. Instead of a specific pain (though that may occur too), the experience is rather one of a divergence from the overall everyday sense of sensoriaffective equilibrium, the individual’s homeostatic balance deviates significantly enough from the norm to get her or his attention. Instead of looking to Mom before deciding about the existence of the pain, adults call an “expert.” 

The Rich Silence of Empathic Listening by Design
Understanding starts with the possibility of possibility for the other, further interpreted in perspectives, and works towards the particular affectedness; receptivity works from the particular affectedness towards the otherness of the other. A full deployment of empathy must traverse the hermeneutic circle as the totality of ways of being in the world—human affectedness, understanding, interpretation, and speech. 

As indicated, the second-person—you or in some languages “thou”—is the human being who talks back. This leads directly to how empathy shows up in speech [Rede] and communication [Mitteilung]. This hermeneutics of empathy reads it as applying to empathy as a form of being-with. Heidegger is explicitly referring to the existentialia (“design distinction”) of speech and how human beings operate with it. Here we rejoin the text:

It [communication (Mitteilung)] brings  about the “sharing” [“Teilung”] of co-affectedness [Mitbefindlichkeit] and of the understanding of being-with. Communication is never anything like a conveying of experiences, for example, opinion and wishes, from the inside of one subject to the inside of another. Human being with [Mitdasein] is essentially already manifest in co-attunement and understanding with. Being-with is ‘explicitly’ shared [geteilt] in discourse…. In talking, human being expresses itself not because it has been initially cut off as ‘something internal’ from something outside, but because as being-in-the-world it is already being outside. . . Being-in and its attunement are made known in discourse and indicated in language by intonation, modulation, in the tempo of talk, “in the way of speaking” (Heidegger/Stambaugh 1927: 152; H162; translation modified).

Co-affectedness—Mitbefindlichkeit—is precisely the way in which two human beings find one another attuned to each other in the course of a conversation. The openness extends beyond the initial, pre-given meaning of the words to intonation, modulation, and tempo of presentation. In telling a joke, comic timing, the pauses both before and after the punch line, are instrumental in triggering the laugh. The context emphasizes speech but also relevant are the individual’s capacity to be reassured by a friend’s putting an arm around the shoulder wordlessly, which speaks volumes, as well as the experience of the one granting being [gelassen] to the other for what one is and what one is not—recognition and acceptance of shared humanness.   

The form of speech in which empathy is made explicit is as keeping silent and listening. If by “openness” we understand the manner in which one person is receptive to the way the other gives himself, then the following text is a direct contribution to such a “hermeneutic of empathic receptivity.” Where Heidegger writes “understands,” add “and is receptive.” One of the forms of empathic receptivity is listening:

“Listening to” is the human being’s existential way of being open as being with others. Indeed, hearing constitutes the primary and authentic way in which human being is open for its own capacity for being —as in hearing the voice of the friend whom every human being carries with him. The human being hears because he understands. . . .  

Keeping silent [das Schweigen] is another essential possibility of speech [Rede], and it has the same existential foundation. In talking with one another, the person who keeps silent can ‘make 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. . . .As a mode of discourse, falling silent [Verschweigenheit] articulates the intelligibility of human being in so basic a manner that it gives rise to a potentiality-for-hearing which is genuine, and to a being-with-one-another which is transparent” (Heidegger/Marquarrie 1927: 206, 208; H163, H164).

The mention of “the voice of the friend whom every human being carries with him” suggests that different aspects of the self are being mobilized. There are two related traditional ways of dealing with this voice. Heidegger develops an extensive argument around the conscience. He distinguishes conscience as a faculty which praises and blames, rewards and punishes (which is not what Heidegger has in mind), from the conscience that functions in transforming the inauthentic they-self (“the one”) into an authentic individual who chooses commitments autonomously. Second, a dialogical model is presented, reminiscent of Socrates discussion in the Theatetus (189e-190a), which is yet another way of dealing with the internal dialogue.
 The different constituents of the human being’s self represent the caller and the one to whom the call is made. It is no accident that an account of being receptive to oneself is embedded in the context of being open to others. 

The Paradox of Empathic Speech – Quiescing the Idle Chatter
Paradoxically, the optimal form of speech in which empathy is articulated is as empathic listening. Listening gives way to that for which one listens. As indicated in the following text, the call of conscience that occurs is a call to be one’s authentic possibilities. The messenger shows up as a strikingly innovative interpretation of conscience. Here conscience is completely transformed in its meaning and used opportunistically by Heidegger. Conscience is not a function of praising or blaming. The message is not an explicit command such as “Shut up and listen!” However, if you listen to conscience, the result is a quieting of the idle chatter of the voice over--a “falling silent.” As we shall see, this quiescing of the idle chatter [Gerede] – both between individuals and within the individual’s own thinking – is such as to occasion and reinforce empathy. In order to listen, human beings must fall silent:

We characterized silence [Schweigen] as an essential possibility of speech [Rede]. Whoever wants to give something to understand in silence must ‘have something to say.’ In the “call to” [Anruf], being human gives itself to understand its own potentiality-of-being. Thus this calling [Ruf] is a falling silent. The speech of conscience never rings out loudly. Conscience only calls silently, that is, the call [der Ruf]. . .  calls [ruft] being human thus called back to the stillness of itself, and calls it to become still. . . [C]onscience thus understands this silent discourse appropriately only in falling silent [Verschweigenheit]. It takes the words away from the commonsense idle chatter of the one [das Man] (Heidegger/Stambaugh 1927: 273: H296; translation modified). 

Heidegger is discussing the way the individual human being is called back from distractedness in the world of gossip (the idle chatter of the one). This text is rich with paradoxes about calling silently, authentic speech expressing itself as listening, and conscience having something to say but expressing itself in stillness. What is the point?

I suggest (boldly) that the point engaging Heidegger (and his readers) is the need to still the idle chatter running off in one’s head by invoking the equivalent of a Zen Koan. The latter is, of course, a paradoxical statement that opens an inquiry into what one does not even know that one does not know – one’s blind spot(s). Heidegger is doing something in this text other than asserting, arguing, describing, or telling. Admittedly, such a maneuver  can be confusing to the reader. Therefore, let’s take a step back. 

Having (properly) critiqued the subject-object relationship and subjectivity, Heidegger cannot suddenly launch into a discussion of introspection, meditation, listening to oneself, in completing his analysis of being-in as care. In general, Heidegger is not interested in introspection and consciousness (as distinct from subjectivity) and does not even mention it until the last page of Being and Time where he does, however, allow the possibility of a positive, not reified, account of consciousness (H437).
 However, if Heidegger were to start on an account of introspection, it would be positively structured (as he puts it) by a listening for the silent call of conscience. Such a listening has to quiesce the idle chatter of the inauthentic relations with others as well as the idle chatter that is owned as “mine” by Dasein and loosely described in everyday speech as streaming off within one’s head, commenting on everyone and everything that goes by. Quiescing the idle chatter is what Heidegger is doing here by presenting paradoxes. Without exactly saying how one effects such a quiescing – as suggested here by reflecting on Heidegger’s paradoxes as if they were Zen Koans - or other spiritual disciplines and meditation, getting with Gelassenheit (so to speak), physical exercise, psychoanalysis (therapy), etc. – once the quiescing is implemented, however transiently, then the individual is ready to listen – ready to empathize. Obviously this goes beyond what Heidegger explicitly says; but, from the perspective of recovering empathy as the form and foundation for authentic human interrelatedness and community, it is what he should have said. 

The Authentic, Committed Listening of Empathy

Thus, the above-cited text also fits perfectly the way the other becomes the conscience of a human being in offering an authentic, committed listening in empathy. A clearing is created for a committed listening that itself clears the way for possibilities--making decisions, resolutions, commitments. And while a human being can declare a commitment in isolation, the implementation of such a commitment inevitably requires being with others. Commitments, decisions, resolutions are never undertaken in a vacuum; rather they require the other to witness the commitment and to whom it is made:

As authentic being a self, commitment does not detach human being from its world, nor does it isolate it as free floating ego. How could it, if commitment as authentic disclosedness is, after all, nothing other than authentically being-in-the-world? Commitment brings the self right into its being together with things at hand, actually taking care of them, and pushes it toward concerned being-with with the others (Heidegger/Stambaugh 1927: 274; H298; “commitment” translates “Entschlossenheit,” also translatable as “decision” or “resoluteness”; translation modified).

The above-cited passage clears the way to reinterpretating authentic human being with one another as empathy. 

Empathy: The Third Alternative to the Inauthentic Crowd and Authentic Aloneness

Here, after much exegesis, we finally arrive at an alternative to being alone in the face of death or being inauthentic with others (as “the one”) at the level of Heidegger’s text. Here, for the first time, individual human beings are with others and authentic. Even so Heidegger mixes in a good measure of “being together with things at hand,” which is his terminology for the way of being of tools and instruments. He almost gets distracted by hammers and shoes again, but then recovers and acknowledges “concerned being with…others.” We are now engaged authentically with others. This releases authentic being with others with the emphasis on freeing others for their own possibilities.
 Here our interpretation and amplification of Heidegger reaches a culmination as “becoming the conscience of others” is a close paraphrase for “listening empathically”:

. . . . The commitment toward itself first bring human beings to the possibility of letting the others who are with it ‘be’ in their own potentiality-of-being, and also discloses that potentiality in concern which leaps ahead and frees. The committed [entschlossene] human being can become the ‘conscience’ of others. It is from the authentic being a self of commitment that authentic being-with-one-another first arises, not from ambiguous and jealous stipulations and talkative partying with the boys [Verbrüderungen] in the they and in what “they want to do”. . . (Heidegger/Stambaugh, 1927: 274; H298; translation modified).

Notice that a subtle shift has occurred from conscience being a way of relating to oneself, calling an individual back from its flight to distractedness in conforming to “what they do,” to conscience becoming a way of relating to others. Heidegger’s discussion of conscience—not as something encoded as “inner” and the everyday capacity for blaming and laying on a “guilt trip” intra-personally, but encoded interpersonally as relating to the other as one’s conscience, clearing the way for “concerned being with others”; as indicated, not in the sense of scolding or blaming but in the sense of a committed listening to the other. 

Empathy as Becoming the Conscience of the Other 

Conscience works both ways—for the self and for the other. In empathy one can become the conscience of the other. Now imagining that I am the beneficiary of empathy and speaking in the first person, the (empathizing) other provides a clearing for me to listen to myself, by the other’s listening empathically to me. The other takes a stand for me—is literally being there for me. I experience myself as other to you, in reciprocal empathy as the target of your empathy. In turn, this furthers recovering the authentic possibilities of my own self. For the self is defined by commitment, and as in the next passage, the self is something to be ‘won’. This is an account of the self engaged in the world with others as a projected possibility to be attained, not as the metaphysical permanent in inner perception.
  

Heidegger’s individualization of the self as the individual’s ownmost possibility in the face of death is good as far as it goes, but misses the possibility of authentic being with others. Human beings (Dasein) are predictably inauthentic when conforming to the everyday norms of “the one,” the “they self” (das Man), a feature not expected to change under any interpretation. Heidegger held open the possibility of a logical space of authentic being with others, but it remained undeveloped. Humans are usually distracted and just follow the crowd. Heidegger’s explicit argument in Being and Time is that humans are called back from lostness in “the one” in the confrontation with death. I submit that Heidegger’s position should be amplified to allow that humans are also called back from the distraction in everyday busyness in and by authentic being with others – others who remind us of our finitude and humanity in fundamental ways, different than but related to death.  

The argument is that authentic Mitsein – being with others - is precisely the place in which the missing section on authentic being with others through empathy ought to be located in Being and Time.  Without specifying the nature of this encounter between the one and the other – possibility a radicalization of ontic Mitdasein in the direction of ontological otherness of the ecstatic kind of which (e.g.) Levinas writes or simply an openness to the other in respect – a logical space created for authentic being with others and indeed created as and in empathy.
 The missing special hermeneutic (interpretation) of empathy, for which Heidegger called but “forgot” to provide – is provided as the argument of this chapter works through the fundamental design distinctions of affectivity, understanding, and speech. In this context, Heidegger explicitly points to the way in which care (Sorge) encompasses care-for-others (“Fürsorge” - usually translated as “solicitude”), but neglected to exploit the breakthrough to authentic being with others in anything but a few passing ontical remarks. 

Death and the Other: Between Individualization and Humanization

The parallel and comparison between the individualization of being human through death and humanization through the other’s granting of humanness is in place. Consider: For Heidegger, the self of the human being (Dasein) is individualized in its ownmost possibility of death (no more Dasein). The anxiety that results discloses Dasein’s being as a whole ontologically. This calls back Dasein from its distractedness in the superficial persona that it presents in conforming to the roles of the anonymous others – das Man, the one – that form the everyday fallen “they self.” Ontically, death is an advisor, counseling human being to choose wisely and to choose like its being was at stake. 

In parallel with this is the humanization through empathy. The encounter with physical death is a model for the emergence of humanness of the self through its being humanness granted by the other in empathic interrelatedness. The loss of empathy in the withdrawal of the other is the loss of one’s humanness, a kind of death in life, in a sense, worse than physical death itself (which after all is only a demise that is by definition and actuality never completely experienced by the living). In the everyday (ontic) encounter of one individual with another and in the ontological relationship between self and other in which a reciprocal inquiry into humanness is engaged in empathy, the loss of empathy provided by the other is dreaded as much as death itself. Respect for the other gives way to dread of loss of the other. The respect for the other characteristic of the way in which the other is disclosed in affectedness gets radicalized to the extreme of anxiety (dread) as the inevitable possibility of death is grasped as not shareable with the other. Yes, death is formidable and not to be avoided; and, yet, what is really overwhelming is that the other is lost along with myself. The loss of the other is so devastating in that it means the loss of humanness, the loss of emotional vitality, the loss of the advantages and disadvantages of human interrelatedness. If one is still alive physically, then one is a mere shell of oneself. Empty. Nothing happens anymore. From that perspective, the loss of the other is equiprimordial (“gleich ursprunglich” as Heidegger says) with the inevitable possibility of death; and it does not make sense to try to say which is more basic. From the perspective of individualization, death has priority; from the perspective of humanization, otherness does. According to this approach, empathy is not merely a cognitive function of knowing what is going on with other (though it is perhaps that too); it is a foundational way of being in the world with other beings. Empathy is ontological, and its withdrawal or absence is an ontological crisis (“who am I?”) that renders individuals (and communities) vulnerable to breakdowns that are dreaded as much (and sometimes more) than death itself.
 The result?

Ontically, the care-taker (parent) uses empathy to satisfy the needs of the infant, gaining access to what she or he feels because the care-taker feels it too in the form of a trace (vicarious) affect, thus, deploying the care-taker’s humanness to bring into being another human being as member of the community (family); ontologically, the infant creates the condition of possibly of empathic parenting by her or his readiness for humanness, which may indeed show up as a lack of socialization. The care-taker socializes the infant; the infant humanizes the care-taker, calling it not just to its role as parent (though it does that too) but to its possibility as a human being in committed relationship through thick and thin to another emerging human being. The infant by its very being gives the parent his humanness – as it were, making the parent an inquirer, if not an expert in adulthood, in being a human - so that the parent can give it (humanness) back to the infant in a hundred-and-one contingent circumstances requiring empathy. 

Ontically, the Good Samaritan uses empathy to grasp who is his neighbor prior to taking altruistic action as he experiences the distress of the injured traveler; ontologically, the traveler who had fallen among thieves and was left for dead creates the possibility of empathic community by his loss of humanness.  The Samaritan rescues the traveler; the traveler humanizes the Samaritan, calling him not just to the role of an altruist performing a good deed (though that too occurs) but to its possibility as a human being in relation to another finite, fragile, dependent human being. The injured Jewish traveler by his very being gives the Samaritan his humanness – as it were, making the Samaritan a fellow inquirer in saying who is the neighbor - so that the Samaritan can give it (humanness) back to the distressed traveler in an act of rescue that defines them as part of the same community of fellow travelers on the road of life.

Ontically, the friend wordlessly embraces the other in his empathically felt joy and sorrow with the friend’s joy and sorrow; ontologically, the other creates the possibility of friendship by his shared humanness. The other by his very being gives the friend his humanness – making the friend an inquirer into what it means for friends to share human experiences as friends – so that the friend can give it humanness back to the friend in an act of friendship that makes them a part of the same community of friends. 

Empathy as Foundational Being With

The next step needs to be taken by linking the analysis of the self as care with empathy as foundational being with. As noted previously, taking a stand on one’s being in the face of death is what gives the self constancy and continuity. Heidegger does not distinguish taking a stand for oneself versus taking a stand for another, as in empathic listening, since Heidegger’s interest in this section is to undercut the discussions of the “I” as the persisting subject, the permanent in inner perception or continuous “I think” that accompanies all one’s  representations (especially Kant’s). But Heidegger should have made such a distinction from the perspective of founding authentic interrelations; and it is readily available based on the work he has already done. The self is solidified through care as “taking a stand” [Ständigkeit]: 

In terms of care, the “taking a stand” [Ständigkeit] of the self, as the supposed persistence of the subject, gets its clarification. The phenomenon of this authentic potentiality-of-being, however, also opens our eyes to the constancy of the self in the sense of its having gained a stand [Standgewonnenhaben]. The constancy of the self in the double sense of constancy and steadfastness is the authentic counter-possibility to the lack of constancy [Unselbst-ständigkeit] of irresolute falling [. . . .] Its ontological structure reveals the existentiality of the selfhood of the self. (Heidegger/Stambaugh, 1927: 296-7; H322; translation modified). 

Taking a stand is what gives the self constancy and continuity; and taking a stand is understood as taking a stand for something or someone who requires, needs, or merits standing for. A simple, though not necessarily obvious, next step is to amplify “taking a stand” into an empathic taking a stand for another, i.e., literally being there for the other. This is precisely taking a stand for the other—in empathy as an individual human being takes a stand for the other.

Now the structure of the self maps precisely to that of care. Once again “care” should not be misunderstood as ministering to one’s needs for food, shelter, companionship. Human beings (Dasein) are designed such that “who am I?” is an issue for them. Care is the requirement that humans have to answer the question based on being thrown into a situation not of their own choosing, living into a future that they have the power to choose and implement (though only imperfectly), on the basis of entanglements with everyday distractions such as conforming to implicit norms and conventions. In this context, the unavoidable inevitability of death shows up like a cold show – and leaves one shivering, too, though with anxiety (“fear and trembling”), not physical cold. The unavoidable inevitability of the other also shows up in a confronting and sometimes surprising way – the loss of the other is also a kind of death – not physical but of one’s humanness. 

The Inevitable Possibility of Death – and the Inevitable Possibility of the Other

The unavoidable inevitability of the other – in attachment and separation, in relatedness and detachment, in understanding and misunderstanding – shows up like a bestowal of life giving humanness in empathy. It goes beyond what Heidegger explicitly says to ask about the loss of the other, but in the context of authentic being with others, it makes sense to do so. The loss of the other is different than the anxiety occasioned by fear of death. The loss of the other is the loss of one’s humanness – ontological, not physical, death – the loss of one’s human self. Without others to whom to relate in and through empathy, one is reduced to the level of an emotionless zombie. Life becomes empty and meaningless in the face of which even negative emotions – hostility, anger, hatred – can seem better than the hollow lethargy and apathy of emptiness – a kind of spiritual depression. Nothing happens. Yes, the sun rises and sets; yet nothing matters. All is empty. Ultimately, the loss of the other is the loss of the other’s empathy for one, expressed in the first person, for me. One’s empathy for the other renders him accessible; the other’s empathy for the one (e.g., me), makes one human and fills one with satisfaction and life itself. Of course, as with the individualizing experience of anxiety in the face of death, the experience of the other need not always be a happy one. However, what this chapter has argued is that the respect disclosed by the presence of the other – a respect that discloses empathy affectively - is equally powerful to the individualizing experience of anticipating death in calling the human being back from its lostness in the “they self” (“the one”) to the humanness of the authentic self.

The other individual shows up in a diversity of ways according to a common pattern. The other individual shows up as an unavoidable inevitability of demands of the other to be responsible (e.g., according to Levinas). The other shows up as another mind that one finds endlessly perplexing (as in John Wisdom or Edmund Husserl in certain phases). The other shows up as suffering that requires a response and support (according to the parable of the Good Samaritan) where for the unfortunate traveler, who was attacked by thieves and left for dead, the other is precisely the life-giving Samaritan, whose empathy grasps the Jew as his neighbor and compels him to acts of altruism (however, the altruism is not reducible to empathy or vice versa). The other shows up the moral law exemplified by the other (as in Kant). All of these, according to the pattern, amplify the “taking a stand” of the above-cited quote (Heidegger 1927 H322) into an empathic taking a stand for another, i.e., literally being there for the other - taking a stand for the other - in empathy as an individual human being takes a stand for the other.

Empathy as Taking a Stand for the Other

A simple, though not necessarily obvious, next step is to amplify “taking a stand” into an empathic taking a stand for another, i.e., literally being there for the other.  This is precisely taking a stand for the other—in empathy an individual human being takes a stand for the other. Such a stand can look like “tough love” as in intervening with an addict. Or the stand may well be to let the other struggle to come to grips with his or her possibilities rather than leaping in and taking them away from the other. Or it may be that the other is reminded in a released (gelassen) way about living up to what is possible for it, but of which it is temporarily unaware. All these possibilities—and more—occur. 

The final step is straightforward. Human beings are the beings for whom their being is an issue. The structure of that issue is designated by “care.” Dasein – both the word and the phenomenon of human being - does not distinguish between one human being or many human beings. This is a fine point that is usually not relevant. Here it is crucial, and one of the reasons that Heidegger chose it. “Dasein” as a form of life – a way that a human being engages in being human.
 This includes the distinction between oneself and the other. Therefore, the structure of care maps directly to empathy as being an entity for whom being is an issue for oneself and for the other. 

The stand by which the issue is engaged is informed by the respect for the other. It is informed by empathic receptivity, the interpreted possibilities of empathic understanding, and the committed falling silent and rich stillness of empathic listening.  Only if I listen, can I hear the call of the self, the other’s self calling the other one back to its own authentic possibilities. If I listen, then I can release the other into hearing his own call to himself. In unpacking affectedness in possibilities of understanding as an interpretation that articulates possibilities of the other, taking a stand as listening is precisely the kind of distinction that is required by a full, rich way of being with human being that is empathy.  

Empathy: Brought to Language as Narrative

However, a full, rich silence in which listening is in the foreground is not the only way in which empathy is brought to language. As Heidegger notes, assertion (statement) is a derivative modes of interpretation. Our affectedness is storied and empathy is required and useful to distinguish the narrative with which human beings surround their affectedness from what actually happened. A wealth of narrative is constellated around affectedness—or emotions, moods, sensation, affects, feelings—and it will exhaust all the narrative that we humans bring to affectedness and take as a source for narrative elaboration and still have more to say (as in the above quote about the one who “is never short for words”). 

Thus, a wonderful example of empathy and its absence is documented in one of the fairy tales (Märchen) of the collection edited by the Grimm brothers. “The Story of the Youth Who Set Out to Learn Fear” is about someone – the classic simpleton of the folktale - who tries to learn what shuddering is (i.e., fear in the sense of “goose flesh”). He tries so hard to feel fear that he is effectively defended against all feelings. Thus he lacks empathy and the corresponding aspects of his humanness. He has no feelings, not even fear. He is (ontically) insensitive. He is (ontologically) cut off from the community of fellow travelers who share feelings empathically and on the basis of which life matters to them. This deficiency occasions a misunderstanding with the sacristan at the local church, and the youth throws the latter down the stairs, resulting in the youth’s disgrace and banishment. He is now a traveler on the road of life, which is the beginning of his (ontological) adventures to recover his feelings. The Märchen is in fact a ghost story, to be told on dark, windy October nights. The empathy of the audience is aroused by constellating fearful images of the living dead. This makes for a series of humorous encounters with ghouls and haunted castles as the youth sets about trying to learn shuddering – compulsively saying “I wish I could shudder,” having no idea what it means. He accomplishes many brave deeds instead - since he is literally not sensible enough to know that he should be afraid. The ghost story provides a framework for images of the disintegration and fragmentation of the self, including literal ghoulish images of  bowling with detached heads and a corpse that rise from the dead because the youth gets into bed with it to warm it up – that one was creepy! – all of which the youth is defended against by his utter and complete lack of feeling. None of these images and events matter to him in the way they would matter to an affectively whole person. He is surrounded by ghouls and living corpses, but, ontologically speaking, he is the one who is an emotional zombie, emotionally dead. The subtext of the story is that the individual cannot recover his humanity on his own. He requires the participation of another – and a relationship with the other – to restore the humanness of his feelings – and to teach him how to shudder. Having raised the curse on the haunted castle and won the hand of the fair princess, the hero finally stops trying to shudder. Only then is he overcome by shuddering at the first opportune occasion. On the morning after his wedding night – his new wife teaches him shuddering – no, this is not going where you think – teaches him shuddering in a pun that cleverly masks the physical and sexual innuendo – she throws a basin of cold water on him – he wakes up exclaiming that “Ach, yaw, now finally I know shuddering!” 
 Now he is finally a whole, complete person.

People bring meaning to both the reactive (“imperative”) emotions such as fear, anger, happiness, sadness as well as our “narrativized” emotions such as pride, love, envy, shame, guilt, hate, jealousy, humility. In the latter case, complete assertions, including subjects and predicates, enter into the matter, though not in a reductive way. These assertions are in effect narratives – very short ones in some cases – that we bring to our emotions as we elaborate them (our emotions) into narratives. These narratives extend all the way from confabulation – pure invention about the meaning of what happened – through rationalization – spinning motives in a favorable way, though distorted by self-interest – to nuanced articulation of the “reasons of the heart” of which reason is ignorant as expressed in poetry, literature, and authentic conversation. This does not mean that the emotions are assertions (or judgments) or should be expressed as such.  In short, that “the emotions are like narratives” means that a wealth of narrative surrounds them. The emotions will exhaust all the narrative we bring to them and continue to motivate story telling. As interpretation, empathy is an openness to affectedness “from below” and a search for empathic redescriptions “from above.” In turn, this empathy opens up innovative interpretations, disclosing possibilities, exposing blind spots, and calling the other back to authentic human relations.

Thus, the result of this work is a complete reworking of empathy based on a fundamental analysis of human being as being in the world. Let us summarize. Empathy is the silent listening of the possibilities of the self and other in affectedness as respect, as an interpretation to give the other its own possibilities as an interpretive choosing of authentic selfhood in the face of commitment. Each of the design distinctions of human being as being in the world is implemented as being with human being (i) in its affectedness in respect—as empathic receptivity (ii) in understanding and its interpretive fore-structure—as empathic understanding (iii) as first-, second-, and third-person perspectives as empathic perspective taking and (iv) in silent speech where the one becomes the conscience of the other in taking a stand—as empathic listening. Empathy is where being with human being and being human are authentically disclosed as an authentic form of human relatedness. We live in a forgetfulness of the very possibility, of which this chapter serves as a reminder. Empathy is the foundation of authentic interhuman relations. Thus, if, as Heidegger asserts, being with one another is indeed the ontological bridge between selves; and empathy is an example of authentic being with one another; then empathy is an example of the ontological bridge between selves. 

The Hermeneutics of Empathy: A Bridge over Troubled Waters

The bridge is one over troubled waters. Human suffering is vast and deep. The motivation for another analysis of empathy is the intention of relieving suffering. For all the limitations of Heidegger’s analysis of human being—and of its all-too-human author—the possibilities are unmistakable. Granted that the modern understanding of being and of being human, i.e., history, went off the way of truth of Parmenides at about the time that Plato tried to write down the teachings of Socrates and developed a theory of ideas with presence at its core; granted that everyone who touches metaphysics, including Heidegger, seemed to be ensnared by it; is there any point in relieving suffering? Life is tough and then you die; get over it. Is that the only consolation of philosophy? Is this back sliding into humanism? 

A special hermeneutic of empathy in the spirit of Heidegger is not humanism, it is a clearing for  the possibilities of being human; it is not existentialism, it is the clearing for the possibility of human possibility; it is not aesthetics, it is a clearing for the communicability of affect; it is not morals, it is a clearing for respect, integrity, altruism, and wholeness; it is not psychotherapy, it is a clearing for human interrelatedness; it is not rhetoric, it is a clearing for being effective through language; it is not sociology of knowledge, it is a clearing for a commitment to community, making a difference, and improving the quality of life. Meanwhile, this chapter is an attempt to light a single candle in the form of empathy against the darkness of human suffering. This does not require a regression into pity or fear or even an idealization into a sentimental utopia. What it does require is an appreciation of the challenges of the human condition—often called “difficulty”—in the face of which empathy is more than a method and a tool to lift ourselves up by our bootstraps, not like a treadmill of infinite progress, but rather like generating a possibility that was not visible before and as a concrete way of being with one another as a particular possibility to be implemented, a challenge to be engaged. 

� Granted, the explosion of interest in empathy over the past thirty years in both neuroscience, the human sciences, and psychoanalysis (where it had always been an intermittent priority) is an external motive for revisiting the issue of empathy. For a sample see: Vittorio Gallese. (2007). “The Shared manifold hypothesis: embodied simulation and its role in empathy and social cognition” in T. Farrow and P. Woodruff, eds. (2007).  Empathy in Mental Illness. Cambridge UK: Cambridge University Press, 2007: 448f.; B.F. Malle and S. D. Hodges, eds. (2005). Other Minds: How Humans Bridge the Divide Between Self and Others. New York: The Guilford Press, 2005; A. I. Goldman. (2006).  Simulating Minds: The Philosophy, Psychology, and Neuroscience of Mindreading. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006.


� The movie Blade Runner is based on the novella by Philip K. Dick. (1968). “Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheep” in Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheep. New York: Ballentine Books, 1969. 


� Kaj Björkqvist. (2007). “Empathy, social intelligence and aggression in adolescent boys and girls” in Farrow and Woodruff  2007: 76f.


� M. Heidegger. (1927). Being and Time, tr. J. Stambaugh. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press: 117; H124 .  As noted in the Introduction, though thought-provoking and innovative, Heidegger’s language is notoriously difficult, even for native German readers. The translations cited in this article drawn on Stambaugh’s as well as the Marcquarrie, M. Heidegger, Being and Time (1927), tr. J. Macquarrie and E. Robinson. New York: Harper and Row, 1962: 162; H124. For a nice, short introduction to Heidegger’s basic terms, see George Steiner, (1978). Martin Heidegger. New York: Viking Press. H. Dreyfus complains that Steiner attributes Leibniz’s definition of metaphysics to Heidegger – why is there something rather than nothing (?) - and this gaffe is a singular shortcoming; but Steiner is otherwise a good bet. For a more detailed reading of Part I of Being and Time, see H. L. Dreyfus. (1985). Being-in-the-World. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1997. For a concise, incisive introduction to hermeneutics see Paul Ricoeur. (1973). Interpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning. Fort Worth: Texas Christian University Press, 1976. As noted in the Introduction, for Heidegger, “hermeneutics” is defined as the self-interpretation of human finitude (also called “facticity”)—that is, us human interpret our own ways of being based on the limitations as well as possibilities we face. M. Heidegger. (1923). Ontologie (Hermeneutik der Faktizität)  in Gesamtausgabe II. Abteilung: Vorlesungen, Vol. 63. Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1982: 14. In general, my translations are loosely based on the indicated translator, Macquarrie and Robinson, Stambaough, or a judicious combination of the two. 


� “Of other minds” translates “fremden Seelenlebens.” Throughout, “human being” will translate “Dasein” except where the concise use of Dasein as a technical term (which Dasein is not) is required. “Human being” is read collectively as the “way of being of many individual human beings.” However, the plural “human beings” will also be used where context, normal English usage, and actions by the copy editor in spite of the author’s intentions, require it. 


� Available in English as The Nature of Sympathy (1913/1922) by Max Scheler, tr. Peter Heath. Hamden: CN: Archon Books, 1970: 247. This is the second edition (1922). The first edition (1913) was entitled Zur Phänomenologie und Theorie der Sympathiegefühle.  See also M. Scheler, Späte Schriften in Gesammelte Werke, ed. Maria Scheler and Manfred Frings. Vol. 9, Bern: Francke Verlag 1976: 305ff.  


� T. Lipps Aesthetik (1903). Hamburg: Leopold Voss, 1903.   





� See Chapter ___ on Empathy and the Self. This chapter will focus on those aspects of the self relevant to Heidegger. A further detailed drill down on the self in the context of empathy is to be found in the indicated chapter. 


� See Chapter ___ on Empathy and Intentionality. 


� See Chapter ___ on Empathy and Introspection. 


� “Affectedness” is the translation of Befindlichkeit—“how I find myself situated as a feeling”--recommended by H. L. Dreyfus. (1985). Being-in-the World: A commentary on Heidegger’s Being and Time, Division I . Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1991. “Affectedness” is consistently substituted by me in the translations loosely based on and cited from Stambaugh, Macquarrie/Robinson, or both. 


� M. Heidegger. (1929/30). Der Grundbegriffe der Metaphysik in Gesamtausgabe, vol. 29/30, Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann cited in H. L. Dreyfus 1985: 171. 


� See Frederick A. Olafson. (1998). Heidegger and the Ground of ethics: A Study of Mitsein, Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1998. See Chapter ___ on Empathy and Altruism: From Possibility to Implementation for a drill down on the relationship between empathy and altruism without, however, restricting the conversation to Heideggerian distinctions that are rather thin in the ethical area. 


� See Chapter ___ on The Neurological Significance of Empathy: The Philosopher’s Cerebroscope. 


� M. Heidegger. (1944/45). Discourse on Thinking: A Translation of Gelassenheit, tr. J. M. Anderson and E. H. Freund. New York: Harper, 1966: 58f. In Iphegenia Goethe writes:  “du sprichst ein grosses wort gelassen aus,” that is, “you express a great word in a calm manner.” Heidegger echoes Goethe’s comment 1944/45: 60: “…You state an exciting demand in a released [gelassen] manner.” 





� See Chapter ___ on Empathy and Introspection for a further drill down on the “voice over” and its role in verbal thinking.


� For example, Heinz Kohut. (1981). How Does Analysis Cure? ed. Arnold Goldberg. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984. 


� L. Wittgenstein. (1945).  Philosophical Investigations, tr. G. E. M. Anscombe. New York: The Macmillan Co., 1953: ¶200. 


� Chapter ___ on Emotions and Expression (Empathy Completes Unexpressed Emotions) contains a detailed drill down on this.


� Although Wittgenstein did not mean it in quite this way, successful understanding is indexed by “now I can go on.”


� Thomas J. Scheff. (1990). Microsociology: Discourse, Emotion and Social Structure. Chicago: University of Chicago Pres, 1990. Scheff does a detailed drill down on pride and shame. 


� See Chapter ___ on Empathy and Introspection for a more detailed drill down on the inner dialogue and meditation as a form of introspection. 


� See Chapter ___ on Empathy and Introspection for a detailed drill down on introspection in the context of empathy (to which Heidegger has little to contribute directly, but which is at least logically consistent (though “derivative” on his overall project). 


� It may be useful to review Figure 1: The Possibility of Heidegger’s Special Hermeneutic of Empathy


� Heidegger echoes the self of S. Kierkegaard. (1843). Either/Or, tr. W. Lowrie and H. Johnson, 2 vols. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1959: vol. 2: 167. For additional background on Heidegger’s use of Kierkegaard, see the sparkling, passionate exposition in John D. Caputo. (1987). Radical Hermeneutics, Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1987: 29. See Chapter ___ on Empathy and the Self for a detailed drill down on the self in the context of empathy. 





� E. Levinas. (1961). Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority, tr. A. Lingis. Pittsburgh, PA: Dusquesne University Press, 2007.


� Loss of the other through the transformation of the other into someone who says “you should not be” – an actively hostile force – results in “world collapse” and a kind of death in life. What to do about it is the subject of Jonathan Lear. (2008). Radical Hope. Cambridge, MA: 2008.


� According to a footnote in Lear (2008: 162), John Haugeland develops this interpretation in his forthcoming Disclosing Heidegger, which, however, I have not yet been fortunate enough to see yet. Yes, according to Heidegger Dasein is in each case mine (H43); and one must say “I” or “you” when addressing Dasein (H42). Yes, forms of life, including whole communities, will “die”; but it is a “die” in quotation marks. It is not death as such but the loss of the other that remains ontologically determinative at the communal level.


� Märchen von Einem der auzog das Fürchten zu lernen,  translated as “The story of the youth who went forth to learn what fear was” in The Complete Grimm’s Fairy Tale,  (1814/17), ed. W. Grimm and J. Grimm, tr. M. Hunt and J. Stern. New York: Pantheon Books, 1972: 29f. “Grüseln” means literally “to shudder” or “get the creeps,” “goose bumps,” a classic physical expression of fear. See also L. Agosta. (1980). “The recovery of feelings in a folktale,” Journal of Religion and Health, Vol. 19, No. 4, Winter 1980: 287-97. 
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