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A living wayIn addition to making important contribu-
tions to philosophical debates about inten-
tionality and artificial intelligence, the late

John Haugeland was well known among phi-
losophers as an ingenious interpreter of Martin
Heidegger’s Being and Time. Central to his
reading of that difficult text was his denial of
what had seemed obvious to most other read-
ers: that Heidegger’s word Dasein (which in
ordinary German just means existence) refers
to the individual human being.

Haugeland regarded that as a disastrous
misconception, and one that obscured the
whole point of the book. When he died in 2010
he had been working for years on what was to
be the definitive statement of his alternative
interpretation. The envisioned opus was to be
called Dasein Disclosed, and the unfinished
manuscript forms the central hundred pages or
so of the present volume, which now bears that
title. It has been edited with great intelligence
and care by Joseph Rouse, who has included
ten additional essays (two previously unpub-
lished).

Haugeland rightly insists that, in spite of its
reputation as an essay in existentialism or phil-
osophical anthropology, “the declared, offi-
cial aim of Being and Time is to reawaken the
question of the sense of being”: that is, the
question what it means, not just for human be-
ings, but for anything at all, to be. Heidegger’s
real theme is not human beings as such, but
rather what human life and the world must be
like such that concepts like truth, knowledge,
and objectivity can be so much as intelligible.

The deep philosophical error Heidegger

was combating, deriving from Descartes and
the Cartesian tradition, was to suppose that
such basic concepts are simply intermediate
contact points between two distinct, perhaps
even independently existing things: self and
world, or subject and object. Self and world,
however, as Haugeland says, are not like
weights on either end of a bar bell, but like
sides of a coin. And just as the coin is what al-
lows the sides to be sides, so Being and Time
purports to explain what it is that makes a
world a world, and a self a self.

Haugeland’s innovation is to insist that an
individual human being’s existence is just part
of a larger phenomenon, what he calls “a living
way of life”, and that this (not person or human
being) is what Heidegger meant by Dasein.
Haugeland’s favourite examples are sciences
and languages. So, for example, Italian is a liv-
ing language and chemistry a still vital re-
search programme, whereas Etruscan is a dead

language and alchemy a failed science.
Haugeland drew much of his inspiration

from Thomas Kuhn’s Structure of Scientific
Revolutions, which describes science as a het-
erogeneous series of innovations embedded
in what Kuhn famously called “paradigms”:
frameworks of inquiry constituted by back-
ground beliefs, values, established procedures
of observation and experiment, and ingrained
habits of imagination. For Kuhn, ordinary ob-
jectivity is possible only on the basis of a para-
digm that defines at the outset what is and is
not worth caring about, what is significant or
insignificant, possible or impossible. In Hei-
deggerian terms, we must already be thrown
into a world of care, projecting into future pos-
sibilities, in order for things to show up for us
in any definite way at all. Moreover, for Kuhn,
we acquire scientific knowledge not just by
having a paradigm, but by being prejudiced in
favour of the paradigm we find ourselves in. A
Heideggerian way of putting this would be to
say that only by being resolutely committed to
some already projected context of meaning are
we able to face up authentically to the world
and our situation in it.

The analogy with Kuhn does indeed shed
light on much of what Heidegger says about
Dasein in Being and Time. For Haugeland,
though, the analogy is no mere analogy. “Da-
sein is not people”, he writes with an almost
audible sigh. “In my experience, this cannot be

said too often.” In his view, it is not just that
Dasein is like chemistry as described by Kuhn,
but that chemistry is Dasein.

It is not a view that has won much support
among Heidegger scholars. True, Heidegger
says “the who” of everyday Dasein is not “I
myself”, but “the anyone” (das Man). What he
means by that, however, is not that Dasein is
not you or me, but that you and I normally re-
gard ourselves as just one among others, like
anyone else. Heidegger also says the term Da-
sein designates the same thing designated by
the word Mensch (man). In fact, he says Da-
sein is what we refer to with personal pro-
nouns, in particular “you” and “I” – words
hardly applicable to quantum physics or Man-
darin Chinese. Haugeland leans heavily on
Heidegger’s passing remark that language “is,
insofar as it is, just as Dasein is, i.e. language
exists, it is historical”. But the “just as” in that
sentence is a comparison of one thing with
another, not an identification.

Although Haugeland’s reading of Being
and Time is philosophically deep and original
in its own right, it is also something of a
Procrustean bed into which he often has to
strain to fit his subject. But therein lies one of
its most genuinely Heideggerian qualities.
For like Heidegger’s own – often violent –
treatments of other thinkers, Dasein Dis-
closed is best read not as exegesis or commen-
tary, but as a kind of creative dialogue. An
interpretation, after all, sometimes sheds
light on a text not by coinciding with it, but by
straying from it and illuminating the space
between them.

Stubborn doubtsThe life and work of J. L. Austin
(1911–60) provides one of the great
“what ifs?” of British philosophy. While

one of the dominant intellectual figures of his
day, his early death meant that we will never
know just how influential he could have been
on late twentieth-century philosophy, and what
impact this might have had on subsequent de-
velopments. After his death, discussion of his
work gradually diminished, in common with a
declining interest in the “ordinary language”
schoolofphilosophywithwhichAustin isoften
associated. Recent years, however, have seen a
renewed interest in his writings, as Austin is
once more brought back into the mainstream of
philosophical debate. Krista Lawlor’s marvel-
lous book is part of this renaissance.

The danger with any rediscovery of a Great
Dead Author is that one fails to recalibrate the
author’s ideas to the contemporary literature, a
literature which, inevitably, has it own distinc-
tive nomenclature and ways of mapping out
new versions of old philosophical debates.
Lawlor avoids this danger. She does an excel-
lent jobof situatingAustinwithincurrent think-
ing, particularly in terms of the kind of work at
the intersection of epistemology and philos-
ophy of language which has been particularly
influential in contemporary philosophy.

In broad outline, what Lawlor presents as the
Austinian view is what is known as a “relevant-
alternatives” account of knowledge: to know
something does not require the knower to rule
out all possibilities of error, but only those that
are “relevant”. To this account of knowledge
she adds an account of knowledge claims: to
claim that one has knowledge, on this view, in-
volvespresentingone’saudiencewithanassur-
ance that what is claimed as known is true. The
resulting proposal is then applied to a bunch of

core problems in epistemology, especially the
problem of radical scepticism: given the pos-
sibility of radical error, how can we know any-
thing at all?

There is much to admire in Lawlor’s book,
and itwill surelybean influential addition to the
burgeoning field of Austin studies, not to men-
tion the contemporary debates in epistemology
and philosophy of language to which her Aus-
tinian proposal is directed. One aspect of this
work that leftmeunconvincedwasLawlor’s re-
sponse to the problem of radical scepticism. To
be fair to Lawlor, I think this is a weak point in
Austin’s own discussion of this topic, and so it
is hardly surprising that any reworking of Aus-
tin’s ideas is likely to be unpersuasive at just
this point.

Austin – and following him, Lawlor – does
an expert job of showing how very different our
everyday practices of evaluating knowledge
(epistemic evaluation) are from those in play
with radical scepticism. While that might seem
to undermine much of the appeal of radical
scepticism, it only does so if one holds that it is
somehow essential to radical scepticism that it
trades on our everyday practices of epistemic

evaluation.Thatassumptioncancertainly seem
innocuous, since if this is not so then why
should we care about the sceptical challenge?
As Barry Stroud once famously put it, if scepti-
cism is completely divorced from our everyday
epistemic evaluations, then the sceptic’s claim
that we have no knowledge sounds akin to
someone arguing that there are no doctors in
New York because what they mean by a “doc-
tor” is“someonewithamedicaldegreewhocan
cure any conceivable illness in less than two
minutes”.

But there is a middle ground available to the
sceptic here. In particular, one can think of the
radical sceptic as applying our ordinary prac-
tices of epistemic evaluation in a thoroughgo-
ing manner, and in this way presenting us with
apurifiedversionof them.Sowhile ineveryday
contexts we are content – through lack of time,
attention, imagination, etc – to allow knowl-

edge claims to be rationally grounded in an at-
tenuated fashion, once we remove these
arbitrary constraints and apply our everyday
epistemic standards resolutely, as the sceptic
enjoins us to, then we are led to place much
more demanding rational constraintsonknowl-
edge. On this conception of the sceptical chal-
lenge, it essentially trades on our everyday
practices ofepistemic evaluationeven while re-
sulting in very different epistemic judgements.

The point is that it is not enough to show that
the sceptic’s epistemic practices are distinct
from our own; one must further block the claim
that they are purified versions of our everyday
epistemic practices. Lawlor opens her book
with a quotation from Austin side by side with
one from Wittgenstein’s On Certainty. This is
unsurprising, since there are many parallels be-
tween Wittgenstein and Austin, not least in
their attention to our everyday usage of philo-
sophically important terms. But when it comes
to radical scepticism, there is something which
Wittgenstein saw and Austin missed. For what
Wittgenstein is keen to highlight is not just the
differences between everyday and sceptical
modes of epistemic evaluation, but also to em-
phasize how the latter is not a distilled version
of the former, but rather trades on an essentially
incoherent picture of the structure of reasons.
Instead of showing this, Krista Lawlor, like
Austin, rests content with demonstrating that
sceptical doubt is unreasonable in its insistence
on treating some possibilities of error as rele-
vant which our ordinary epistemic practices
never countenance. But on the conception of
radical scepticism just offered, radical sceptics
canbreezilyconcede that theirpracticesofepis-
temic evaluation are very different from ordi-
nary epistemic practices, and yet insist on their
doubts all the same.
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