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Of sex, one can readily remark, yes, Heidegger speaks as little as
possible, perhaps he has never spoken of it. Perhaps he has never said
anything, by that name or the names under which we recognize it, of the
“sexual-relation,” ‘‘sexual-difference,” or indeed of ‘“man-and-woman.”
That silence, therefore, is easily remarked. Which means that the remark
is somewhat facile. A few indications, concluding with “everything
happens as if . . . ,”” and it would be satisfied. The dossier could then be
shut, avoiding trouble if not risk: it is as if, in reading Heidegger, there

*First and wholly preliminary part of an interpretation by which I wish to situate
Geschlecht within Heidegger’s path of thought. Within the path of his writings too, and the
marked impression or inscription of the word Geschlecht will not be irrelevant. That word,
I leave it here in its language for reasons that should become binding in the course of this
very reading. And it is indeed a matter of “Geschlecht” (sex, race, family, generation,
lineage, species, genre/genus) and not of the Geschlecht: one will not pass so easily toward
the thing itself (the Geschlecht), beyond the mark of the word (Geschlecht) in which, much
later, Heidegger will remark the *“imprint” of a blow or a stamp (Schlag). This he will do in
a text we shall not discuss here but toward which this reading will continue, by which in
truth I know it is already magnetised: “Die Sprache im Gedicht, Eine Erérterung von
Georg Trakls Gedicht” (1953) in Unterwegs zur Sprache (1959, pp. 36 ff.).
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were no sexual difference, nothing of that in man, or put otherwise in
woman, to interrogate or suspect, nothing worthy of questioning,
JSfragwiirdig. 1t is as if, one might continue, sexual difference did not rise
to the height of ontological difference, on the whole as negligible, in
regard to the question of the sense of being, as any other difference, a
determinate distinction or an ontic predicate. Negligible for thought, of
course, even if not at all for science or philosophy. But insofar as it is
opened up to the question of being, insofar as it has a relation to being, in
that very reference, Dasein would not be sexed. Discourse on sexuality
could then be abandoned to the sciences or philosophies of life, to
anthropology, sociology, biology, or perhaps even to religion or morality.

Sexual difference, it was said, could not rise to the height of
ontological difference. If one wished to find out what height is in
question, the thought of difference not rising to any, the silence would not
be lacking. That could then be found arrogant or, precisely, provoking, in
acentury when sexuality, common place of all babbling, has also become
the currency of philosophic and scientific “knowledge,” the inevitable
Kampjplatz of ethics and politics. Not a word from Heidegger! It could
even be found a matter of grand style, this scene of stubborn mutism at
the very center of the conversation, in the uninterrupted and distracted
buzzing of the colloquium; for in itself it has a waking and sobering value
(but what exactly is one speaking about around this silence?): Who,
indeed, around or even long before him has not chatted about sexuality as
such, as it were, and by that name? All the philosophers in the tradition
have done so, from Plato to Nietzsche, who for their part were
irrepressible on the subject. Kant, Hegel, Husserl have all reserved it a
place; they have tried at least a word on it in their anthropology or in their
philosophy of nature, and really everywhere.

Is it imprudent to trust Heidegger’s manifest silence? Will what is thus
ascertained later be deranged from its pretty philological assurance by
some known or unedited passage when, while searching out the whole of
Heidegger, some reading machine will hunt out the thing and snare it?
Still, one must think of programing the machine, one must think, think of
it and know how to do it. Relying on which words? Only on names? And
on which syntax, visible or invisible? Briefly, in which signs will you
recognize his speaking or remaining silent about what you nonchalantly
call sexual difference? What do you think by those words or through
them?

In order that such an impressive silence be today remarked on, to let it
appear as such, marked and marking, what, on the whole, would be
satisfactory? Undoubtedly this: Heidegger would have said nothing
about sexuality by name in the places where the best educated and
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endowed “modernity’” expected it with a firm foot, und_er its pagoply of
“everything-is-sexual-and-everything-is-political-and-reciprocally (no.te
in passing that the word “political” is of rare usage, perhaps nul}, in
Heidegger, another not quite irrelevant matter). Even before a statistic
were taken, the matter would seem already settled. But there are gqod
grounds to believe that the statistic here would only confirm .the ver'dlct:
about what we glibly call sexuality Heidegger has remained silent.
Transitive and significant silence (he has silenced sex) w'hich belongs, as
he says, to a certain Schweigen (“hier in der tran.sittven Bedeutung
gesagt”), to the path of a word [parole] he seems.to mterrupt.. But what
are the places of this interruption? Where is the silence working on that
discourse? And what are the forms and determinable contours of that
non-said?

You can bet on it, there’s nothing immobile in the places Whgre‘the
arrows of the aforesaid panoply would assign the point named: omission,
repression, denial, foreclosure, even the unthought. '

But then, if the bet were lost, the trace of that silence would not merit
detouring? He doesn’t silence anything, no matter what, the trace does
not come from no matter where. But why the bet? Becaus.e before
predicting anything whatever about “sexuality,” it may be verified, one
must invoke chance, the aleatory, destiny. ‘

Let it be, then, a so-called ‘““modern” reading, an investigation arrped
with psychoanalysis, an enquiry authorized by complete anthr(?pologlcal
culture. What does it seek? Where does it seek? Where may it deem to
have the right to expect at least a sign, an allusion, elliptica} as it may be,
a reference, to sexuality, the sexual relation, to sexual dlf'ference‘? 'Ijo
begin with, in Sein und Zeit. Was not the existential' analytlc of Dasein
near enough to a fundamental anthropology to have given r1s'e’to SO m‘anz
misunderstandings and mistakes regarding its pretended “réql ité-humaine
or human reality as it was translated in France? Yet evenin the ‘analyses
of being-in-the-world as being-with-others, or of care either in 1t§ self or
as Fiirsorge, it would be vain, it seems, to search even for the outline of a
discourse on desire and sexuality. Hence the consequence could be
drawn that sexual difference is not an essential trait, that it_does not
belong to the existential structure of Dasein. Being-there, being there,
the there of being as such, bears no sexual mark. The same then goes for
the reading of the sense of being, since, as Sein und Zezf‘ clearly states
(§2), Dasein remains in such a reading the exemplary bemg.' Ev_en were

it admitted that all reference to sexuality isn’t effaced or remains implied,
this would only be to the degree that such a reference presupposes
quite general structures (In-der-Welt-sein als Mit- un‘d .Selb,?t—sen.z,
Rdumlichkeit, Rede, Sprache, Geworfenheit, Sorge, Zeitlichkeit, Sein
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zum Tode) among many others. Yet sexuality would never be the guiding
thread for a privileged access to these structures.

There the matter seems settled, it might be said. And yet! Und
dennoch! (Heidegger uses more often than one would fain believe this
rhetorical turn: and yet, exclamation mark, next paragraph).

And yet the matter was so little or ill understood that Heide gger hadto
explicate himself right away. He was to do it in the margins of Sein upd
Zeit, if we may call marginal a course given at the University of
Marburg/Lahn in the Summer Semester 1928.! There he recalls certain
“directive principles” on “the problem of transcendence and the
problem of SEIN UND ZEIT” (§ 10). The existential analytic of
Dasein can only occur within the perspective of a fundamental ontology.
That’s why it is not a matter of an ““anthropology” or an “ethic.” Such an
analytic is only “preparatory,” while the ““metaphysics of Dasein’’ is not
yet “at the center” of the enterprise, clearly suggesting that it is
nevertheless being programmed.

Itis by the name of ““Dasein” that I would here introduce the questioa— -

of sexual difference.

Why name Dasein the being which constitutes the theme of this
analytic? Why does Dasein give its ““title” to this thematic? In Sein und
Zeit Heidegger had justified the choice of that “exemplary being” for the
reading of the sense of being: “Upon which being should one read off the
sense of being...?” In the last instance, the response leads to the
“modes of being of a determinate being, that being which we the
questioners ourselves are.” If the choice of that exemplary being, in its
“privilege,” becomes the object of a justification (whatever one think of
it and whatever be its axiomatics), Heidegger on the other hand seems to
proceed by decree, at least in that passage, when it becomes a matter of
naming that exemplary being, of giving it once and for all its terminological
title: “That being which we ourselves are and which includes questioning
as one of its possibilities of Being [die Seinsmoglichkeit des F ragens),
we name being-there [we grasp it, arrest it, apprehend it ‘terminologically,’

Jassen wir terminologisch als Dasein].” That “terminological” choice
undoubtedly finds its profound justification in the whole enterprise and in
the whole book by unfolding a there and a being-there which (nearly) no
other pre-determination should be able to command. But that does not
remove the decisive, brutal, and elliptical appearance from that
preliminary proposition, that declaration of name. On the contrary, in
the Marburg Course, the title of Dasein—its sense as well as its name—

Research in Phenomenology Volume XIIT 69

can be found to be more patiently qualified, explained, evaluated. Now,
the first trait that Heidegger underlines is its neutrality. First directive
principle: “For the being which constitutes the theme of this analytic, the
title ‘man’ (Mensch) has not been chosen, but the neutral title ‘das .
Dasein.’ ‘
- At first the concept of neutrality seems quite general. It is a matter of
reducing or subtracting every anthropological, ethical or metaphysical
predetermination by means of that neutralisation, so as to keep nothing
but a relation to itself, bare relation, to the Being of its being; that is, a
minimal relation to itself as relation to Being, that the being which we are,
as questioning, holds with itself and its own proper essence. This relation
to self is not a relation to an ego nor to an individual. Thus Dasein
designates the being that “in a determined sense’ is not “indifferent” to
its own essence, or to whom its own Being is not indifferent;I:Ieutrality,
therefore, is first of all the neutralisation of everything not bearing the
naked trait of this relation to itself, of this interest for its own Being (in the
widest sense of the word “‘interest’’). This implies an interest or a pre-
comprehensive opening up for the sense of Being and for the questions
thus ordained. And yet!

And yet the unfolding of this neutrality will be carried out with a leap,
without transition and from the following item on (second directive
principle) towards a sexual neutrality, and even towards a certain
asexuality (Geschlechtslosigkeit) of being-there. The leap is surprising.
If Heidegger wanted to offer examples of determinations to be left out of
the analytic of Dasein, especially of anthropological traits to be
neutralised, his only quandary would be which to choose. Yet he begins
with and keeps himself limited to sexuality, more precisely to sexual
difference. It therefore holds a privilege and seems to belong in the first
place—to follow the statements in the logic of their enchaining [togethgr]—
to that “factual concretion” which the analytic of Dasein should begin by
neutralising. If the neutrality of the title “Dasein” is essential, it is
precisely because the interpretation of that being—which we are—is to
be engaged before and outside of a concretion of that type. The first
example of “concretion” would then be belonging to one or another of
the two sexes. Heidegger doesn’t doubt that they are two: “That
neutrality means also [I underline — J.D.] that Dasein is neither of the
two sexes [keines von beiden Geschlechtern ist].”

Much later, and at any rate thirty years later, the word “Geschlecht”
will be charged with all its polysemic richness: sex, genre, family, stock,
race, lineage, generation. Heidegger will retrace in language, by means
of irreplaceable path-openings (that is, inaccessible to a current translation),
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through labyrinthine, seductive and disquieting ways, the imprint of
roads usually shut. Still shut, here, by the two. Two: that can not count
anything but sexes, it seems, what are called sexes.

I’ve underlined the word “also” (‘“‘that neutrality means also . . . .
By its place in the logical and rhetorical chain, this “also” recalls that
among the numerous meanings of that neutrality, Heidegger judges it
necessary to begin not so much with sexual neutrality—which is why he
also says ““also”’—yet, nevertheless, immediately with it after the only
general meaning that has marked neutrality up to this point in the
passage, to wit the Auman character, the title “Mensch’ for the theme of
the analytic. That is the only meaning which up till then he has excluded
or neutralised. Hence a kind of precipitation or acceleration which can
not be neutral or indifferent: among all the traits of man’s humanity found
thus neutralised with anthropology, ethics, or metaphysics, the first that
th? very word “‘neutrality”” makes one think of, the first that Heidegger
thinks of in any case, is sexuality. The incitement cannot be due merely
to grammar, that’s obvious. To pass from Mensch, indeed from Mann, to
Dt_zsem, is certainly to pass from the masculine to the neutral, while to
think or to say Dasein and the Da of Sein from that transcendent which is
das Sein (“Sein ist das transcendens schlechthin,” Sein und Zeit p.
28), is to pass into a certain neutrality. Furthermore, such neutrality },1as
to do with the nongeneric and nonspecific character of Being: “Being as
fundamental theme of philosophy is not a genre of a being (keine
szttung) ... 77 (ibid.). But once again, if sexual difference can’t exist
without relation to saying, words, or language, still it can’t be reduced to
a grammar. Heidegger rather than describing it designates it as an
e)flstential structure of Dasein. But why does he all of a sudden insist
with such haste? While in Sein und Zeit he had said nothing of it
asgxuality (Geschlechtslosigkeit) figures here at the forefront of thej
traits mentioned when recalling Dasein’s neutrality, or rather the
neutrality of the title “Dasein.” Why?

The first reason may be suspected. The very word Neutralitit (ne-
uter) induces a reference to binarity. If Dasein is neutral, and if it is not
man (Mensch), the first consequence to draw is that it may not be
submitted to the binary partition that one most spontaneously thinks of in
such a case, to wit ““sexual difference.” If “being-there” does not mean
“man” (Mensch), a fortiori it designates neither “‘man”’ nor “woman.”
But if the consequence is so near common-sense, why recall it? Above
all, why should one go to so much trouble to get rid of a thing so clear and
secure in the continuation of the Course? Should one indeed conclude
that sexual difference doesn’t depend so simply on whatever the analytic
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can and should neutralise, metaphysics, ethics, and especially anthro-
pology, or indeed any other domain of ontic knowing, for example
biology or zoology? Should one suspect that sexual difference cannot be
reduced to an ethical or anthropological theme?

Heidegger’s precautionary insistence leaves one thinking, in any case,
that here things are not a matter of course. Once anthropology
(fundamental or not) has been neutralised and once it has been shown
that it can’t engage the question of being where it is engaged as such, once
it has been observed that Dasein is reducible neither to human-being nor
to the ego nor to consciousness and the unconscious nor to the subject or
the individual, nor even to an animal rationale, one might conclude that
the question of sexual difference doesn’t have a chance of measuring up
to the question of the sense of being or of the ontological difference, that
even its very riddance wouldn’t deserve privileged treatment. Yet
incontestably it is the contrary that happens. Heidegger has just recalled
Dasein’s neutrality, and there he is right away trying to clarify: neutrality
also as to sexual difference. Perhaps he was then responding to more or
less explicit, naive or sophisticated, questions on the part of his hearers,
readers, students, or colleagues, still held, aware or not, within
anthropological space: What about the sexual life of your Dasein? they
might have still asked. And after having answered the question on that
terrain by disqualifying it, in sum after having recalled the asexuality of a
being-there which is not an anthropos, Heidegger wishes to encounter
another question, even perhaps a new objection. That’s where the
difficulties will grow.

Whether a matter of neutrality or asexuality (Neutralitdt, Geschlechts-
losigkeit) the words accentuate strongly a negativity which manifestly
runs counter to what Heidegger thereby wishes to mark out. It is not a
matter of linguistic or grammatical signs at the surface of a meaning that
remains for its part untouched here. By means of such manifestly
negative predicates there should become legible what Heidegger doesn’t
hesitate to call a “positivity” (Positivitdt), a richness, and, in a heavily
charged code, even a power (Mdchtigkeit). Such precision suggests that
the a-sexual neutrality does not desexualize, on the contrary; its
ontological negativity is not unfolded with respect to sexuality itself

(which it would instead liberate), but on its differential marks, or more
strictly on sexual duality. There would be no Geschlechtslosigkeit
except with respect to “two”; asexuality could be determined as such
.only to the degree that sexuality would mean immediately binarity or
sexual division. “But such asexuality is not the indifference of an empty
nothing (die Indifferenz des leeren Nichtigen), the feeble ne gativity of an






