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Freud mistrusted philosophy: he attributed it to a totalising attitude, to a wish for
saturation, to the illusion that it is possible to provide a coherent image of the
world containing no lacunae. An illusion destined to fall apart repeatedly, justi-

fying the teasing by the Poet who says of the Philosopher, «With his nightcaps and the
tatters of his dressing-gown he patches up the gaps in the structure of the universe»
(Freud, 1933, 161).1

Heidegger had unreserved admiration for certain thinkers, such as Plato, Aris-
totle, and Hegel, and Freud’s criticism could apply to all of these; and yet Heideg-
ger subjected the Western tradition to a deconstructive reconsideration, carried out
with such depth and rigour as to suggest it might be appropriate to put inverted
commas around «philosophy» whenever this term was used to indicate the domi-
nant tradition. None of which implies that a dialogue between Freud and Heidegger
is easy; at first glance, there seems to be an unbridgeable gulf between them: on the
one hand, a theory hinging on the divisions of the subject, on the mechanisms of
desire, on the unconscious; on the other, a thought oriented from the start towards
the problem of being, and which, when it confronts the dimension of language and
the analysis of literary texts, proceeds in a manner that appears immeasurably dis-
tant from Freud’s. But once we have acknowledged that a possible comparison
between them is not so easy, it is worthwhile undertaking an exercise in mutual
«translation». 

From Freud’s perspective we shall ask: what contribution can ontology make
towards an analysis of the subject and desire? And from Heidegger’s, it will be
legitimate to wonder if the psychoanalytic conception of the divided subject is
merely a form of anthropology, or if it sheds light on the ontological status of the
entity that we ourselves are.
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1 S. Freud, Introduction to Psychoanalysis (New Series of Lectures) (1932, 264-65). The lines quoted by Freud
come, as is well known, from the poet Heine.
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THE SUBJECT AS POTENTIALITY OF BEING AND THE MODAL
REVOLUTION

The point of departure and the crucial debatable territory will therefore be the con-
ception of the subject. Heidegger calls it Dasein (Being-there). By coining this term,
Heidegger intends to distance himself from the dominant philosophical conception,
represented in a paradigmatic manner by the Aristotelian definition of man as a «ratio-
nal animal», but also (par. 10 of Being and Time) from all anthropology and psychol-
ogy. Let us dwell for a moment on this definition and on what it entails:

• For «philosophy» man is an entity like any other. Why? Well, because we can
define him as anything else; that is to say by indicating his essential properties. Man,
animal, object, God, are entities.

• We asked, what is man? And we answered, an entity definable by his properties.
But are we sure that we have answered the question? Should we answer the question
«What is he?» by indicating properties? The question was undoubtedly aimed at the
being of man. Now we should ask if what we indicate with an obscure term like
«being» is accessible, and graspable only by means of an essentialist definition which
combines the genus (animal) and the specific difference (rational). And if the entity
that we call man might be definable not only in terms of properties (Eigenschaften),
but also by indicating its modes of being (Weisen zu Sein)?

• What does modemean, and how does it differ from a property? But first and fore-
most, do they have something in common? 

Answering these questions entails great difficulties and in any case represents a
point of divergence. Here a decisive clash takes place: the great battle over being – the
gigantomachia perì tes ousias – depends, for its outcome, one what can seem to be a
mere preliminary skirmish.

Let us try to clarify the problem by comparing a definition founded on properties,
such as the Aristotelian, with a modal definition: in Heidegger, what we habitually call
«man» is indicated by another term, Being-there; and Being-there is potentiality of
being, possibility. So, assuming that properties and modes have at least one feature in
common, which is that they may be determinations, a difference seems to emerge
which, for the philosophical tradition, concerns the dictum and the modus. Let us con-
sider Kant’s exposition in the Critique of Pure Reason. The table of categories is set out
in four groups, corresponding to the table of judgements; the first three (quantity, qual-
ity, relation) belong to the sphere of the dictum. For example, a statement such as
«Socrates is Athenian» attributes to a subject which is numerically single (this is its
quantitative determination) a predicate that indicates a quality (or property) possessed
by that subject; and the copula «is» declares the type of the statement, which is a simple
assertive (Kant says categorical) judgement, one that is not hypothetical or disjunc-
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tive. The fourth group is composed of the modal categories: possibility, existence,
necessity (with their respective opposites: impossibility, non-existence, contin-
gency). It is precisely this which is the sphere of the modus. So possibility is a modal
determination, not «factual» (I shall use this term to indicate the ambit of the dictum,
that which is said of a res – considered as a possible entity).

Where does the difference, and potentially the contrast, reside between the cate-
gories of the res and the modal? The latter present a singular, not to say enigmatic,
aspect: unlike the other categories, they appear «empty». As Kant observed, they add
nothing to the configuration of the entity: rather, in the instant in which an entity is con-
figured as an ensemble of factual determinations – and it scarcely matters whether we
are speaking of a man, an animal, an object or God – «If the concept of a thing is already
entirely complete, I can still ask about this object whether it is merely possible, or also
actual (wirklich) or, if it is the latter, whether it is also necessary» (Kant, 1998, 322).

It is by means of these choices that the classical doctrine of modality is articulated.
Kant accentuated the distinction between the determinations of the dictum (the

«what», the res) and those of the modus (the «how» something is), and he did so for
reasons that concern the theory of knowledge. If the modalities were properties like
the others, then knowledge would not always be a synthesis between concepts and
empirical data; we would have to consider as legitimate a knowledge gained by purely
conceptual means, even if only in relation to the entity than which «none greater
exists». Against this ontological argument of Anselm of Aosta, which derives the exis-
tence of God from his definition (it would be contradictory to attribute all perfections
to God, to think of him as a «complete» entity, and to deny him existence), Kant pro-
nounces his famous thesis: «Being is evidently not a real predicate [Sein ist offenbar
kein reales Prädikat]; ie. a concept of something that can be added to the concept of a
thing. It is merely the positing of a thing, or of certain determinations in themselves»
(1998, 322). This pronouncement should be understood thus: existence is not a deter-
mination of the res, of Realität (which is one of the three categories of Quality). Real-
ität must not be confused with Wirklichkeit; that is, with effectual reality, existence.

So the thesis «existence is not a real predicate» means that existence is not a property
like «being Athenian, of low stature, married to Xanthippe, a philosopher» etc. I can
imagine an individual who has among his properties, «being Athenian, of low stature,
married to Xanthippe, a philosopher,» and I will not in the least enhance the concept I
have of this possible individual if I think of him as existing in effectual reality.

Not everyone has accepted the Kantian conception of the categories; for some,
existence would be a property like the others.2
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2 I quote a recent essay: «”he exists” is a predicate like all the others […]. It is a predicate in the same sense as “she
eats”, “it flutters” and “he is blond”. The metaphysical counterpart, modo materiali, of this thesis is that existence is
a property of individuals, in the same sense as are the properties of eating, fluttering or being blond» (Berto, 2010)
[Translated by the translator of this article]. 
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A more developed answer can be given to this problem, although not immediately,
by trying to understand Heidegger’s conception. He went a long way beyond Kant: he
did not confine himself to claiming the particularity of the modal categories, and he
overturned their subordination to the factual categories. At first glance, this seems dis-
concerting: should the «full» categories revolve around the «empty» ones? In my
opinion, this is precisely the gesture that Heidegger made.

It is an inversion which recalls the Copernican revolution, and this is why I have
indicated it with the expression modal revolution.3 From this perspective definitions
which emphasise the modusbecome legitimate: for example Being-there as potential-
ity of being; and determining the ontological-modal status of an entity assumes a
greater importance, at least in philosophy, than the examination of properties. It
should become possible, in what follows, to intuit the contribution which the modal
revolution offers psychoanalysis.

If we maintain the layout of the classical doctrine, there are three modal categories
(or six, with their respective opposites), so they can vary their combinations – we will
speak of «modal mixtures» – and their hierarchy. Heidegger turns his attention to the
difference between two entities, only one of which is defined by the primacy of the
possible: Being-there. Only Being-there is in its «essence» potentiality of being. This
does not mean that an innerworldly entity is excluded from the dimension of the pos-
sible: it belongs to the possible for as long as it is not brought into existence. One might
think of some artificial object (a washing machine, an automobile), planned in every
detail: the plan determines its realitas, its Realität, the totality of its factual character-
istics; but only actual manufacture will bring it from the possible to actuality, to Wirk-
lichkeit. However, in its ontological-modal status, that object always remains an inner-
worldly entity: both when it is only possible and when it passes into existence. This
means it is an entity of properties: that is, an entity that can be defined in an adequate
and satisfactory manner by indicating its properties. This is not the case for Being-
there: not because it may be entirely impossible to designate its properties (it may be
enough to think of those carried by each of us on identity papers), but because determi-
nations in terms of properties do not adequately grasp its ontological condition.

THE OBLIVION OF BEING (THE GREAT REPRESSION)

This is why Heidegger goes beyond Kant: it is not sufficient to insist on the partic-
ularity of the categories of the modus compared to those of the dictum; we must assert
the difference in the ontological status of entities. We need to deconstruct the presup-
positions of «philosophy», of metaphysics – conscious that empiricism shares those
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3 I shall allow myself to refer to G. Bottiroli, La ragione flessibile. Modi d’essere e stili di pensiero, 2013 (especially the
first chapter).
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presuppositions even when it opposes metaphysics and, strictly speaking, condemns
it. For «philosophy», claims Heidegger, ontology – that is, the study of being – has
always really been solely a study of entities. The slippage of the question about being
into that about the entity (or about entities) is called by Heidegger an oblivion of onto-
logical difference.

With what consequences? It is indeed the consequences that interest us, and not the
mere insistence on an ineffable otherness. First of all we need to take account of the
fact that this slippage is almost inevitable – and yet it is not easy to challenge. Isn’t the
question, «What is being?» perhaps a strange one; doesn’t it perhaps risk consuming
itself in the sterile evocation of an object which can never be delimited and specified?
Should not any reflection on being perhaps assume being as an object, not only in the
sense of «subject of research», but in the same way as the objects that are investigated
by this or that type of knowing?

So the tendency to reduce being to the entity, to transform the search for being into
the search for the entity, is almost irresistible. Only when we investigate entities do we
have the impression of moving on solid ground; and the question about being seems
finally to take on an accessible configuration when it generates two questions which
are much less vague than the initial one. The first of these concerns the property com-
mon to all entities, which every entity must possess. The second is presented as if
requiring a catalogue: «What is being?» becomes «What is there?»4 It not surprising
that the two questions immediately tend to become welded together: in order to com-
pile a catalogue of everything there is, will we not have to start from what all entities
have in common? From the property, perhaps the only one, that all entities share? Thus
ontology becomes ontic – we could use this term, and add it to those most often used
by Heidegger: ontotheology, metaphysics – and the ontic takes on a configuration
based on properties.

After this clarification, let us ask ourselves once again: what are the consequences
of this configuration? What is lost? What is «repressed»? – assuming that it is legiti-
mate to use one of the key terms of psychoanalysis.

Well, every time one attempts to find a common nucleus, however small, between
strongly heterogeneous entities, do we not perhaps end up privileging some at the
expense of others? If we look for something in common between simplicity and com-
plexity, do we not end up by diminishing complexity and making it banal? This is pre-
cisely the error of metaphysics: in trying to indicate what there is in common between
the innerworldly entity and Being-there, metaphysics reduces Being-there to an inner-
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4 «A strange characteristic of the ontological problem is its simplicity. It can be posed in three words, “What is
there?”» (Quine, 1960, 2). And more recently: «Let us suppose that we want to compile a universal catalogue; a list
of what is around us and to which we are in the habit of referring when we speak and when we plan our actions; a
catalogue of everything that exists and has existed, and also of that which will perhaps exist in the future» (Varzi,
2001) [Translated by the translator of this article].
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worldly entity. And since in its ontological status the innerworldly entity is a simple-
presence (Vorhandenheit), Being-there is also examined only as a simple-presence:
that is, as something «there before us», susceptible to being grasped by the subject’s
cognitive capacities.

This graspability varies notably, as should be obvious: from the simple-pres-
ence of a pen, or a mobile phone, placed on the table where I am writing, right up
to the micro-organisms detectable only by means of sophisticated instruments,
and the celestial bodies a vast distance away in space. What matters is that all the
entities named here are potentially objects for a subject which sets out to know
them (and in some cases to use them). 

For Heidegger there are two modes of being for the innerworldly entity: to
simple-presence (Vorhandenheit) must be added handiness (Zuhandenheit),
being ready-to-hand (which includes technological manipulability). So knowl-
edge must be understood as a subject-object relationship. And truth? Mustn’t this
perhaps be understood as the mind’s correspondence to the state of things? Hence
the traditional definition of truth as adaequatio intellectus et rei.

We should by now have made it sufficiently clear the connections which bind the
principal concepts of metaphyiscs. And it should be equally clear that it would be
naïve to problematise only one of these concepts, without also having to re-discuss, to
«re-open», all the others. We shall never reach truth as aletheia and knowledge as
interpretation, as long as we stay in the conceptual frame of metaphysics. So we need
to move on from the Great Repression – let’s try calling it that – performed by meta-
physics: the repression of being, its reduction to the being of entities, the oblivion of
ontological difference. But at this point it seems opportune not to limit ourselves to
re-proposing the Heideggerian conception to the letter, and to try instead to interpret
and develop it. We cannot just stop at a scholastic, even if philosophically correct,
reading of Heidegger.

«ARE WE ALLOWED TO TAMPER WITH THE RULE OF ‘LOGIC’?» –
STYLES OF THOUGHT AND MODES OF IDENTITY

Destroying metaphysics, deconstructing it, explicating its implicit postulates, etc.:
this programme, as it has been called, entails subjecting to discussion not only the the-
ses of ontology, but also those concerning knowledge. Can we believe that such a rad-
ical problematisation will not go on to clash with logic? Would there be one single log-
ic, albeit with a series of variants? 

Would there be a single way of thinking which is within logic’s jurisdiction, and
which remains substantially unvaried even in those logics called «post-classical»?
An analytic philosopher would reply in the affirmative. But this is not Heidegger’s
position.
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In his essayWhat is Metaphysics? the question of being (Seinsfrage) is related to
the problem of Nothing (Nichtsfrage).5

And the traditional exclusion of the Nothing from ontological discourse is re-
attributed to considerations of logic: first, one observes that for science, the Nothing
can only be «an outrage and a fantasm» (Heidegger 1929, 84) because all science is the
study of some aspects of the entity; then one specifies that «it is not science’s rejection
that first of all teaches us this. The commonly cited ground rule of all thinking, the
proposition that contradiction is to be avoided, universal “logic” itself, lays low this
question. For thinking, which is always essentially thinking about something, must act
in a way contrary to its own essence when it thinks of the nothing» (ibid., 85). So the
question about the Nothing dissolves; but this happens, observes Heidegger again, in
so far as we presuppose that «in this question “logic” is of supreme importance». Not
considering this presupposition obvious leads to a more radical question: «are we
allowed to tamper with the rule of “logic”?» (ibid.).

In these passages, as in the whole of the 1929 essay, «logic» is placed in inverted
commas. It seems legitimate to infer that for Heidegger modes of thinking exist which
are unknown to «logic» – that here too it will be written between inverted commas with
the aim of indicating the separative rationality that unites Aristotle and Frege, and all
formal logic, even the most recent. So we are at a decisive point: if the expression mode
of thinking is understood in literary terms, as the equivalent of style or writing (once
again, in a reductively literary sense), then the sovereignty of «logic» will stay undis-
cussed; if however it is taken up in its full force, it will indicate a style of rationality, one
of the possible styles – because there is always more than one style. Thus we enter the
space of logical pluralism.

Heidegger seems to have hesitated to take this step. It is true that he contrasts med-
itative thought with calculating thought, and that he considers poetry – at least the
work of some poets – as an experience of thought. But he did not try explicitly to elab-
orate a logical style, a style of rationality that might be contrasted with «logic»; he pre-
ferred to show, in his own work, and always in the language of ontology, the possibility
of a non-metaphysical style of thought.

Therefore, in order to develop this possibility, we need to transform Heideggerian
ontology, from Being and Time to his last writings, into logic, into an explicit logic. An
arduous task, but one which cannot be deferred. For the present purpose, I shall have to
proceed schematically and limit myself to some essential points. Let us return to the
notion of ontological difference, and ask ourselves what is its corresponding logic.

Ontological differencemeans that being is not reducible to the entity, to a totality of
entities; and furthermore, precisely because it is not an entity, being can only be sought
among the entities with which it does not coincide, among which it is not exhausted.
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5 The German das Nichts is also rendered in some English translations, eg. that of Miles Groth, as «the No-thing».



The Italian Psychoanalytic Annual, 2016

Hence the difficulty in thinking about this notion. Heidegger spoke of a withdrawalof
being, simultaneous with its manifestation: it cannot be said of being that it «is» (as if
it were an object), but rather that it «gives itself». Being happens – in a paradoxical
dynamic: it simultaneously reveals and conceals itself. This is the conception pro-
posed by Heidegger in the still unpublished treatise Vom Ereignis, in his university
courses on Nietzsche, etc., and in which we glimpse a movement towards a new type
of logic. However, the doubt arises that the term difference may not be the most suit-
able one to account for this, and indeed that it may turn out to be rather unfortunate.

In fact, however much we may try to dig down into the less visible semantics and
to move beyond ontic difference (like the difference between two glasses, etc.), the
notion of difference seems declinable towards the breaking of unity, but not towards
the double movement which Heidegger makes us glimpse in his conception of being.
Overall, it is a term much better suited to the philosophy of Deleuze, for example, or
even that of Derrida, than to Heidegger’s. Besides, Heidegger’s dissatisfaction with
this expression is confirmed by the high profile it is given in his writings from the Thir-
ties onwards, in the terms used to indicate his antagonism (polemos, Kampf, Streit),
and also the notion of co-belonging.

Ontological difference could be re-defined as non-coincidence. But at first glance,
the substitution does not seem to have conferred much of an advantage: non-coinci-
dence would seem to indicate the otherness of being compared to the entities – exactly
like ontological difference. But is this Heidegger’s thesis? Just the difference between
being and the entities? Or also being’s difference from itself?

This is undoubtedly the case: but then it is better to speak of non-coincidence
because difference is too compromised by the notions with which it is systematically
connected: that is, identity and opposition. A new thought demands new terms that are
not worn out by use. And non-coincidence appears to be a more suitable term since we
are considering what it produces on the notion of identity.

Identity is not a property but a relationship. But for «logic» and for traditional
ontology (including all the variants of empiricism), identity is the relationship which
an entity can have only with itself: therefore identity is thought of as coincidence (with
oneself). And yet this is only one of the modesof identity. The other mode is non-coin-
cidence.

Can we tamper with the rule of «logic»? wonders Heidegger. Yes, in so far as it uses
identity as a univocal notion, when it is actually polysemic. «Logic» ignores the modes
of identity. It asserts an impossibility – identity cannot be split, it cannot be modally
divided – that is belied by the experience of any complex subject, in daily life just as
much as in literature. Finally, that identity can also occur within the mode of non-coin-
cidence, is a truth which psychoanalysis has been able to elaborate by means of the the-
ory of identification. The subject which identifies with another subject no longer coin-
cides with itself.
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«I IS AN OTHER»: THE MODES OF NON-COINCIDENCE

Let us sum up. We have passed from identity to the modes of identity – therefore we
are participating, so to speak, in the modal revolution in philosophy. We have turned
our backs on the conviction that one «logic» exists: that is, one single style of rational-
ity. «Logic» between inverted commas hinges on the principle of identity as coinci-
dence (A=A), which is why it can also be called disjunctive (or separative) logic; so
what are we to call the logic of non-coincidence? On the one hand, it is evidently a log-
ic of splitting, but on the other, in so far as it is opposed to disjunctive logic, should it not
be considered conjunctive? In fact, this logic reunites the two movements: it splits and
conjoins. It can be distilled into the formula: «A = A and non-A». Once again, think of
the processes of identification, for example the relationship between Don Quixote and
the heroes of chivalry. Don Quixote is not simply Don Quixote (A=A), but is himself
in so far as he coincides with an alter. In the end, Don Quixote does not coincide with
himself.

This is an extreme example: here identification is confusive.6And the confusive –
here is another necessary distinction – is only one of the modes of non-coincidence
with oneself: it is the mode «collapsing», because the attraction exercised by alter is so
strong as to suck in the subject almost completely (whereas a good identification is dis-
tinctive). We may wonder why characters of this type – Don Quixote, Emma Bovary,
Dorian Gray, etc., identities so crazy as to identify with characters from books – have
such fascination. Probably because they illustrate two truths of the human condition:
(a) the first is that human beings exist in non-coincidence; (b) the second is that non-
coincidence is an unstable «state», which can be overturned into its opposite. 

We are about to take an important step forward: we have found a good reason for
distinguishing between innerworldly entity and Being-there, from a point of view
which is not only ontological, as is the most explicit kind in Heidegger, but logico-
ontological: the innerworldly entity is destined to coincide with itself (which does not
rule out the possibility of many alterations in its properties or its mereology), while
Being-there is characterised in its essence by the possibility of non-coincidence with
itself. This is the most authentic meaning of ability-to-be as asserted by Heidegger.

And yet non-coincidence is a possibility – a vocation, the highest vocation of man
as a surpassing7 entity. It is not an obligation. Nor indeed is it the most common des-
tiny: in paragraphs 25-27 of Being and Time, dedicated to the «Who of Being-there»,
and which should be of great interest from a psychoanalytic perspective, Heidegger
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6 [Translator’s note: the author has chosen the adjective confusivo to convey a tendency to merge entities in a
way that creates confusion between them; in opposition to distintivo, ie. that which creates distinctions between
things].

7 [Translator’s note: oltrepassante is chosen, as the author explains on the next page, for its association with
Nietzsche’s ideas about the Übermensch].
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describes the human condition as characterised by alienation. Overturning the com-
mon perception and the illusory self-consistency of the I, Heidegger claims that «Ini-
tially, I “am” not in the sense of my own self, but I am the others in the mode of the they
… Initially, Being-there is the they and for the most part it remains so» (Heidegger,
1927, 121).

The They (das Man) is the way of being in which every subject exists inasmuch as
it is silently levelled, lowered into averageness, in oblivion of its own authentic possi-
bilities. For Heidegger, each one of us is thrown initially into the They; that is, into oth-
erness: subject idemdoes not coincide with itself because it is thrown into coincidence
with alter. What appears to be the identity of the I with itself is belonging to the other,
subjection to the They. The subject is subjugated. Now the search for oneself consists
in extracting oneself from this coincidence.

Let us go back to the two truths of the human condition which were highlighted a
little while ago: (a) Being-there consists nevertheless in non-coincidence; (b) but, at
least initially, non-coincidence is not the capacity for surpassing oneself, but of being
subjected to otherness (which is coincidence with alter). Therefore, non-coincidence
gives itself initially in a form that is, so to speak, inverted. 

At this point we cannot help noting the inadequacy of the notion of «difference»,
and the necessity for testing the language of agonistic relations. Being-there is con-
flict, polemos: its identity consists in the conflict between the mode of coincidence
(with oneself or with alter) and that of non-coincidence.

Unlike the innerworldly entity, Being-there is a «surpassing» entity, which means
that the tendency to non-coincide is constitutive, is its mode of being. Which does not
mean that Being-there is always up to the job: on the contrary, what tends to prevail is
the urge to identification with what it is. «Initially, Being-there is the They and for the
most part it remains so».

THE LOGIC OF CORRELATIVES

I obviously intend the often used adjective «surpassing» as an allusion to Niet-
zsche. Life, in its highest form, is surpassing boundaries previously given, previ-
ously existing forms. Heidegger’s stance in relation to Nietzsche was dual: on the
one hand he understood all Nietzsche’s greatness, freed him from energeticism,
and brought out aspects that had remained obscure or neglected; on the other hand,
he interpreted him as the culmination of Western metaphysics, the extreme repre-
sentative of a conception of being as Will. The triumph of the subject corresponds
to the Will to Power, in its impulse to wish to be master, to dominate. Strangely,
Heidegger seems never to have thought of the possibility of understanding the Will
to Power as a will to non-coincidence: and yet, might not this be the most correct
reading of Nietzsche?
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Let’s go back to ontology. As has been said, the notion of ontological difference
adequately expresses the otherness of being compared to the entities, its withdrawal,
its being absent. From a certain moment onwards, Heidegger actually emphasised this
movement: «Being itself stays away… Being is not segregated somewhere off by
itself, nor does it also keep away; rather, the default of Being as such is Being itself»
(Heidegger, 1982, 214).

As we know, however, and as is reiterated in this passage, being does not withdraw
in the same way as an entity: there does not exist any extra-ontic dimension to which
being goes off in its withdrawal. So the relationship between being and entities is
always a double movement, a double «happening». Being withdraws into its giving of
itself, hides in its revealing of itself. From the logical viewpoint, what Heidegger indi-
cated is a relationship between correlatives: that is, between interdependent oppo-
sites. Aristotle mentions the relationship between master and servant; in this case, the
more spontaneous example is the relationship between doctor and patient.

The correlatives are the generative nucleus of a version – of one possible version –
of conjunctive logic. So it is regrettable that Heidegger constantly made use of this
relationship in elaborating his ontology, without ever making it the start of a new logic.
The reasons for this reticence are quite understandable. In the history of Western phi-
losophy, conjunctive logic, launched by Heraclitus, found its monumental elaboration
in Hegel’s Science of Logic, and thus in the dialectic. And the dialectic, as also taken up
by Marx and the Marxists, is actually presented as an other logic with respect to the tra-
ditional kind, with the ambition of overcoming the very principle of the disjunctive
logics, which is the principle of non-contradiction. A confused and fanciful ambition.
There are many, too many, confusions in which the dialectic, in all its forms, has
remained a prisoner. And in order to emerge from these confusions, it was necessary to
go back to examining the polysemy of oppositional relationships.

Only if we start from a precise distinction between contradictories, contraries and
correlatives, is it possible to outline the various paths that can be taken by thinking
about bonds (another way of indicating the family of conjunctive logics). The obscu-
rity which is always attributed to Hegelian logic perhaps depends on a missing distinc-
tion between contraries and correlatives: unlike contraries, correlatives are un-synthe-
sisable opposites. Therefore the Hegelian dialectic, as a logic of synthesis, is not a log-
ic of correlatives. It is in fact the case that Hegel is continually in need of this relation-
ship, even in the Phenomenology of the Spirit; so in what does the functioning of the
dialectic really consist, and not merely as it is superficially viewed? 

And how does Heideggerian logic function? It should be beyond doubt that Hei-
degger’s is a logic in which opposites struggle with each other, are interdependent, and
never come to a synthesis. This conflict without unification is described with great pre-
cision in, for example, the essay on The Origin of the Work of Art (1936). And in so far
as Heidegger never attempted an elaboration of logic, it is a notion which runs con-
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stantly through his writings and in it there emerges the logic of correlatives: this is co-
belonging (Zusammengehörigkeit).

This notion too is to be declined in various modes; and yet it would be impossible,
first of all, not to observe in it a relationship of reciprocity; and also an absence of syn-
thesis, even within the bond of interdependency. Moreover, in what does aletheiacon-
sist, if not in a double movement, a revealing which implies a veiling? This double
movement has nothing to do with a mixture, a hybridisation, between contraries. Yet
the impossibility of synthesis does not produce a banal paralysis; on the contrary, it
makes reciprocal intensification possible.

This is not the place for going deeply into the various forms which a relationship
between correlatives can assume: naturally, it can be broken off, the two terms can sep-
arate; or one of the two terms can overwhelm the other. But the possibility of a noble
antagonism remains open, like that between Apollonian and Dionysiac, described by
Nietzsche in The Birth of Tragedy. In the figurative arts the Apollonian dominates, in
music the Dionysiac; but the supreme form of art is tragedy, where Apollonian and
Dionysiac are mutually exalted by the contrast between them.

In the same way, the conflict between coincidence and non-coincidence can be
broken off in human beings: from the statistical point of view, this is what happens
with the greatest frequency; the triumph of coincidence and the illusion that the I is not
an other. Or else the surpassing forces prevail, the subject creatively appropriates the
models with which it is identified, which it has assimilated, and reinterprets them in an
original manner. In this form of subjectivity, non-coincidence dominates.

This conflictual vision does not leave room for euphoria: the struggle against the
urge to coincide with oneself is the struggle against rigidity, against the compulsion to
repeat. Psychoanalysts know how difficult it is.

FIVE THESES ON HEIDEGGER

Let us try to draw the threads together and move towards our conclusions. This
reading of Heidegger has been guided by certain theses which I shall now restate, and
also integrate, highlighting the connections between them.

The first is that Heidegger should be interpreted as a modal thinker: the problem of
being becomes that of modes of being, and the problem of knowledge becomes that of
modes of rationality: that is, styles of thought. And even if Heidegger never spoke of a
«modal revolution», it can nevertheless be said that he is the philosopher who has con-
tributed most to this transformation, the possibility of which had already been shown
by other thinkers, but which only emerges with irrepressible force in his work.

And yet Heidegger specialists have never grasped this perspective: for them – but
also for his great adversaries – Heidegger is the philosopher of ontological difference,
and of the event. For some, the unpublished treatiseVom Ereignis represents an impor-
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tant turn; other scholars maintain that there is substantial continuity between the first
Heidegger and the second. In any case, not enough attention is devoted to notions such
as polemos, and still less to the modal perspective.

The second thesis is that the difference between modes of thinking implies logical
pluralism, and a distinction between the family of disjunctive logics and that of the
conjunctive logics. We speak of «families» because a logical style can express itself in
more than one version. As far as the conjunctive logics are concerned, these are for the
most part presented in the history of philosophy as logics of synthesis (or of the coin-
cidentia oppositorum), and are therefore as privileging the relationship between con-
traries: the Hegelian dialectic, at least in its standard reading, is the greatest exempli-
fication of thought about the bonds which merge into synthesis. This is not the case in
Heidegger, according to whom the polemos is permanent: it produces a fertile intensi-
fication of opposites (this conception takes up and endorses Nietzsche’s fundamental
intuition), but is not destined to become extinguished.

Unfortunately, Heidegger never explicitly developed that logic of correlatives to
which he constantly had recoursed, and which emerges for example in the notion of
co-belonging: a relationship between un-synthesisable opposites, which is exactly
what correlative are. In the relationship of Zusammengehörigkeit, opposites desta-
bilise each other in alternation, each pushing the other beyond the boundaries of its
own identity: in co-belonging non-coincidence dominates.

Specialist contributions are valuable: but an authentic understanding of Heideg-
ger’s language and thought demands interpretative work. And, if it was only in his
ontological research that Heidegger elaborated a logic that is simultaneously one of
conjunction and of splitting, then today we must speak the language of logic as well.
We need to give new names to concepts which would otherwise remain un-compre-
hended, starting with co-belonging.

The third thesis concerns the notion of ontological difference, and also the name by
which Heidegger designated it: I have said that the term difference is unsatisfactory
because it does not adequately take account of the state of conflict through which Hei-
degger thinks of the human condition. And yet at first glance, this term appears prefer-
able to those which indicate the state of conflict (polemos, Kampf, Streit): difference
signifies otherness – the withdrawal of being from the ontic dimension. This seems a
happy choice of term. If we wanted to think about the relationship between being and
the entities in terms of conflict, wouldn’t we end up reducing being to the entity? Does
a conflictual relationship not perhaps involve entities placed on the same level? Aren’t
conflicts by definition ontic conflicts?

Not necessarily. It all depends on how the polysemy of «not» is analysed. The
«not» of correlatives must not be limited to the interdependence that we could call
external. Let us consider the example of servant and master. There is no master without
a servant, and vice versa, so this is a relationship between correlatives. But while the
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master is the master and the servant is the servant, the correlation does not touch their
respective identities, and does not yet really call identity as coincidence (A=A) into
question. It is still possible to say «The master is not the servant, and vice versa»; and
the «not» maintains a disjunctive character. Certainly the situation seems a little
bizarre: we had thought that every form of correlation implied the necessity of a con-
junctive logic, and yet this is not the case: we find ourselves precariously balanced
between the two logical styles.

Or we could say: here we are on our way to conjunctive logics – but in order to
understand the «servant/ master» relationship as an external correlation (the master is
not the servant and vice versa) it is enough to traverse just one section of it. And when
we turn back (to pursue the metaphor), we remain uncertain, we are not sure that we
have moved definitively away from «logic» – that is, from the totality of disjunctive
logics. Perhaps these logics, having been rendered more flexible, could maintain their
validity in order to include their interdependences. 

When does the detachment, the leap, occur? When is the discontinuity between the
two logics imposed? Only when identity is thought of as non-coincidence: then the
subject (idem) is split from itself. Only when a conjunctive logic becomes one of split-
ting. And that happens when the «not» is included in identity, and not limited to per-
forming a differentiating, disjunctive function (and this may be in the context of an
interdependence).

The fourth thesis, closely linked to the previous one, asserts that Heidegger is the
thinker of the ontological «not» and not solely of the ontic «not». Being includes the
«not». This is why being and Nothing are «the same» (das Selbe).8

Well, if we say that being and no-thing are correlatives, does this not perhaps mean
thinking in the language of ontology about a logical relationship, that of non-coinci-
dence with oneself? 

The fifth thesis says that in being, non-coincidence struggles against coincidence
– and that being is this struggle, this agonistic correlation between un-synthesisable
opposites.9 Being is a contest with no resolution.

THE POTENTIALITY OF BEING AND INTERPRETATION

So we have passed from the «not» to the modes of the «not»: from the not that
excludes and disjoins to the not that conjoins and splits. There is a discontinuity
between the modes of the «not», and yet we should not think that we have «jumped»
into a space totally detached from the previous one: in that case we would fall back into
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some form of the separative. Thinking about non-coincidence does not attempt to sup-
press the sphere of coincidence, but to burst into it, to inhabit it, to introduce its own
antagonism into it.

Co-belonging between being and Nothing must therefore be interpreted as the co-
belonging of coincidence and non-coincidence: and the entity in which this conflict is
manifested in all its potency, in its highest forms, is the entity that we ourselves are,
Being-there. And since Being-there is potentiality of being, the dimension of poten-
tiality of being will also be characterised by struggle.

So let us go back to considering the modal status of Being-there. The point of depar-
ture was the distinction between property and mode; the notion of mode seemed diffi-
cult to define, but has been progressively clarified, in several directions: (a) the modal
categories; (b) its ontological status; (c) the pluralism of the styles of rationality.

Thus Being-there is configured (a) as the entity defined in its essence by possibility;
(b) as an entity of conflict, determined by the struggle between desire for coincidence
and desire for non-coincidence (or for surpassing); (c) as the entity able to think also by
means of a logic of splitting and of links, like the entity which can recognise the intima-
cy of the «not», of negativity, within being: «the belonging of the not, of the occurrence
of negativity, to beyng [A spelling modelled on Heidegger’s own «Seyn»] itself» (Hei-
degger, 2012, 93): «the intimacy of the «not» in beyng! The event» (ibid., 208).10

The connection between these three aspects makes the determination of Being-
there as potentiality of being seem less generic: Dasein is the entity which can non-
coincide with itself, because the «not» belongs to its mode of being. Therefore we are
in a position to go beyond the contrast between Being-there and innerworldly entity,
which always risks seeming to be a re-editing, a slightly more sophisticated one onto-
logically speaking, of the difference between people and things. So what is the real dif-
ference between innerworldly possibilities and «existential» possibilities: that is,
those of Being-there? Dasein is also an innerworldly entity, and many of its possibil-
ities belong to the modal mixture of actuality: for example, I can drink Coca-Cola
instead of beer, book a seat on a tomorrow’s train to Milan at 10 instead of 11, etc. A
first answer is that existential possibilities are not concerned with behaviour, not with
the factual sphere, but with that of meaning.

This is the answer which arises from epistemological reflection on the difference
between natural sciences and human sciences (or sciences of the spirit), and also from
hermeneutics. Hermeneuticsmeans the theory of interpretation. Therefore the capac-
ity to interpret itself will have to be considered as a distinctive feature of Being-there.

Undoubtedly, but let’s not rush to define interpretation simply as an attribution, or
injection, of meaning – unless we do not wish to give up all the steps taken thus far. Inter-
pretation is a much more complex activity; going back to the theses just enunciated, we
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shall say that to interpretmeans to analyse a subject (a) from the viewpoint of possibil-
ity; (b) in so far as it is determined by the conflict between the desires for coincidence
and non-coincidence; (c) in so far as it is endowed with a plurality of modes of thinking.

RETURN TO FREUD

Are we still a long way from Freud? It seems that, beyond the different objectives
of research and the terminological differences, the distance is much less than we could
initially have supposed. Let’s consider the aspects in which Heidegger’s perspective
has been progressively (and briefly) articulated.

The first concerns the subject as potentiality of being: do points of convergence exist
between Freudian theory and the conception of modes? In my opinion, the answer can
only be affirmative: the Freudian subject is not an entity conceived in terms of proper-
ties. Its mode of being is plasticity – a fundamental characteristic of the drives, and
therefore of the subject as a whole, to the extent that the drives determine its fate. The
concept of «drive» has been much discussed and criticised: here we shall confine our-
selves to considering its philosophical value, the assertion of a plasticity which human
beings must nevertheless take into account. The subject as potentiality of being is a duc-
tile, or flexible, subject. It is an entity capable of over-crossings and metamorphoses.

The second aspect makes a conflictual vision emerge, and a new convergence
between Freud and Heidegger. Certainly, the mode in which they think about conflict is
very different, and yet the thesis which claims that the subject is determined by the conflict
between the desires for coincidence and non-coincidence turns out to be valid for both.

If this claim is not taken for granted – and indeed it can appear surprising – it is
because Heideggerian scholarship has not understood, for example, that paras. 25-27
of Being and Time expound a conception of Being-there as non-coincident with itself;
and because, from the psychoanalytic angle, there has been inadequate understanding
of the extraordinary philosophical innovation introduced by Freud in Group Psychol-
ogy and the Analysis of the Ego (1921): here Freud turns his back on the two concep-
tions of identity which had dominated (and remain dominant) in philosophy – that is,
the conception based on properties and the mereological one – and presents a concep-
tion that we could call relational, in that identity is defined as being constituted in rela-
tion to another identity.11 The processes of identification consist in this. Freud distin-
guishes various types, differentiates identification with a model from that with an
object, and identification that modifies the Ego from that which modifies (or establish-
es) the Ego Ideal: he launches a field of research which demands new articulations, at
which I have merely hinted in this paper.
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The third aspect concerns the plurality of modes of thinking. And once again Freud
and Heidegger find themselves allied in rejecting the conception that we shall call zero-
stylistic, according to which human beings would think (correctly) on the foundation of
a single, univocal and disjunctive logical style: in short, the style of «logic» – let us not
forget the inverted commas. Today the zero-stylistic stance is clearly recognisable in
cognitivism. It is not possible to expound adequately here on logical pluralism. But it is
worth remembering that the discovery of the unconscious, in Freud, does not simply
concern a region subtracted from consciousness but identical to it apart from the prop-
erty of «being conscious».12 The unconscious is not merely a reservoir of inaccessible
representations: it is another «mode of thought» (Denkweise) (Cfr. Freud, 1905, 205).

SUMMARY AND KEY WORDS

For Freud, man is a divided subject, whereas for Heidegger man is the Being (Dasein, Being-There) –
that is, an entity defined by possible ways of being. The two definitions seem irreconcilable. But on
closer examination, they converge in very important ways. We can point out at least three of these:
(a) for Heidegger as for Freud, men are not essentially rigid; they are plastic, flexible beings. Corre-
sponding to the primacy of possibility in Heidegger is the plasticity of the drives in Freud; (b) a con-
flicted vision: the identity of human beings consists of conflict between the desire to be in accord and
that of not being in accord with one’s self; (c) in contrast to the philosophical tradition, which today
is represented in analytic philosophy and cognitivism, for Freud and Heidegger the human mind
expresses itself in logical pluralism, i.e., in different styles of thinking. Both Freud and Heidegger
implicitly made use of flexible logic in their research. 
KEYWORDS: Flexible logic, identity, modality, principle of not being in accord, ontology.

LA POSSIBILITÉ DE NON COÏNCIDER AVEC SOI-MÊMES: UNE LECTURE DE HEIDEGGER COMME
PENSEUR MODAL. Pour Freud, l’homme est le sujet clivé, pour Heidegger homme est le Dasein
(Dasein, Being-there), soit une entité définie par des possibles modes d’être. Les deux définitions sem-
blent incommensurables. Cependant, à un examen plus approfondi, elles montrent des conver-
gences très importantes. Nous pouvons en indiquer au moins trois: (a) pour Heidegger, autant que
pour Freud, les hommes ne possèdent pas une essence rigide: ils sont flexibles, plastiques. A la supré-
matie de la possibilité chez Heidegger correspond la plasticité des pulsions chez Freud; (B) une vision
conflictuelle: l’identité de l’homme consiste dans le conflit entre le désir de coïncider et celui de non-
coïncider avec soi-mêmes; (C) par opposition à la tradition philosophique , qui persiste aujourd’hui
dans la philosophie analytique et la psychologie cognitive, pour Freud et Heidegger l’esprit humain
s’exprime dans le pluralisme logique, c’est-à-dire dans de différents styles de pensée. Soit Freud que
Heidegger ont utilisé implicitement dans leur recherche une logique flexible.
MOTS-CLÉS: Identité, logique flexible, méthode, principe de non-coïncidence, ontologie.

LA POSIBILIDAD DE NO-COINCIDIR CONSIGO MISMO: UNA LECTURA DE HEIDEGGER COMO
PENSADOR DE LA MODALIDAD. Para Freud el hombre es el sujeto dividido, para Heidegger el
hombre es el ser en el mundo (Dasein, Being-there), es decir un ente definido por los posibles modos
de ser. Las dos definiciones parecen inconmensurables. Sin embargo, analizando más atentamente,
aparecen convergencias muy importantes. Podemos indicar al menos tres: (a) para Heidegger como
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para Freud, los hombres no tienen una esencia rígida: son seres flexibles, plásticos. A la primacía de
la posibilidad en Heidegger corresponde la plasticidad de las pulsiones en Freud; (b) una visión con-
flictiva: la identidad de los seres humanos consiste en el conflicto entre el deseo de coincidir y de no-
coincidir consigo mismo; (c) en contraste con la tradición filosófica, que se representa en la filosofía
analítica y en el cognitivismo, para Freud y Heidegger la mente humana se expresa en el pluralismo
lógico, es decir, en distintos estilos de pensamiento. Tanto Freud como Heidegger han utilizado en su
investigación una lógica flexible.
PALABRAS CLAVE: Identidad, lógica flexible, modalidad, principio de no-coincidencia, ontología. 

DIE MÖGLICHKEIT, NICHT MIT SICH ÜBEREINZUSTIMMEN: HEIDEGGER ALS MODALEN DEN-
KER LESEN. Für Freud ist der Mensch ein geteiltes Subjekt, für Heidegger ist der Mensch Dasein, das
heißt, eine definierte Entität unter den diversen Daseinsmöglichkeiten. Diese zwei Dimensionen
erscheinen zunächst unermesslich. Sie zeigen jedoch, bei näherer Prüfung, einige Konvergenzen,
die von großer Bedeutung sind. Mindestens drei können wir aufzeigen: a) Für Heidegger, wie für
Freud, besitzen die Menschen kein rigides Wesen; sie sind beweglich, plastisch. Der Vorrang der
Möglichkeit bei Heidegger korrespondiert mit der Beweglichkeit der Triebe bei Freud; (b) eine kon-
fliktzentrierte Sicht: die Identität resultiert aus dem Konflikt zwischen dem Wunsch mit sich überein-
zustimmen und nicht mit sich übereinzustimmen. (c) anders als in der philosophischen Tradition, die
sich heute in der analytischen Philosophie und im Kognitivismus niederschlägt, drückt sich der
menschliche Geist in einem logischen Pluralismus aus, das heißt in unterschiedlichen Denkarten.
Sowohl Freud als auch Heidegger haben sich bei ihrer Forschung implizit einer flexiblen Logik
bedient. 
SCHLÜSSELWÖRTER: Flexible Logik, Identität, Modalität, Prinzip der Nicht-Übereinstimmung,
Ontologie.
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