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ABSTRACT 

 

 

             Where do(es) international relations present? The discipline of International Relations (IR) 

avoids this question because the answer is so obvious. What constitutes the discipline of IR is an 

attempt to localize the place of international relations as a form of politics that has unique 

characteristics. These characteristics refer to the limits of politics. In this sense, international 

relations constitutes an outside of the political sphere within which the political self finds the 

certainties upon which its political self-understandings rely. It is a projection of the transformation 

of universal politics to the particular and internal, through the territorial mentality of the classical—

in the Foucauldian sense, judicial-political—sovereignty theories.  Following this tendency, 

political theory ignores international relations as an element of the ontological status of being-

with, while for its part, the discipline of IR does not take account of the everydayness of being-

with as a concern for international politics or attempt to translate our everyday encounter into the 

particular language of international relations. This project attempts to reverse this shared lacuna of 

both disciplines and tries to treat the international—as a sense which produces specific meaning 

of nearness and a particular version of being-inside—which operates in the ontological status of 

being-with. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Situating the Question of the Sense of International  

After the 13th March Ankara bombing – the third such bombing over the previous six 

months in Turkey’s capital – the English musician James Taylor, who lives in Ankara, asked, 

this in a Facebook post: “you are Charlie, you are Paris, will you be Ankara?” Taylor’s post 

quickly went viral, and was shared by thousand Facebook users. Taylor’s question is in itself 

important. No less important was the identity of the person asking it. After the first and second 

bombings, this question had been asked by Turkish people, especially those living abroad. 

However, the question could not make western discursive and news agendas until one perceived 

to belong the West asked it.  

In Britain’s Guardian newspaper Liz Cookman developed a parallel perspective with 

Taylor, publishing an article that posed the same question to its readers and to the world. Their 

reaction was varied. Some Twitter users stressed their cultural and geographical closeness to 

Paris.  Others pointed to shortcomings, whether historical or contemporary, in the Turkish 

Republic’s treatment of identity issues vis-à-vis its Kurdish citizens, arguing that direct 

identifications with the suffering people of Ankara would suggest accepting those shortcomings. 

Still others pointed out that Turkey was primarily a Middle Eastern country, even though part of 

the country is in fact located in Europe. Against Taylor’s claims regarding Turkey’s modern and 

European appearance, for those readers, Turkey is still a Middle Eastern country. Ankara’s 
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modern, European appearance is apparently not enough to include it within Europe and European 

culture.  

My engagement with this question is, of course, not objective. I recount these questions 

as a Turkish citizen.  Moreover, the question is itself is directed to myself.  Why I am concerned 

with it? Why do I find myself called to pose the question at all?  Reflecting on this point, I find 

that the question functions at a number of different levels. In the first instance, it speaks to 

Turkish identity: a polity that is looking for a place in the world, or which has found itself caught 

in the post-colonial opposition of West and East since the end of the Ottoman Empire. This is the 

first feeling that takes hold of me: I experience a kind of insideness. This is an insideness of 

Turkish identity. It places me within an affective collectivity, a community that reacts to such 

events in a similar manner, even though we are often supposed to be individuated beings who 

encounter events in a singular manner.      

At a second level, this question bothers me as a student of world politics and International 

Relations. In other words, I try to find the way in which this locates me in the broader space or 

dimension delineated by a discipline called “International Relations.”  Even though that question 

is directed from my daily status of being-with, my professional relation with the discipline 

creates a distance from such daily status. Put differently, even though my professional relation 

with international relations as a vocation is strongly related to my daily understandings and 

concerns (D. Levine 33), my disciplined attitude tends to think of such questions in the sense of 

distance from my daily feeling. This, in turn, means that the question draws me toward reflection 

into my broader Turkish identity, which leads me to consider Taylor’s question along two 

dimensions. In the first dimension, this question has a narrow meaning that speaks to relations 

between Turkey and European Union (EU).  This meaning is not prior to the understanding of 
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EU-Turkey relations at the state and system levels. In the second dimension, this question can be 

conceived as one of essential elements needed to understand the relations between the EU and 

Turkey: in terms of their historical constitution, and in terms of possible next steps. It articulates 

the manner in which identity politics influence contemporary (international) politics between 

Turkey and the EU.  

Even though this second disciplinary reading of the question is more likely to consider 

the status of being-with, my main concern here is to move this quotidian experience into the 

rarefied theoretical heights of International Relations. In this disciplinary reading of Taylor’s 

question, there is no room to conceive how international relations operates. Rather the main 

attempt is directional: it leads us to consider Taylor’s question in the sense of the “thingness” of 

International Relations. To sum up, even though in this disciplinary rereading, one can consider 

my daily encounters through such a question as an important aspect of international relations, 

this consideration has only been conceived as an element which is bound with the thingness of 

international relations. To put it more clearly, in the theoretical lines of International Relations, 

this daily encounter is only related to the discipline if it can be conceived as a meaning for 

international relations. In this vein, for International Relations, it is only a matter of how Turkish 

identity is linked to the dimension of international relations. However, international relations as a 

feeling is not an element in this daily encounter. In other words, the issue of how international 

relations operates as such in my everyday being is not a subject of such conception of the issue 

of Turkish identity. Therefore, I will attempt to distance myself from this type of approach in 

order to examine my personal engagement with the question as Turkish citizen.     

In addition to the issues of recognition in Turkish identity, the question also catches me in 

the sense of being other. Even though I participate in it as a self who poses it to other beings, 



 

4 

  

what I actually feel is an otherness located within my selfness. The sense of being is enclosed to 

the otherness in the grammatical position of a subject who asks the question, and delivers another 

question. If I feel this otherness even as I am the ‘self’ that is posing the question to myself, what 

is my ontological status of being-with? Or in more striking terms, do I have any ontological 

status of being? In Heidegger’s sense, can I be a “Dasein” who senses his/her “mineness,” if my 

mineness belongs to my otherness? This dimension is my main concern in this project.  I would 

like to trace those two levels of conception at this level. In other words, in this project, the 

essential moment that leads me to engage Taylor’s question is my otherness – at the very 

moment that I am supposed to feel my mineness and selfness.  

This kind of inquiry directs me to begin with the quotidian, existential category of being-

with. However, most attempts to examine the category of being-with begin with what stipulating 

the meaning of being ex ante: it is ‘being’ that determines the being-with.  In this project, by 

contrast, I will try to focus on the category of “with.”  The aim here is to deconstruct the 

dialectical becoming of the status of with, and to show how the category of being-with becomes 

being-with-other in a dialectical sense.  

This Hegelian becoming is revealed as a centering of self in its relation to other. It is the 

invention of a kind of insideness that ties the individual inside to a broader inside in order to 

solve an assumed dichotomy between being-individual as being-inside and being-in-the-group as 

being-outside. Contrary to common understanding, international relations as a concept operates 

in the status of with, which means that it presents itself in our everydayness. It is to say that, 

international relations as an outside feeling allows us to transform an individual’s inside to a 

broader inside. However, this transformation is not territorial in the first instance; rather, it is 

more like an immunization process. This means that the result of this process is a self that 
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emerges as an immunized one, whose outside is not determined. The outside is just related to 

where the self is situated. In this sense, the status of ‘with’ has an important, and undertheorized 

role. It is not the existential category of togetherness of beings as is sometimes supposed; rather, 

it is a particular togetherness which immunizes the self.  

I would like to return to Taylor’s question and the reactions it engendered from another 

direction as well. Taylor begins his Facebook message by defining Ankara as a city, one that is 

essentially similar to any other European metropolis. “Turkey,” on his account, “is not the 

Middle East. Ankara is not a war zone, it is a normal modern bustling city, just like any other 

European capital, and Kizilay is the absolute heart, the centre.” It is obvious that he wishes to 

break or challenge the Western perceptions of Ankara as essentially Middle Eastern. In so doing, 

however, his sentences echo a Turkish narrative, as to how they are not seen, as to how they wish 

to be seen, by the West.  His words remind me of the situation in which I find myself when I feel 

the need to differentiate Turkey from other Middle Eastern states. In a general sense, this feeling 

is understood to represent Turkish identity as caught between: in the midst of Western and 

Eastern culture. This reading of bombings tells me that Turkish identity, and the situation in 

which I find myself in those times, derives from Turkish identity’s exceptional nature. However, 

is this reading correct?  

This perception leads me to think that perhaps what I experience with this example is 

simply related to well-known historical issues of Turkish identity. Within that framework, the 

reaction of being Turkish as loneliness and exceptionalism is zuhanden – “ready-at-hand” in 

Heidegger’s sense, as self-evidently available and obvious as a hammer would be for someone 

who finds himself needing to drive a nail into a wall. In other words, my relation to this event is 

available in the reaction and reflectivity of a particular sense. Following Heidegger’s 
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terminology, can my authentic relation with this event be found in the reaction as being Turkish? 

Rather, if this reaction in the first instance is as ready-at-hand as using a hammer would be, how 

can I claim the possibility of my authentic relation with this event in the Heideggerian sense? In 

the same vein, I would like to take a further step and ask whether my reaction as belonging to 

broader identity which distributes my feeling and sensibilities can be a kind of openness or 

disclosure to the world. Rather is this reaction just a closure to a particular insideness?     

If we take a look at those sentences by deconstructing identical reflection, we can see that 

the issue at stake is not really whether Turkey is or is not a Middle Eastern country.  Rather, 

what is at stake here is why violence and the death in Middle Eastern countries is normalized. 

Put differently: why would be it so difficult to be in Ankara if it was a Middle Eastern country?  

This mentality operates at a very deep level. Because of this, Taylor must, before he does 

anything else, try to explain that Turkey is not a Middle Eastern country, that Ankara is as 

European as Paris or London.  

This can be traced in readers’ reaction. Ankara may well seem like a European city, some 

argued, but that does not make Turkey a European state. The European appearance of Ankara is 

not enough. Following the claim that Turkey is not European, some readers also argue that 

Turkey’s political regime has become more authoritarian. On this line of argument, 

authoritarianism serves as an excuse to isolate Turkey from Europe – a reason to not say “we are 

Ankara.” Following from this, the logic seems to run thus: Turkish citizens deserve these 

bombings, because they voted for or supported the current regime. And yet – even 

acknowledging the problematic nature of the comparison – when one says “Je Suis Charlie” (I 

am Charlie), the racist attitudes of Charlie Hebdo were widely overlooked.  Charlie Hebdo’s 

racist politics did not exclude it from European identity, nor did its contributors “deserve” to die. 
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Only the people who died in Ankara did.  That seems to hold, even though some of the Ankarans 

who died presumably – unlike the editors and contributors of Charlie Hebdo – support the 

politics of the ruling party.  Because they belong to a collective togetherness known as Turkey, 

they cannot be individuated into singular beings whose deaths demand grief or sorrow. This 

perception goes back to Hegel’s master/slave dialectic: the slave’s death is reduced to his 

inability to be an individual. Put differently, a slave’s death becomes a group event, in order to 

gain freedom: the slave cannot die merely as himself. Only the master can die in his sense. Only 

she can die in her singularity.  

We can follow this logic in the reaction to the death of Aylan Kurdi, the three-year-old 

Kurdish boy died for all intents and purposes nowhere – in international waters. Even though that 

death took place in the in-between space of non-territorial waters – one of the spaces where IR is 

understood to “happen” – he cannot die nowhere.  The pain of seeing a dead child is simply too 

great.  We must know who that boy is. That he was a child is not enough. He must be attached to 

some collectivity: Syrian, Kurdish, immigrant. Aylan cannot have his own story. He must 

represent something: the story of an immigrant, a refugee, a ‘humanitarian crisis’. 

As a result of this subjugation of the presence of Aylan, Charlie Hebdo drew him as an 

immigrant, a molester. For Charlie Hebdo, Aylan’s dead body could not refer to anything other 

than this. The presence of a dead, three-year-old body could not free him from this otherness. In 

this perception, he only presents himself as an other. His existential status of being-with is 

enclosed by his otherness. Because he cannot be a self in the category of being-with, but rather, 

he is still the other, not the self, even when he is dead. For contemporary French philosopher 

Jean-Luc Nancy, the finitude is only available category for the sense of self. The singularity of 

being can be found only in their finitude. However, Aylan’s dead body cannot refer Aylan’s 
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singularity, but his mortality is just a part of his otherness. This otherness will follow Aylan in 

his death.   

All those identities (Kurdish, Syrian, and immigrant) are, in one way or another, bound to 

the concept of international relations. In light of this relation, we can see that international 

relations does not operate only at the borders of states or polities, or at a great distance from our 

quotidian encounters and engagements.  Rather, the international is present in our daily 

encounters, as the outside to a particular insideness. In this vein, the main issue is whether and 

how international relations presents itself. In a general sense, we often confuse or misattribute 

the presence of the international in our quotidian engagements with globalization – a discourse 

that names a state of affairs in which the various polities, economies, and societies of the world 

are merged into a single world system. If we were to ask ourselves what the signs of international 

relations were, we might tend to seek them out in what are manifestations of globalization: the 

imported car, as opposed to a locally-produced table.  

On the account I develop here, however, international relations are present (as being an 

outside) in everything which is surrounded, even one’s own self. This presence can be found in 

the nothingness of international relations as the outside of any particular inside. International 

relations as a concept is an instrument to produce a kind of insideness. This insideness carries an 

ontological sense which builds our existential status of being-with. In other words, international 

relations presents itself in the category of being-with, by giving a sense of what the meaning of 

being together is. Most importantly, international relations’ involvement (as a feeling) in our 

daily encounter does not work as an ontic and a metaphysical engagement to the world – to 

deploy a Heideggerian idiom I will develop at greater length below – but as an ontological 

engagement to the world.  
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My wager in these pages is as follows: that the emergence of international relations 

cannot be seen as separated from a new feeling of insideness. In the first instance, the feeling of 

international relations begins with the feeling of being-in a particular inside. With the rise of 

globalization, we may begin to think or to sense that this feeling of insideness has been 

weakened, that we might build a new insideness that would allow to feel ourselves in the broader 

sense beyond the frontier of any specific state. However, this perceived insideness is not actually 

weakening; rather it is getting stronger. To find the reasons for this, I suggest that we direct our 

attention to daily encounters, instead of state structure and the international system. Therefore, 

the existential category of being-with can be a good starting point to investigate where such 

insideness has begun to operate. The issue of daily life has become a rising interest in the 

literature of International Relations1. However, my interest in this project can be summarized as 

theorizing how our daily life is an object for the research of world politics and international 

relations. In this sense, this project is distinguishing how international relations is described in 

the context of being-with.     

1.2 What International Relations say about Taylor’s Question?  

Most British readers’ reactions to Taylor’s question regarding the most recent Ankara 

bombing, published as an article with the same question, point to their geographical and cultural 

distance from Ankara: this is why they cannot ‘be Ankara’ as many of them ‘were Charlie.’ This 

distance suggests that globalism has been largely ineffective, at least to date, if we consider that 

its aim might be to create a new insideness.  It suggests that we face a situation in which, even 

though our daily encounters with other cultures and identities has been rising, we do not 

experience a different type of insideness in a more global (worldly) sense2.  In those reactions, 

one of the important aspects is that cultural and geographical proximity has been used 
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interchangeably. Turkey is not just far from them in the sense of cultural aspect, but it is also 

geographically far from their existential status of being-with. Even though we can address the 

different explanations in order to conceive their naturalization of the proximity regarding 

inefficiency of online proximity, we need to consider that they are exposed to same technological 

proximity in both the Paris and Ankara bombings. However, their reaction was different in spite 

of the visual sameness of Ankara and Paris on their computer screens. In the Paris bombing, their 

sadness with regard to the death of innocent people allowed them to show their feeling in the 

statement of “I am Paris.” However, in the Ankara Bombing, their sadness about the death of 

innocent people did not allow them to react in a similar vein.  In Paris bombing, it was so easy to 

state yourself in the sentence “I am Paris,” but this sentence was impossible for Ankara even 

though they can feel same sadness toward the death of innocent people.  

However, most strikingly, it is not just the ontological consequences of such a sentence, 

but also the normalization of geographical and cultural proximity given as an excuse.  Even one 

of readers showed this normalization in plain sentences: “This is entirely natural and nothing to 

be ashamed of.” What this sympathy to the death of one who is close to you geographically and 

culturally delivers to us is the meaning that can be found in Heidegger’s ontological 

conceptualization of closeness. In his ontological inquiry, Heidegger stresses the fundamental 

relationship between being’s closeness to the world and the ontological status of being. Even 

though such proximity is not geographical and geometrical in Heidegger’s terminology, being’s, 

authentic closeness to his/her origin is bound with his closeness to German identity. Because 

with the emergence of the outsideness of international relations, it gives a new meaning of being-

inside which produces a new type of proximity. This proximity is not a being close to human 

beings’ daily encounter which mostly was appeared into family relations in the pre-modern 
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epoch, but is proximity to the people who are not a part of our daily encounter. Which does not 

mean that with this new meaning of insideness, the proximity of family relations is contradicted 

with the broader proximity of social relations. As French philosopher Jacques Derrida, in Glas, 

shows his critique of Hegelian Sittlichkeit (which refers at once to both ethical life and also to 

customs, habits or norms), familial proximity can be a core of social relations in terms of phallic 

proximity between father and son. Therefore, this new closeness implies a transformation of the 

familial status of the brother to the broader proximity of fellow citizens.   

Heidegger himself is a good example to see how this proximity and closeness works. 

Heidegger stresses the importance of our daily encounters in the point of being’s authentic 

openness, which is articulated as an ontological status of being-in. This authentic openness is 

disclosure to the world as a being’s ontological status. Even though this perspective seems to 

allow a broader standpoint from which to think about the meaning of being, Heidegger’s 

personal choices and intellectual engagements, as captured in his discussions of homecoming 

and homeland, expose the racist deficiency in his work.  They show that Heidegger’s worldly 

disclosure is bound to a racist worldview.  This social proximity of such insideness is assumed 

and identified as being’s existential status in the sense of being-inside.  Heidegger’s ontology has 

a crucial role in such insideness. We can recognize how such insideness finds its ontological 

meaning with Heidegger’s definition of ontology. In this vein, such insideness is available for us 

as not only a metaphysical and ontic locations of ourselves but also an ontological sensing about 

our relation with this world. This availability is strongly related to the issue of the existential 

status of being-with-in-common. This leads us to the question of community.   

The question of “community,” in contemporary political philosophy has been articulated 

based on the necessity of the unity and sameness. In this contemporary formulation, a 
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community is a common space and context that presupposes the familiarity among members as a 

foundation of the identification process. Under such an assumption, being-in-common 

corresponds to the intersubjective relations where identity has been added. This means that the 

state of being-in-common means being a part of a broader subjectivity or body.  Which means 

that the existential status of being-with occurs in the moment of being-in-common. In other 

words, the beingness of being is out of itself in the category of common. However, this status of 

the outside has been an issue in the sense of whether the status of common is a space of 

homogeneity or not. The homogeneity of the outside was not always an issue. Putting simply, the 

necessity of homogeneity is the most modern concern and is related to the emergence of a new 

type of togetherness. This new type of togetherness is derived from a new feeling of being-

inside. Rather this feeling is an essential to the emergence of such togetherness.  Even though 

this feeling was universal as a result of scientific revolution’s attempt to understand the world 

with a unitary rule which operates everywhere, this feeling has been localized in terms of the 

centrality of the self.  

Why such universality was turned to a particular commonality can be found in the 

emergence of scientific revolution with a new meaning of the man who is the center of this 

world. In the first instance, it seems that this man is universal in the sense of his beingness as a 

subject who is active in the event; however, this activity of the man who has the ability to change 

his environment was not situated for all human beings. The reason behind this assumption 

corresponds to the fundamental relationship between scientific logic which appears as an action 

toward the environment and the process of colonialism. Colonialism is not just an invasion of 

some lands, but a construction of the self. Colonialism started with their encounter with their 

other. As Edward Said stresses in Orientalism, this is a constitution of a Western self which is 
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tied to the knowledge of other.  However, this constitution is not the emergence of a particular 

identity which has a definite meaning. Also, it is not a fixation of specific identity in certain 

meanings. Rather it is an ambiguity which is only fixed itself as a definite meaning through the 

definition of other. However, this self can only be fixed in the status of being-in-itself. Such 

selfhood is a kind of ability to be in himself in terms of the awareness of the other which is the 

outside of himself. It is an ability to be in himself in order to ask about other’s whatness.  It is an 

action which is based on the activity of determining himself, but most importantly, defining the 

other. For this reason, the orientalism is embedded into the self who tells the narrative of other. 

In a simple manner, Orientalism is an activity of telling the story of other.  

However, in this project, I try to show that this universal self is strongly related to a sense 

of being-inside a particular description of being-with. Most importantly, this sense of nearness 

and insideness is prior to this universal self. Rather, this feeling of being-inside a particular 

commonality and nearness to specific origin is the first step to this universal, Western, white and 

male self. In this vein, even though post-colonial literature provides insightful contributions 

concerning this project, my interest, in this study, is to focus on international relations as a new 

form of feeling and the sense of being-inside and near to a particular commonality. Following 

this point, in this project, I am interested in how my otherness, which has a universal quality with 

regard to the dialectic of West and East, is linked to the sense of insideness and nearness.       

If we remember the James Taylor example, until he asked the question, it was not 

available for Guardian even though this question was asked by Turkish citizens after the first 

and second bombings in Ankara. In addition, even if I asked the same question, my mineness and 

selfness in the question as a self who asks the question is not as same as James Taylor. This 

question operates in two levels. On the first level, when I ask the question, my mineness and 
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selfhood in the question is bonding with a broader selfhood: Turkish-ness. In the activity of 

questioning, I am not a self who has a singular meaning. My question’s openness in the context 

is not bound with my individuality and singularity but is enclosed to the broader insideness of the 

self. The interesting part is that even though this insideness is outside of my individual self, I feel 

this insideness as my individual inside. My reflectivity in this expansion is closed into a 

particular insideness of Turkish identity. In other words, when I ask the question, I perform a self 

which is beyond my individuality. However, the crucial point in this performing is that I am not 

performing the outside.  The status of “we” in this performing is only available with self’s 

positioning in the category of us. In other words, the category of “I” is prior to the category of 

“we.” However, this priority of the category of “I” is not able to present itself without the status 

of “we.” Which means that this priority of status of “I” is not an individualization, but the 

centralization of the self.   

 In the second level, even though I participate in the question as a self who asks the 

question toward the other being, what I feel is my otherness in my selfness. I am the one who 

asks the question and presents myself in the essential activity of asking. However, even as I am 

the subject of the question as the one who is directing the question to the other, what I feel at that 

moment is my otherness in the question in terms of requesting my recognition as a self. The 

question does not allow me to be-in myself as a singular being, but mineness is only bound with 

the self (not myself). If I feel the otherness even I am the self of the question, there is an 

important question which points both Heidegger’s Dasein and Hegel’s spirit: what is my 

ontological status of being-with?  Rather more striking, do I have any ontological status of 

being? In Heidegger’s sense, can I be a “Dasein” who sense his/her mineness, if my mineness 
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belongs to my otherness? And also, in Hegelian sense, is my self-consciousness just a 

consciousness of my otherness?  

In this project, the operation of such questions (e.g. James Taylor’s question) on two 

levels will be considered in the context of being-in-common. This type of engagement leads us to 

consider the international relations in the sense of how international relations operates in the 

existential category of being-in-common. In the previous pages, I discussed how the status of in-

common is thought of in the sense of homogeneity and the identical familiarity among the beings 

who experience such commonality. However, in the general sense, otherness and difference is 

located outside of such commonality as a result of the description of sameness in common. In 

this vein, the status of being-in-common corresponds to a mechanism of inclusion/exclusion. 

Contrary to this understanding, contemporary philosophers Jean-Luc Nancy and Roberto 

Esposito stress the importance of difference as located inside the common, not the outside, and 

as drawing borders of what is common to those beings.       

In their conceptualization, common is not a space that is constituted around identity. For 

both philosophers, nothing is in common. However, this nothingness does not mean emptiness. 

We can better understand nothingness in this sense as the openness of beings who have so much 

in common. Which means that common is not a closed space where the identity is added.  

Rather, individuals open themselves to the exteriority of the common. For this reason, the 

original status of common is not an outside which receives the identity to the individuals. The 

exteriority does present as a totalitarian sense. The difference opens itself to such exteriority. In 

this sense, the exteriority is not an identical outside. This formulation of common depends on 

different conceptualization of inside/outside.  
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The Cartesian and liberal conceptualization of inside/outside is derived from their 

absolute distinction. In other words, being-inside and being-outside are two different ontological 

modes. While being-inside corresponds to a being’s individuality which fixes into the inside 

terms of self-certainty, self-preserve, and self-interest, the status of outside is the other existential 

mode where an individual’s insideness presents itself in a space that is described as a container. 

This formulation has two important assumptions. The first assumption is that the being-inside as 

individual and being-outside as a social being are different at the point of their existential status. 

In general, the liberal (both traditional and communitarian versions) and communal approaches 

attempt to fix this distinction in the behalf of the harmony between individuality and collectivity. 

The second assumption is that the status of outside depends on the perception of space as a 

container. In this vein, the outside space is unitary. This is a feeling of being-in a place whose 

borders and limits are determined. In this formulation, the self’s openness to the exteriority is 

bound with the being-in a particular inside. It is not disclosure but closure.  

However, this new conceptualization of commonality provides a different perspective on 

those two assumptions. Common is neither a container space nor absolute distinction from the 

inside. In the further chapters, I will discuss these new conceptualizations of common in detail. 

Keeping the details for further chapters, in this project, my main concern can be found in two 

points. First is how international relations operates in the constitution of the traditional version of 

common. In a general sense, this point was provided by some post-structuralist approaches in the 

literature.3  Their reading is mostly tied to the critique of the discipline in terms of how the 

literature provides the construction of a particular inside. However, in this project, I will take a 

further step and deepen the discussion of the existential category of being-with. In this vein, I 

will attempt to show how international relations operates as a description of being-with. As a 



 

17 

  

result of this attempt, I will strive to transform the discussion from the sovereignty theories in 

terms of state borders to the issue of how otherness as an instrumental ontology is locked up in 

the ontology of self. 

In light of the instrumentality of otherness, the second point is to dig out my otherness in 

my selfhood by asking the same question as James Taylor. In consideration of my otherness in 

myself, I will ask whether other’s self can be able to open himself/herself to the exteriority in the 

sense of a new conceptualization of community. In other words, I will examine how other’s 

selfhood operates in such plural commonality.  

Those two points might be situated within another inquiry concerning whether the 

concept of international relations is an element in the ontological status of being-with where two 

beings encounter it as their existential status. Even though at first glance the concept of 

international relations and being-with do not appear related each other, in this project I argue that 

the issue of how the otherness operates in the philosophical status of being-with is strongly 

related to the presence of international relations and how international relations produces a 

particular sense of being-inside and a specific meaning of nearness.  

This kind of inquiry presents some difficulties. The first difficulty is derived from the 

disciplinary boundaries of both International Relations and Political Theory. Both draw their 

lines and limit their research interests around some embodiment of space. Yet international 

relations, as a different form of politics, operates in a different spatial location.  Political theory 

draws the line of a form of politics that is placed in a particular embodied space in terms of 

territory or sovereignty.  In light of such categorization of politics as a different form, the 

ontological status of being-with is considered as a research subject of political theory, not 

international relations. In this sense, international relations is not the element in the status of 



 

18 

  

being-with. Rather international relations has a meaning only in the matter of the territorial 

dialectic of inside and outside and the issue of sovereignty.  Therefore, this difficulty can be 

overcome by the liquidation of the thingness of international relations as a distance outside. This 

can only be possible on two levels. The first level, that international relations can be considered 

as a feeling instead of an issue for a disciplinary knowledge. In the general sense, some 

approaches take account of our everydayness as an element for the studies of international 

relations, but they remain on the same track with mainstream theories in the sense of thingness of 

international relations. Those works attempt to bring some issue of everyday life to the 

dimension of international relations. However, the everydayness of being-with is only one of the 

issues that should be considered while defining what international relations is. They keep the 

thingness of international relations in their research of what international relations is and should 

be.  In this project, I will try to reverse this attitude and consider international relations as a 

feeling which produces a particular meaning of being-inside and a specific sense of nearness. In 

this sense, international relations as a concept is the crucial and constitutive element in the 

contemporary status of being-with.  

This liquidation of international relations is also related to the inquiry of how 

international relations presents itself. Even though I do not examine the issue of the presence of 

international relations directly, I will attempt to develop an argument that illustrates the 

relationship between the emergence of the situatedness of a particular feeling of being-inside and 

the exteriority of international relations as an important component of the presence of 

international relations. Following this perspective, one can see that the presence of international 

relations is strongly related with the nothingness (the otherness) of a particular inside. In this 

vein, the presence of international relations cannot be found in some signs (which is always 
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confused with some symptoms of globalizations) but in the liquidation of international relations 

which presents itself as a nothing in the existential category of being-with. 

In the second level, in order to recognize international relations as an element in the 

category of being-with, the everydayness of being-with should be issued as a subject of the 

research. Therefore, in this project, I will discuss the category of being-with from the beginning 

as a placement of ontological status by Heidegger and follow the intellectual lines of how the 

being becomes a particular self whose other is settled in the status of being-with as an 

instrumental figure which belongs the meaning of the self in Hegelian self-consciousness. After 

situating the question of being-with in philosophical tradition, I will explore how the status of 

being-with is constituted by some mechanisms of immunizations in biological and legal sense in 

the basis of what proper is in the works of Esposito and Foucault. The investigation of being-

with in the sense of immunization mechanisms delivers a crucial approach that focuses on 

whether the common is a space that transfers an identical and figurative outcome to the members 

of the status being-with. This question allow us to see that international relations in a sense 

operates in both the construction of the figural and identical inside of common and the 

emergence of the immunized self through producing a particular meaning of “with” that is 

designed based on other’s instrumentality—belonging— to such self.  In light of this concern, in 

the last part of this project, I will explore whether more homogenous definitions of common that 

suppose that being-in-common does not correspond with any identical and figural sameness, let 

us see new definitions of being-with.     

In the first chapter, I begin with the ontological inquires of international relations in the 

literature in order to show how international relations is described with a specific ontology that 

assumes the thingness of international relations. The reason behind why I begin with the inquiry 
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concerning ontologies of international relations is to explore whether those approaches provide a 

standpoint to represent the important relationship between the sense of international relations and 

the ontological category of being-with. After reviewing some approaches in the literature 

regarding the ontology of international relations, I will arrive at my conclusion and my main 

argument in this project: If we consider the fundamental relationship between international 

relations that produces a particular meaning of being-inside and nearness and the ontological 

status of being-with, we have to reverse the intellectual engagement with the issue of being-with 

in literature and liquidate the thingness of international relations by approaching the inquiry of 

being-with as an element for international studies but asking the question of how international 

relations operates in the category of being-with. Therefore in the rest of the project, I continue 

examining the status of being-with in theory: Heidegger’s understanding of ontology, Hegel’s 

self-consciousness, Foucault’s bio-power, Esposito’s immunity/community dialectic, and 

Nancy’s being-in-common.  

In the second chapter, I begin the interpretation of being-with with Heidegger’s 

ontological inquiry, which defines the status of being-with as a prior category of being in its 

ontological status. Heidegger gives an ontological definition of being-with and allows me to 

show that the beingness of being is strongly related to being’s the mode of being outside of itself 

with other beings. This ontological togetherness of beings in Heideggerian sense delivers the 

different meaning of being inside and outside. For Heidegger, being-inside and outside are not 

two different modes of human life. Following this assumption, Heidegger distinguishes the 

different versions of being-inside in terms of the difference between ontic situatedness and 

ontological status of being. In light of the distinction between the ontological category of being-

in-the-world and the categories of an inside, Heidegger argues that being-in refers the disclosure 



 

21 

  

of being toward the world in the sense of worldliness of being. However, Heidegger’s 

involvement with Nazi politics makes Heidegger a good example to illustrate how international 

relations produces a particular sense of being-inside and nearness. Heidegger’s being-in-the-

world becomes a kind of racist interpretation of being-inside a German homeland, which is 

derived from Heidegger’s assumption of the ontological nearness. Heidegger could not be able to 

distinguish himself from his German-ness when he discusses Dasein's ontological status of 

being-in-the-world, and being-inside and near to German-ness becomes a first destination before 

the worldliness of German Dasein.    

In the third chapter, I expand the inquiry of being-with using Hegel’s self-

consciousness. In Hegel’s self-consciousness, beingness of beings becomes self. But this self is 

not just anybody who is conscious of the ability to be free in-itself but also the self who can 

define the other. Hegel’s self-consciousness as a movement depends on the action of going-out 

of the insideness of being-in-itself. The self comes out itself and finds the other being. The self’s 

movement is completed with a definition of a particular meaning of self which refers the 

sameness of two beings as a self. This is a united moment of two beings in their sameness as a 

spirit-self. Hegel’s slave/master dialectic, however, delivers a different conclusion. If we 

consider the process of self-consciousness in Hegel’s philosophy with his assumption of the 

struggle for recognition in the dialectic of master and slave, the conclusion that waits for us 

might be fundamentally different than what Hegel’s self-consciousness offers as a kind of mutual 

consciousness of two selves.  In the dialectic of slave and master, what do we expect of a 

master’s self-consciousness by placing the slave as instrumental to their ontological status. In 

this vein, Hegel’s self-consciousness has designed the ontological status of being-with in the 

center of a particular meaning of self and tied the other to the meaning of self. It is to say that in 
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Hegelian sense the status of being-with contains the proper self and the instrumental other – 

his/her selfness belongs to the meaning of the proper self – and places them in their status of 

being contradicted to each other.  

In the fourth chapter, in consideration of the instrumentality of the other in Hegel’s self-

consciousness, I explore how the self is immunized as proper from the improper in the existential 

status of being-with. Esposito’s examination of immunity in the sense of its difference from the 

community reveals how the modern paradigm produces some mechanisms of inclusion and 

exclusion on behalf of a particular version of being-in-common. The modern production of 

being-in-common brings the meaning of homogenous common, which means that the status of 

being-with becomes being-with-in a particular common. The particularity of common in the 

matter of identity causes a specific meaning of being-with, which relies on the constitution of the 

relations between two beings who encounters each other in the status of being-with. The status of 

“with” is produced in specific terms. In this vein, common is not just a the inside of sovereign 

power whose disciplinary power fabricates sameness among the self and the other, but an 

immunization mechanism that designs the status of with, regarding how proper becomes normal 

in the status of being-with. Foucault’s bio-power introduces this normalization process of a 

certain meaning of the self and illustrates how the status of “with” is constituted by the 

technologies of such new power. 

In the last chapter, I conclude my inquiry of being-in-common with Nancy’s 

examination of the ontological status of being-in-common in terms of new readings of Hegel and 

Heidegger in order to recognize new possibilities of subjectivity, different definitions of space, 

and a singular and undetermined relationship between a self and other that depends on the 

opening of finitude being by the restless of sensing. Nancy’s intellectual engagement with 
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Heidegger’s mitsein (being-with) in the possibility of the disclosure (openness) of the self to 

ambiguous outside and an unpredicted future delivers the question of whether I am able to open 

myself as a being self who has ontological mineness when I am asking Taylor’s question: will 

you be Ankara? I finalize my research with this question and the following argument that 

political philosophy should take account of the presence of international relations as a crucial 

element—which produces a specific meaning of being-inside and a particular sense of 

nearness—in the interpretation of new possibilities of being-with-in-common.              
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CHAPTER 2: INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS (AS) A SENSE 

2.1 Particular Meaning of Being-inside and Nearness as the Ontology of International 

In this chapter, first of all, I would like to clarify why I try to distinguish the concept (a 

literal response to stress the constructed feeling by the epoch of nation-state) of international 

relation as an experience of “insideness” from the discipline of international relations which 

attempts to understand and explains the “thingness” of international relations. To attempt to 

distinguish the concept of international relations as an emergence of such “insideness” from the 

literature has a crucial meaning for this project in two points. First, as I mentioned in the 

introduction, my aim is not to try to establish any new perspective for possible explanations of an 

ontology of international relations. However, the discussion of ontology in the literature provides 

a closer look at how the term “international relations” has been used to reveal a thingness of 

something. In this vein, the ontological inquiries of international relations are grounded in two 

different perspectives regarding the thingness of international relations. The first of those 

inquiries accepts the thingness of international relations and strives to explain or formulize the 

“true” ontological status of this thing that we call international relations. This formulation is 

nothing more than a kind of ontological conceptualization of a new dimension of life in its own 

terminology. However, such use of ontology does not imply any meaning, in the Heideggerian 

sense, the existential status of being that can be found in the existential category of being-with 

and its everydayness. Rather, the question of ontology for those studies refers to an attempt to go 

back to the prior status of the “dimension” of international relations that contains some entities 

such as state, people, nations, and some (important) individuals. In this account of ontology, 
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there is only one main question: How can such a dimension as a structure be understood or 

explained? We can ask this question in different words: Can this dimension be only seen in the 

central role of some substances? Or does the ontology of such structure depend on the web of a 

relationships among entities beyond the substantialist conceptualization of such structures? In 

other words, one supposes the states and their reciprocal relationship with the outside-structure 

(which is the system) as a central foundation that the ontology of international relation should be 

found; others think that the ontology of international relations cannot be recognized by any 

substance but only relations.  Even though those perspectives carry fundamental differences for 

the literature of international relations and regarding their belongings to constitutive debates of 

the discipline, they only treat the term of ontology in the point of assumed thingness of 

international relations. However, such ontological explanations of international relations have 

not interested the category of “being-with,” but have a concern to reach (original) the prior status 

of the dimension of international relations. 

The other ontological inquiries in the literature of international relations might be thought 

as more promising in terms of considering the relationship between “being-with” and the concept 

of international relations. Those inquiries (mostly by using Heideggerian version of ontology) 

account for the role of the international relations (as giving the sense of being-in-the-

international) in the everydayness of “being-with” and reveal the discussion of how international 

relations as a concept and a discipline has been constituted around a particular understanding of 

“otherness.”  Even though this second version of ontological inquiries contributes some logical 

support to my research and leads me to the question of international relations in ontological 

status of “being-with,” they do not take account of the status of being-with in terms of the status 

of “with.” Rather in the general sense, these ontological attempts are only based on the critique 
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of modern Cartesian or Hobbesian positioning of self and other. In other words, their ontological 

concern is going back to the moment of the birth that corresponds to a particular logical and 

literal settlement of self and other. In this sense, similar to most post-structuralist critiques of the 

discipline, they consider the discipline as their audience and attempt to draw the attention of the 

discipline to the moment of the birth which can be found in the modern interpretation of “being-

with” regarding political and social spaces.  

  The second is that the understanding of international relation as an emergence of a kind 

of insideness allows me to develop a perspective that shows the fundamental relationship 

between being-with and ontological settlement of such “insideness.” The term “international 

relations” implies a kind of relationship among units or entities called nation-states4 in an 

indefinite, ambiguous, and open-ended space. This literal positioning of international space 

brings us to different problems and questions when students of international relations attempt to 

define and understand the reality to which that term refers. Even though the literature tends to 

some outside space distinguished from domestic territory as the “space” of the international, 

there is not any certain space and territory whose limits and borderlines can clearly be delineated.  

It is simply unclear where the space of international starts and ends. However, this indefinite 

space of international has emerged in a conceptual, sensual, and disciplined ways as an outside 

of a particular inside. In light of this argument, I believe that one of the intellectual questions 

regarding the ontological status of international should pay regard to such inside/outside dialectic 

which is a constitutive element of what we refer international as a thing5.   

2.2 International Relations and Inside/outside Dialectics  

Especially after the 90s, the duality of inside and outside has become an important point 

of view to understand the nature of international relations. Early post-structuralist approaches in 
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the literature of international relations reveal an analysis and a critique against mainstream 

theories of international relation by suggesting that the nature of international relations emerged 

as dualities (inside/outside, self/other, domestic/foreign) that construct the identity of inside. For 

example, in one of those studies, David Campbell, in his book Writing Security indicates the 

fundamental relationship between the state and inside identity and shows how such state identity 

has been constructed by foreign policy discourses and practices in the example of the 

construction of American state identity through the other, the Soviet Union. Campbell first 

identifies the fundamental relationship between the identity and othering process as drawing the 

outside by stating that "the constitution of identity is achieved through the inscription of 

boundaries that serve to demarcate an 'inside' from an 'outside', a 'self' from an 'other', a 

'domestic' from foreign"(9). Using Butler’s definition of identity in Gender Trouble, Campbell 

shows the analogy between the “performative construction of gender and body” with the 

“performative construction of the state” as a bodily insideness (9-10). For Campbell, such 

performativity can be found in the discourse and practices of foreign policy. What makes the 

foreign policy effective in this construction of state identity is a particular interpretation of threat 

and the understanding of security that is derived from such an interpretation. 

  First of all, in modern sense, the state of security is an existential status of self which is 

based on the interpretation of some signs and symptoms called risk as a threat against to the self. 

For Campbell, the main starting point behind his work is that the perception of threat is not 

objective, but an interpretation of somebody. This somebody can be a state, a group, or a self. 

However, as we see constantly in contemporary politics, the source who defines the threat is 

generally different than the self. In other words, we live in a world where threats are determined 

by someone, but not ourselves. In light of such reality of threat, Campbell poses a fundamental 
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challenge to state-centric security understanding by seeking to show that security is not an 

objective condition that exists independently in this illusionary space called “international.” By 

taking account of insurance terminology, Campbell comprehends that "nothing is a risk itself; 

there is no risk in reality. But on the other hand, anything can be a risk; it all depends on how one 

analyzes the danger, consider the events"(2). In other words, "danger is an effect of 

interpretation” (Campbell 2). Even though there are real risks that threaten human life such as 

infectious diseases, accidents, and some political violence, all those threats cannot be security 

problems or considered by the time of the interpretation of those threats as danger. For example, 

Global climate change is a risk for human life; however such risk cannot be become the status of 

danger until we interpret those risks as a danger and a security problem for us. From the critique 

that shows the subjective nature of danger, Campbell argues the interpretation of danger plays 

the crucial role in constituting “state identity.” Even though Campbell represents how the duality 

of inside and outside works in the constructing of “state identity” by the practices of foreign 

policy which distinguish inside from outside regarding the place of danger, he does not directly 

focus on this duality itself. Campbell shows us more how the distinction of inside and outside 

functions in the construction of inside as a safe place hierarchically different than the outside as 

an “anarchy.” 

The dialectic of inside and outside in international relations has a meaning not only in the 

construction of “state identity” in terms of the states’ role in the interpretation of danger, but also 

the emergence of a particular insideness which reduces the politics to a kind “spatial-temporal” 

dimension that appears domestic. As Der Derian shows in his post-structuralist analysis of 

diplomacy, the separation of inside from outside is an alienation of the state from its outside, and 

diplomatic culture provides a mutual recognition among alienated states in terms of their 



 

29 

  

insecurity (41). This alienation reveals a meaning for a particular insideness that attempts to 

distinguish itself from its outside in absolute sense. However, this distinction in territorial 

practices is not as stable as mainstream theories of international relations argue. After the end of 

the Cold War, this fact has been observed by the literature of international relations.  However, 

such instability in territorial distinction of inside and outside in the “modern state system” does 

not mean that international relations as a modern concept has begun to change in terms of such 

insideness. To see this argument, we need to look more deeply into the dialectic of inside and 

outside; the work of RBJ Walker provides an insightful and deep post-structuralist analysis of 

this dialectic that functions as a main element in the construction of international relations as a 

discipline.    

In the literature, RBJ Walker is another scholar who attempts to show us how 

international relations has emerged as an outside through the literature in order to conceptualize 

the spatiality of domestic. In other words, for Walker, the emergence of international relations is 

the domestication of politics by the reduction of politics to a kind of spatiality. Walker suggests 

that the emergence of international relations with its fundamental tie to modernity corresponds to 

the evolution of a kind of understanding of space and time. For Walker, such a connection 

between modernity and the emergence of international relations as a particular interpretation of 

time and space also represents the crucial relationship between political theories and 

international relations. Actually, such a relationship between the discipline of international 

relations and political theory should be considered in terms of their distinction. Walker states that 

international relations is “a discipline concerned with the delineation of borders, inscription of 

danger and the mobilization of defenses” (15). Following this clarification of what the discipline 

is interested in, he continues, “the analysis of international relations offers a particular clear 
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amount of what it means to suggest that modern political thought is somehow endangered, in 

crisis, in need of repudiation, reaffirmation or reconstruction” (15) 

However, Walker’s assumption concerning the potential collaboration between political 

theory and international relations is derived from his conceptualization of how international 

relations plays a crucial role in the construction of a political community that political theory 

tries to examine and understand. For Walker, international relations is associated with a 

community of scholarship that is authentic, political, and critical. In this vein, to consider 

international relations as a political theory by getting international relations closer to such 

community has a possibility to rebuild political theory with the different and broader 

understanding of space and time6. To understand this argument, it is better to look at how 

political community and international relations comes across in Walker’s theory.   

Walker examines the fundamental relationship between the political community and 

modern political thought. From the beginning—most times the beginning has been considered 

with Machiavelli—modern political thought has offered a specific form of political community, a 

model for proper life lived together. In the general sense, modern political thought has faced a 

central question; rather, modern political thought has been designed around a question “about 

what politics can be under [new] historical and structural conditions. Moreover, these new 

conditions, of course, involve a shift from the hierarchical continuities of medieval life, feudal 

modes of production and the claims of an empire to the radical autonomies and separations of 

early-modern Europa, capitalism, and the state-system” (Walker 37). In this formulation, the 

traditional understanding of international relations has an important role as the negation of such 

political community that has emerged as an autonomous and separated entity (Walker 37).  This 

means that the political community has appeared as a thing which has an ability to being-in-
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itself. Autonomy has a fundamental meaning which corresponds to the ability of being-in-itself. 

In this emergence of the political community as an autonomous entity in the sense of being-in-

itself, international relations is a negation of this selfness of being-in-itself, and as an outside 

which means a space that being-in-itself of selfhood of such community exposes itself into this 

exteriority. Therefore, international relations is something that cannot be hierarchical autonomy, 

but anarchy.   

As Walker reveals, “international relations is to be understood as … [a] negation of” the 

modern concept of political community (37).  In this sense, Machiavelli’s concern for the 

military affairs of “Prince” has “a consequence of the possibility of autonomous political life 

within states” (Walker 36).  For Walker, in this vein, Machiavelli is a part of the tradition who 

want to establish “a life of virtue within autonomous political communities” (36). Such political 

life “depends on a capacity to distinguish life inside and outside a spatially [organized] political 

community, between self and other, community and anarchy” (Walker 37-38). From this 

perspective, Machiavelli is a thinker who constrained the universal pursuit of a traditional 

understanding of politics for a meaningful political life to a “territorially bounded space” 

(Walker 42).  

Walker’s argument can be made clearer by reading it through Hegel’s conceptualization 

of self-consciousness. Hegel’s argument on self-consciousness allows us to take account of the 

ontological status of international relations in the sense of modernity by means of the analogy 

between the ontological status of self and other in the moment of self-consciousness in Hegel’s 

theory and international’s dependence on a particular insideness. In Hegel’s self-consciousness, 

as we see in our further chapters of this project, self is realized through the other in terms of the 

negation of itself from the other. In this kind of analysis of other, the ontological status of other 
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belongs to a self, and other is a just negation of what self means. In other words, the otherness is 

reduced to being negated to the self. Even though it is unclear in Hegel’s terminology whether he 

seeks to define a self with any destination or an end, it can be fair to say that Hegel’s negation 

produces the relationship between self and other that can only be possible in the unity that is 

derived from an insideness which finds own certainty from the ambiguity of outside. In these 

terms, international relations is an outside of an insideness of a particular political community. In 

other words, a particular insideness is realized itself through the outsideness of international. 

This analysis leads us to another question of what the ontological status of international relations 

can be, if there is a fundamental analogy between the dialectical relationship between inside and 

outside in political theory using the emergence of the concept of international relations and the 

ontological relationship between inside and outside in Hegelian self-consciousness.    

In light of Hegelian self-consciousness, the ontological status of the outsideness of 

international relations might be considered to belong to a particular insideness. The definition of 

this insideness can be changed, but the dialectical relationship between inside and outside 

regarding their ontological status remains. In this vein, the modern status of international 

relations corresponds to nothingness. This conclusion has two important consequences. First is 

that if the conceptual nature of international relations corresponds to the nothingness, the 

question of where international relations is offers an important starting point to rethink 

international relations in our everyday life and practices, and its place in this everydayness. This 

kind of analysis allows us to avoid the contemporary understanding that the existence of 

international relations in our everydayness is reduced to the effect of globalization. This 

alternative point of view toward the everydayness of international relations helps us to develop a 

different perspective from early post-structuralist analysis of the necessity of new international 
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relations regarding new definitions of outside and inside. This concern is derived from a concern 

that traditional international relations theories are not sufficient to understand the change in the 

territorial definitions of inside and outside, which is triggered by globalization.  However, even 

though the definition of the inside is changed by the influence of globalization, the nothingness 

of international relations is still in the game. The outsideness of international relations as 

nothingness has a broader meaning than globalization. The existence of international in our 

everyday is not the epochal reality of globalization; rather, it is the way international relations 

presents itself in our everyday life.   

The existence of international relations as nothingness in our everydayness will allow us 

to find our way back to the emergence of politics as a proper response to the category of being-

in-together, which has been formulated as being-in a particular political community. This is the 

second consequence of the reconsideration of the conceptual ontology of international relations7. 

In contrast to Walker’s concern8, I think that political theory should take account of such 

(conceptual) ontology of international relations and its role in our everydayness in terms of 

giving an ontological status for being-with-other in being-in-common. In this sense, political 

theory should consider the conceptual ontology of international relations that plays an important 

role in the transformation of “politics” to “police,” “community” to “immunity,” and ontological 

plurality of “being-in-common” to the singularity of contemporary understanding of community.  

Regarding the ontological relationship between everydayness of being and the 

conceptualized outsideness of international relations, the ontological question of international 

relations should be directed to the category of “being-with” with regard to how the conceptual 

ontology of international relations operates in such category as nothingness; however, the 

question of ontology in the literature has addressed the pre-acceptance of thingness9 of 
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international relations. The concern shared by that body of research10 (scholarship, that is, which 

takes up the question of ontology as part of its research agenda) can be thought of as more of an 

attempt to find the originality or facticity (in Heideggerian sense, authentic version of 

international relations) of international relations. Those attempts provide a normative description 

showing the possibility of international relations as an ontological status that can provide an 

alternative consciousness of self and other than traditional international relations produce.  My 

interest in this work regarding ontology can be described as the rethinking of everydayness (as 

its fundamental relationship with historicity) of being-with in terms of the existence of 

international relations in the status of “with.” I do not have any interest in establishing normative 

or ontological categories for international relations. In this sense, my concern is more about the 

status of being-with and how the existence of international relationship (and its fundamental role 

in the status of “with”) has been overlooked in political philosophy in terms of the modern 

emergence of a particular form of insedeness as an essential factor that gives meaning to the 

status of “with.” For this reason, I am attempting to clarify to what I mean with the term 

“insideness,” which is different from early post-structuralist’s analysis of international relations 

in terms of inside/outside duality. I will try to find such difference in rethinking Heidegger’s 

mitsein, Hegel’s self-consciousness, Esposito’s immunity, and Nancy’s disclosure in the point of 

their different analyses of inside/outside relations in the spatial and temporal positioning of self 

and other. Before a more serious discussion of the framework of being-with, I would like to 

address how the question of ontology has been considered in the literature, after which I will 

move forward to how international relations has given rise to a particular form of insideness. 

The current IR literature inquires into the ontological status of international relations in 

two different ways. The first group criticizes the substantial nature of international relations and 
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develops a relational perspective in the study of world politics. In other words, for this group, 

ontological inquiry is based on the consideration of the substantial settlement of mainstream 

theories of international relations and the recognition of the possible ontology of international 

relations that is derived from the category of relation instead of Cartesian substantial subjectivity. 

This kind of inquiry brings up the question of what is, or should be, the ontological status of 

international relations.  

The second group gives priority to the question of ontology itself, before asking what the 

ontological status of international relations might be. This mode of inquiry is derived from, or 

else was substantially anticipated by, Heidegger’s pursuit of existential priority – the 

“thrownness” of things. This “thrownness” of things (or “Dasein” in Heidegger’s terminology) 

stresses the givenness of things as a being before their thematic definitions as objects. In a 

general sense, Heidegger’s concern can be found in inquiries that problematize the “is” in the 

question of “what is a thing” instead of the whatness of things. In this logic, research on the 

ontological status of beings should depend on thrownness of the things before their thematic 

positioning as an object or subject in the relational web. A Heideggerian understanding of 

ontology allows those scholars to transcend the Cartesian duality of object and subject without 

sinking into a new kind of structuralism which depends on quantum mechanics.    

2.3 Substance, Ontology and International Relations  

Jackson and Nexon develop an alternative standpoint that illustrates the possible 

methodological perspective which directs the analysis of IR toward the status of relations 

between entities instead of assuming those entities as a central category in the analysis of 

international relations. In light of Emirbayer’s analysis of sociological theory as being divided 

between “substantialism” and “relationalism,” Jackson and Nexon argue that IR theories are 
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generally substantialist, and concerning such division in sociological theory, they believe that 

there is a possible analytical standpoint which allows understanding the reality of international 

relations in the framework of “relation” instead of some substances such as state, individual, and 

ethnic groups. For Emirbayer, substantialism presupposes the ontological priority of entities in 

sociological analysis. In the substantialist analysis, “entities exist before interaction and all 

relations should be conceived as relations between entities” (Jackson and Nexon 291). The 

central substance of the analysis can be changed – for example the analysis unit can be the state, 

individuals, or ethnic entities – but their essential ontological moves in those analyses are exactly 

same – “units come first, then, like billiard balls on table, they are put into motion, and their 

interaction are pattern we observe in political life” (Jackson and Nexon 293).  However, the 

relationalist analysis “treats configurations of ties – recurrent sociocultural interaction – between 

social aggregates of various sorts and their component parts as the building blocks of social 

analysis” (Jackson and Nexon 292).  The entities are consequences of these configurations of ties 

which “are not static things but ongoing process” (Jackson and Nexon 292). Jackson and Nexon 

call this type of analysis: processual relationalism. 

Jackson and Nexon argue that substantialism in IR can be found in two different forms. 

The first is self-action substantialism, which relies on the assumption that “things act under their 

own powers” (Jackson and Nexon 293). For Jackson and Nexon, the majority of rational choice 

theories are in this group. Inter-action substantialism, on the other hand, “postulates that 

‘entities’ no longer generate their own action, but rather the relevant action takes place among 

the entities themselves” (Jackson and Nexon 293). Most structuralist theories in IR can be found 

in this type of analysis. Especially, for Jackson and Nexon, Wendt’s early constructivism has 

some fundamental similarities with this type of analysis.  For Jackson and Nexon, 
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constructivists—Wendtian constructivists—in rough terms, treat structure and agent as discrete 

and autonomous essences when they argue that they are “mutually constitutive.” In this formula, 

even though the linear causal relationship has been broken, the constructivist approach leads an 

understanding that presupposes the constitutive interaction of separate elements (Jackson and 

Nexon 295). Even though Wendt’s early structuralism takes account of the mutual relations 

between two elements – structure and agents—in the analysis of the international relations 

system, this consideration of relationship in the analysis still places the states in a prior position 

to understand the system of international relations. In other words, the state as an essence of self-

interest is still prior to its relationship with other states, which constitutes the structure of 

international relations. 11 

However, Alexander Wendt, with rising influence of quantum theory in scientific 

analysis, makes an interesting move and redevelops his structuralism by using hologram 

technology as an essential perspective to understand the materiality of the state. Wendt (2010) 

begins his article “Flatland: Quantum Mind and the International Hologram” by asking where the 

state is. In the framework of this question, we can find a theoretical turn in his understanding of 

the international system. In Wendt’s early works, he develops a macro-theory “defending 

stratified, top down ontologies in which state and system are seen as emergent phenomena” 

(“Flatland” 279).  However, as Wendt admitted, in his later works there is a considerable change 

in how he understands the substantial element of international relations. Wendt, in his 2010 

article, turns upside down the system of international by describing “for a bottom-up ontology” 

in which the states, international relation system, and all other collective entities are nothing; the 

only reality is individuals who are acting in a given material context. 
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In Wendt’s new approach, what we call the ‘reality’ of international relations relies on 

materiality – individuals’ relations with the objects that surround them. In other words, Wendt, in 

new argumentation, does not give away the materialism in his early theory, but he attempts to 

broaden his materialism in light of the quantum theory. With this move, Wendt turns our 

attention to a simple but important point: if we want to understand the reality of the states and 

their relations in the system of international, the materiality of such relations are different from 

the relations among material beings. Put simply, we cannot touch the materiality of “states” or 

“international relations.” They have no physical form, for Wendt; the only tangible realities are 

human beings. Therefore, states and the international system in which they ostensibly exist are 

“not real objects but fictional ones” (“Flatland” 280). 

Wendt continues with an essential question: If the state and its interaction with other 

states are not real objects, what do international relations scholars occupy themselves?  Are they 

engaged in a kind of ‘ghost’ business? In light of the distinction between quantum and classical 

physics, Wendt finds the solution to the problem of physical reality in what he calls “quantum 

consciousness,” suggesting the state and IR “are holographic projection of our minds, and that 

the only realities are individuals” (“Flatland” 282). Wendt in 2010 thus argues against his earlier 

claim that “states really are people” in “Anarchy of What States Makes of it”; “States and 

international system are just virtual realities” (“Flatland” 282). The totality of IR scholars’ 

observations, the literature they have produced, depends on the actions—speech, texts, 

behaviors, and movements, etc.—of some set of individuals. These we unite in our mind as a 

whole, which we then call the state or international relations.  

Even though Wendt addresses some important ontological issues facing the discourse of 

contemporary international relations, we might still take issue with some pieces of it. First of all, 
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for Wendt, it is obvious that materiality (physical reality or physical representation) and ontology 

has a familiar meaning. Wendt’s flat ontology supposes that the existential status of international 

relations is devoid of physical reality, consisting only of individuals who have (real/physical) 

existence acting in a material context. The state and international system exist only ‘virtually.’  

In this vein, Lenco takes our attention to how Wendt uses the term of ontology. For Lenco, 

Wendt’s flat ontology falls into a popular confusion that presupposes “an equivocal ontology 

where the virtual and actual have different ontological statutes” (141). Lenco compares 

Deleuze’s virtual and actual distinction with Wendt’s flat ontology consisting of holographic 

projections of individuals. In this comparison, Lenco argues that even though Wendt and 

Deleuze share similar concerns, most notably the distinction of virtual and actual, in detail, they 

have the different understanding of ontology. 

  For Lenco, Wendt’s flat ontology was an “equivocal” status, which presupposed the 

different ontological status of virtual and actual.  By contrast, Deleuze’s understanding of 

ontology is “univocal”; Deleuze, that is, “insists that the virtual and the actual are ontologically 

equivalent” (Lenco 141). Whereas Wendt’s “flat ontology imagines ‘subjectivities that are 

entangled quantum mechanically, through language, with other subjectivities,’ for Deleuze all 

states of affairs – personal, ideational, organizational- are products of virtual encounters” (Lenco 

141). Lenco provides an insightful critique that shows how Wendt’s use of ontology can be 

reduced to a solution to the problem of materiality in the system of international. Wendt has a 

problem with the idea of ontology itself. Wendt’s concern regarding ontology is derived from his 

passion to fill the gap between the matter and the idea in the discipline. Thus Wendt seems to 

believe that the quantum physics can be considered as a possible solution to the materiality 

problem of international relations by providing a new form of materiality (virtuality). Even 
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though the virtuality of international relation – as the new form of materiality—is an alluring 

debate in the literature, I will not give more pages to such discussion so as not to stray from my 

main aim in the discussion of ontology in the discipline of International Relations. Therefore, I 

would like to return to my main concern regarding ontological inquiries in the literature by 

providing a reason for why Wendt’s flat ontology is mentioned in these pages.   

Wendt’s ontological analysis stresses the issue of ontological substance of international 

relations in the terms of the discussion of materiality. In other words, for Wendt, the real moment 

(or facticity) of international relations can be found in individuals’ material interaction with the 

objects surround him/her. I believe that Wendt’s flat ontology avoids some important elements—

and his analysis is still strongly fed by the terminology of subjectivity—even though his attempt 

to invert the ontological status of international relation is an important move that can lead us to 

the point for the question of where the international relations happen. It is obvious that Wendt 

does not try to build a theory that aims to give the meaning of international relations in the 

category of being-with; however, his aim to fill the gap between individual and state (as a form 

of institutional collectivity) delivers the question of where the international relations is in our 

everydayness. Moreover it gives way to the curiosity of the fundamental relationship between the 

ontological category of being-with and the concept of international relations.   

However, even though Wendt’s new theoretical conceptualization relies on individuals 

and their physical interactions, and opens the possibility of individual’s everydayness and 

international relations, the concept of flat ontology struggles to make sense of ontology in the 

sense intended here. For Wendt, the question of ontology, in the general sense, is not related to 

the ontological status of being. But his ontological inquiry is, in Heideggerian sense, a more 

metaphysical design of the system of international relations. Wendt’s new ontology suffers from 
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some additional drawbacks. First, it postulates the physical certainty of individuals. Their prior 

ontological status is the source from which virtual reality is derived. Lenco, in light of Deleuze’s 

understanding of ontology, argues that Wendt’s assumption of the importance of the historical 

figures in historical change is a good example, which represents his desire “to maintain a 

transcendental subject” (142). In consideration of Lenco’s critique, Wendt’s analysis relies on a 

kind of individualism that presupposes that some individual figures are more autonomous than 

the other individuals. In Wendt’s description, individuals are distinguished by whether they are 

objects or historical actors. Following with this perspective, one can argue that some individuals 

are still a subject, others are only the object to those actions. In this sense, Wendt’s quantum 

mechanics cannot deliver enough distance from the Cartesian subject-object duality. In addition, 

the subject remains a constative actor, the ‘center’ of the hologram. In other words, if Wendt 

opens the door of what had previously been the hermetically sealed monad of a self’s insideness 

to its outsideness, there still remains a fundamental distinction between the inside of a self as a 

foundation of meaning and power, and its outside which constitutes subjectivism. This insideness 

of subject has appeared as a substance of international system and the state. In a general sense, 

Wendt does not resolve the issue of the Cartesian subject/object duality, but rather provides a 

new positivism, which is extended beyond the thematic representation of things.   

Keeping in mind that Wendt’s flat ontology delivers some possibility for the relationship 

between being-with and the concept of international relations, Wendt’s new approach, however, 

cannot be determined as a critical transition from the substantialist nature of his early theory. 

Wendt’s quantum structuralism retains essentially the same attitudes, then, as his early 

constructivism. Basically, he changes the substance of the IR system from the state to individuals 

in order to explain how IR’s reality problem depends on the lack of material context. Even 
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though Wendt attempts to develop a more holistic version of his constructivism with regard to 

the modern subject/object duality through quantum physics’s holism, he places individuals into 

the center of such structure and develops a similar Husserlian holistic universe that has emerged 

from “the subject” (it is the transcendental ego in Husserl’s terminology). While Wendt tries to 

break the chains of subject/object duality, he reveals “the holistic subject” without an object – 

but everybody is object to this ego – but cannot get rid of substantialist nature of his analysis. 

In contrast to the substantialist ontology of traditional international relation theories, 

Laura Zanotti’s 2013 article develops a perspective that deals with the political agency problem 

in IR within the framework of non-substantialist ontologies. For Zanotti, rethinking the agency 

problem with non-substantialist ontologies can be possible through questioning “the ontological 

status of power and subject in narratives of international relations theory (293).  In the history of 

political philosophy, the relationship of power and subject has confused the question of 

ontological priority: does the subject possess power, or does power possess the subject? Modern 

formulations complicate the question while defining “modern man” as an autonomous entity who 

has free will and the power to change and control the objects around him while also inserting 

him into a chain of contractual powers that control and repress him. The location of power is 

very complicated in the modern narrative; it seems to exist somewhere between the individual, 

society, and sovereignty. Foucault’s contribution, on Zanotti’s account, is to show the blurriness 

of this location, rather than to dispel or resolve it. For her, “Foucault’s analysis of power is 

methodological, not descriptive” (295).  Further, Zanotti holds, Foucault does not try to 

formulate a new definition of power or subject; his interest is in the process of subjectification, 

which implies the issue of “the relations and forces which constitute the subject.” (294). In my 
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opinion, parallel with this argument, Foucault’s analysis is an attempt to show the (im)possibility 

of power’s location.  

This (im)possibility challenges the modern ontology which has been pictured with the 

problem of how the individual can be defined. The modern definition of individual depends on 

locating individuals with the definite inside and outside. In the discussion of substantialist and 

non-substantialist, this act of locating has been understood in terms of the pointing the static 

positions as a center or a substance. On account of this act of positioning, Zanotti states that 

“while substantialist ontologies and epistemologies tend to ascribe social events to categories of 

is or is not and search for linear relations of causation, non-substantialist ontologies open for 

conceptualizations of social phenomena as the result of multiple practices of interaction that 

entail continuous mutual transformations” (295). Similar to Wendt’s new foundationalism for his 

new materialism, and to Jackson and Nexon’s non-substantialist processual relationalism, Zanotti 

states that her non-substantialist inquiry originates from some current studies of neuroscience 

and quantum physics. To clarify possible contribution of political agency in non-substantialist 

ontology, Zanotti appeals Feminist theorist Barad’s intra-agency concept. Barad, in light of 

Bohr’s quantum model of the atom, challenges the substantialist ontology which supposes the 

priority of the “entities” and “things” to the context of existence (813). Barad uses the notion of 

“relational ontology” to define such possibility of non-substantialist ontology. The relational 

account of ontology “refuses the representationalist fixation on words’ and ‘things’ and the 

problematic of their relationality” (Barad 814). Barad’s relational ontology advocates “instead a 

causal relationship between specific exclusionary practices embodied as specific material 

configuration of the world… and specific material phenomena… (814). Barad defines such 

“causal relationship between apparatus of bodily production and phenomena” as an “agential-
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intra action” (814).  To sum up, Barad’s relationalism relies on an analysis which focuses on the 

discursive practices and relations rather than words and things.   

Barad continues with Bohr’s reconceptualization of the terms of position and momentum. 

For example, the position is not identical to the entity or it does not belong to it. Rather the 

position is “specific physical arrangement” (Barad 814). In this formula, a position is not 

something is derived from the beingness of entity, but is a spatial and temporal mode which is 

bound with the context or discourse. In other words, the meaning of position does not come from 

the entities, but from the context or discourse. Any possible measurement of position “cannot be 

attributed to some abstract independently existing ‘object’ but rather is a property of 

phenomenon – the inseparability of ‘observed object’ ‘agencies of observation” (Barad 814). 

According to Barad’s understanding, “the primary epistemological unit is not independent 

objects with inherent boundaries and properties, but rather phenomena” (815) Barad transforms 

Bohr’s concern of the impossibility of scientific separation of observer and observed object to a 

new methodologies of agency and a kind of structuralist (phenomenal) causality. For Barad, 

phenomena mean the ontology which implies the inseparability of the concept of the agent as a 

component, but “ontologically primitive relations—relations without preexisting relata ” (815). 

The rethinking of the relation as ontological status delivers new understanding of causal 

relations. In Barad’s relational ontology of intra-agency, the causal relation is not emerged as a 

relationship between subject and object, but a result of the “specific exclusionary practices 

embodied as the specific material configuration of the world (discursive 

practices/configurations)” (814). In such ontology, the agency is not embedded in the substance 

or a position of subjectivity and the relationship between object and subject, but in the discursive 

practices. For Zanotti, this new conceptualization of political agency can be attuned to Foucault’s 
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“knowledge statement” which exposes that “meaning can be understood at the level of a 

statement, not sentences” (296). In other words, meaning does not occur in the substance of 

sentences, but in the level of a relational web of the statement.  According to Zanotti, 

knowledge-statements does not represent any substantialist or universal attributes, but statement 

correspond to the rules of connection that link the statement with another statement in the 

context of discursive practices (296).   

Given Barad’s non-substantialist relational ontology, Zanotti develops a critique of the 

governmentality literature in IR by focusing on their substantialist ontology which leads them to 

understand the concept of governmentality in liberal terms of the struggle between power and 

freedom. As Zanotti shows, without taking account of Foucault’s non-substantialist ontology, 

governmentality studies get drawn into the liberal context of what they try to criticize. Zanotti’s 

critique helps us to see that the substantialist ontology of governmentality studies has an 

unforeseen role in rising liberal governmentality in the worldwide by reproducing the grounds 

and tools of liberal governance. Even though Zannotti’s article addresses very important issues 

that governmentality studies are facing, her ontological approach seems to apply ontology as a 

kind of structure that is flexible regarding the temporal and spatial meaning embedded in 

discursive practices. Also, Zanotti’s article treats Foucault’s work as a kind of structuralist work, 

and I believe that her account of Foucault as a structuralist brings issues when one considers the 

whole career of Foucault.  Her relational structuralism avoids Foucault’s late works which are 

mostly considered in the post-structuralist canon and can be separated from his early writings. As 

a result of her attempt to provide theoretical ground for her non-substantialist ontology, her 

analysis of political agency embedded to discursive practices seems to reduce Foucault’s works 

to a kind of structuralism.  
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Non-substantialism delivers an insightful departure point for this project in order to 

develop a perspective which sees the dynamism of international relations as a system. In 

addition, non-substantialist ontological inquiries take the time as a part of the analysis and try to 

establish a starting point that allows us to consider both space and time as the ontologically prior 

elements of their analysis of the system. However, as I shared in early pages of this chapter, their 

ontological concern is stuck to the question of how we can understand the nature of international 

relations with the broader sense, more accurately or with more elements and tools. Thus their 

underlying assumption of the thingness of international is still in the game, and their ontological 

concern depends on finding prior and proper meaning of such thingness.  

 In non-substantialist usage, ontology is only a unitary ground, or a structure 

containing—or requiring—some relationships among beings, especially human beings. In such 

non-substantialist formula, it seems the substance of international relations is moved from 

objective appearance of things (individuals, state, organizations or groups) to the virtual web of 

the relationship among things that all objective existence of things are included to such “intra”. 

In other words, Zanotti’s, Jackson’s and Nexon’s non-substantialism is not a complete break 

from substantial understanding, but it is more like the alteration of the new definition of 

substance that proposes the understanding of substance beyond the objective appearance of 

things. Put simply, such thingness of international relation is the substance which is determined 

as being beyond the entities and identities and embedded to the status of relations which is bound 

with the structure.  Therefore, they do not get rid of the problems of structuralism even though 

the basis of such structuralism is redefined by quantum mechanics regarding new materiality. 

In the non-substantialist formula of the ontological status of international relations, 

ontology is still about the “whatness’” of things, which depends on their “thematic” positioning. 
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Such argumentation works in two levels. In the first level, there is underlying assumption that 

international relations exists as something (as a thing), and the question is only about how such 

“thing” can be defined or which tools can be more proper to define the thingness of international 

relations. This approach makes the ontological inquiries closer to a kind of methodological 

sensitivity and the question regarding the discipline of International Relations.  As a result of 

such disciplinal concern, the question of ontology is only about “whatness” of international 

relations and is not interested in the existential category of “being-with.” In the second level, the 

ontological question for such research does not consider how international as a sense or a 

meaning happens (or exists) in the category of being-with. This is the point where the second 

traditional assumption of international relations begins to operate: the meaning of international 

relations delivers the distance from daily relations and the practices. Probably, the scholars who 

are interested in non-substantialist ontology do not agree with such critique. However, I believe 

that the problematic of international relation as being a “thing” corresponds to the placement of 

international relations as space which operates as a dimension. Even though some approaches try 

to break this dimension which is derived from the traditional duality of inside and outside, they 

try to build a new “thingness” which operates as a new dimension that allows the closeness of 

international relation to everydayness by means of providing a new definition of inside/outside. 

It is more like an attempt to consider those elements in the dimension of international relations. It 

is a kind of movement that implies the transformation of some elements (individual, ethnicity, 

identity, community, and discursive practices) to the dimension of international relations. It is a 

movement from bottom to up, but not from top to bottom.   

However, in the literature, there are other ways of ontological inquiry based on 

Heidegger’s analysis of ontology in order to approach the problematic status of being-in-the-
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international relations. In considering Heidegger’s account of ontology, the ontological status of 

international relations should not be found in an attempt to define what the thingness of 

international relations is, but a deconstruction of that thingness by showing how narratives of 

international relations represent itself a kind of ontology. In other words, maybe the question we 

ought to ask is whether the ontological status of international relations is an existential moment 

for beings. Which means that the question of ontology ought to direct our concern to the inquiry 

of being-with (other)-in the-international.     

2.4 Heidegger’s Ontology and International Relations 

Heidegger in 1958 begins to explore the structure of “whatness” in the question of “what 

is philosophy,” before attempting to define the philosophy itself. For Heidegger, in What is 

Philosophy, this question in the first instance does not direct a kind of knowledge toward the 

object of the question (41), but a path that opens the door of the beingness of philosophy or, for 

the example, of philosophy’s “whatness,” the “beingness of being” (What is Philosophy 55).  For 

Heidegger, the structure of such question “lies heavily on ist” (“is”) which postulates the 

existence of the object of the question (Steiner 19). Similar to Heidegger’s approach to the 

ontological status of such a question’s structure, the question of “what is international,” in the 

first instance, corresponds to the beingness of “international” which is defined by other 

phenomena called “relations.”  

In light of Heideggerian explanations of the ontological status of being, it is difficult to 

argue that our first category – Wendt’s flat ontology; Nexon’s and Jackson’s or Zanotti’s non-

substantialist ontologies – is the ontological explanation of the phenomena of international 

relations. Because those studies are focusing on the whatness of the question, which implies the 

correspondence and mimetic correlations of two things (the thing of international relations and 
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the thatness of this phenomenon: i.e., international relations are individuals’ holographic 

projections) instead of “ist” part of the question which relies on beingness of the object of the 

question without objectification.  

Such an understanding of ontology allows us to ask whether we can explore beingness of 

international relations in its existential status of thingness before metaphysical explorations of 

such beingness.  Even though this concern has very fundamental difficulties –derived from 

thingness of international relations-- in the literature, some contemporary studies are looking the 

possibilities of Heideggerian ontology in IR.  To argue that those studies try to explore the 

beingness of international relations might be unfair, but they at least take account of Heidegger's 

ontological concerns while considering the ontological status of international relations.  

On the account of Heidegger’s insight regarding ontology of things, Michel, in his 2012 

article, provides phenomenological critique against Critical Realism. Michel argues that 

Heidegger’s engagement with the notion of ontology not just reveals the problems of critical 

realism’s engagement with ontological status of the international system, but also offers some 

alternative paths that allow developing the different ontological status of IR. (210)  

Michel reveals two different kinds of engagement to worldly things in the literature of 

international relations (210). One of this camp (realists) argues that entities exist independent 

from our understanding, on the contrary, for anti-realist, entities are a product of human 

understanding. However, in spite of taking the side of some critiques of anti-realism, critical 

realism is still loyal to the fundamental assumptions of classical realism. For Michel, in a general 

sense, critical realism invites the distinction of ontology and epistemology to the games in order 

to answer some fundamental questions coming from anti-realist camp. Following this logic, for 

Michel, critical realists “claim that ontology is and must be the very starting point for any 
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approach to international relations simply because the ontological givens build the very bottom 

of the reality in which we are immersed” (212). In critical realist conceptualization, “all theories 

presuppose a basic ontology from which all other considerations follow” (Michel 212). In other 

words, all theories assume an explicit or hidden ontological premise to their theoretical 

framework.  

In pursuing such ontological concerns, critical realists attempt to show some pre-

epistemological entities that are independent from human understanding. For Wight, critical 

realism’s conceptualization of “intransitive objects” makes scientific involvement possible by 

virtue their status as being independent of human understanding and being available to being 

known (29).  Working to develop a critique of such ontological exploration of critical realism, 

Michel provides Heidegger’s engagement to ontology. For Michel, there is an important value to 

introduce to Heidegger into the point of the debate in the literature between realism and anti-

realism. Michel claims that Heidegger has unique position that allows one to “combine realist 

and anti-realist elements” (210).  

According to Michel, Heidegger’s treatment of “entities” and “the being of entities” 

develops a perspective that allows the ontological status which those two ways have disappeared 

in the name of “ontological difference.” In Heidegger’s understanding, “based on the notion of 

ontological difference, entities are indeed independent in human understanding (the realist 

element) but their beings as entities can only be realized through a specific form of being which 

is human beings...” (Michel 213). From this point, Michel suggests that any point that ignoring 

the ontological differences in the Western metaphysical tradition enters into the fallacy of 

realist/anti-realist duality at the next level.  For this reason, critical realism’s ontological 
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involvement cannot get rid of the substantialist approach of an ontology without Heidegger’s 

insight about ontology and ontological difference (221).   

The heart of Michel’s argument can be found Heidegger’s thought on “everydayness of 

Dasein.” For Heidegger, the essence of being “lies in its to be” (BT 41).  The whatness of the 

being “must be understood in terms of its being” (Heidegger, BT 41).  In light of this concern, 

Heidegger thinks that ontological tasks should start from the understanding that characteristics or 

the “outward appearance” of things do not correspond to the existential status of its being. This 

does not mean that this “objectively being” is not a part of beings’ existence, but rather possible 

ways of beings’ to be. Therefore, Heidegger uses the term “Dasein” instead of “Das Sein” in 

order to reach ontological priority of “this being” before its objective appearance as a table, tree, 

or house.  In Heidegger’s Being and Time, this ontological priority of “Dasein” is its 

“thrownness” (Geworfenheit). This thrownness, to be sure, implies a kind of “givenness”; but 

this givenness cannot be understood in the epistemological sense. Rather, it corresponds to the 

average everydayness of Dasein. Simply put, we are thrown into everydayness which carries 

with it some givenness (in different moods) with some others. Simon Critchley, in his 2009 

online article in the Guardian, describes thrownness as an awareness “that we always find 

ourselves somewhere, namely delivered over to the world with which we are fascinated, the 

world we share with others.”  We are caught in a different kind of everydayness in this world 

that emerges as in various moods such as fear, boredom, or happiness.  

This insight of Heidegger leads us to two important issues regarding the reality of what 

we call international. First is how international relations fit into such everydayness of “Dasein”. 

Differently put, this question might help us understand whether there are some ways to correlate 

the Dasein’s ontological status of being-in-the-world with the “insideness” produced by the 
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discourse of international relations. Second is how Heidegger’s conceptualization of ontology 

defines the relationship between self and other. Louiza Odysseos, in her 2002 article, focuses on 

this second issue by showing that Heidegger’s phenomenological analysis of existence provides 

an alternative perspective to recognize the different possibilities of coexistence for international 

relations. 

Odysseos provides a good example of ontological inquiry of international relations by 

taking into account of Heidegger’s ontology in order to accommodate an ontology which allows 

co-existence that is not fed by Hobbesian account of subjectivity12. For Odysseos, Heidegger’s 

radical phenomenology provides theoretical sensibility that is attuned to the “the existence of a 

self-constituted by otherness, a self that is explicitly aware of its heteronymous constitution so as 

to promote an international political theory that has as its center, not the modern subject, but 

rather an understanding of coexistence as the proximal fact of human life” (374). In order to 

reveal different ontological category of co-existence for international relations, Odysseos claims 

that we should return to the theoretical basis13 of “international relations” which is constituted on 

Hobbesian account of ontology. Hobbesian ontology assumes the natural status of human beings 

as a war among beings, summarized with his famous statement, “war of all against all.” This 

Hobbesian natural status has been considered an ontological state of international relations by 

mainstream IR theories, especially by realism.   

Following Heideggerian ontological concern, Odysseos juxtaposes “Hobbes’ account of 

the self-interested subject” – equipped with survival instinct as a core substance of human reality 

– with Heidegger’s “facticity” of human existence (373). With this kind of comparison, 

Odysseos shows the possibly of different ontological status for human reality rather than the 

modern subjects which are placed existentially against each other. Hobbesian natural status of 
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human beings cannot be defined in terms of co-existence that presuppose the ontological status 

of being with the other before the narrative of their positioning against the other, but ontological 

hostility against the other. However, according to Odysseos, Heideggerian thrownness of 

“Dasein” provides fundamentally different ontological status that allows thinking the 

togetherness of self with other as an existential status. This existential togetherness is 

ontologically prior to all conceptual figurations of beings’ positions in the world. Heidegger 

begins his exploration from this ontological status and criticizes the philosophical investigation 

which avoids this very fundamental premise while building a narrative about human existence.   

For Heidegger, “ontology is possible only as phenomenology” (BT 33). The 

phenomenological analysis is not only about an appearing, but something behind, “does not 

appear” (Heidegger, BT 33). According to Heidegger’s phenomenological analysis, “nothing 

else stand ‘behind’ the phenomena of phenomenology. Nevertheless, what is to become a 

phenomenon can be concealed. And it is precisely because phenomena are initially and for the 

most part not given that phenomenology is needed” (BT 34).  Even though in Heidegger’s 

formula of phenomenology, there is a pursuit in order to look behind what it appears, it does not 

mean that this giveness which surrounds things and their objectively appearance is nothing for 

phenomenological analysis. On the contrary, this giveness is a part of such analysis.  In other 

words, this giveness (as appearing) correspond to a meaning of beingness of being. Which means 

that such appearing is facticity of being in terms of being-in-the-world. The beingness of being is 

being-with (other) as being-in-the-world14.   

Despite the difficulty in establishing the common definition of phenomenology15, 

Odysseos argues that, in Heideggerian sense, we can think phenomenology as a method which 

“appeal the things themselves” (374). In light of this definition of phenomenology, according to 
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Odysseos, Heidegger’s radical phenomenology allows us to consider the things in itself before 

their historical positioning of their relationship to each other. In other words, “the things 

themselves refers to particular objects of perception, not as presupposed by historically 

prominent theoretical schemas, but as they show themselves” (Odysseos 374).    

In pursuing such phenomenological attitude, first of all, Odysseos begins with exposing 

the (current) ontological basis of international relations which relies on the Hobbesian account of 

ontology that postulates a subject which emerges its link to death and fear.  By using 

Heidegger’s distinction between fear and anxiety in terms of his notion of “care”, Odysseos 

argues that radical phenomenology provides a different conceptualization of “otherness” which 

is transformed from Hobbesian ontological status of other as enemy to the ontological necessity 

of being derived from Heidegger’s ontological status of “being with other”. In such 

conceptualization, fear is not ontological status but the definitional status of being. The 

distinction of fear (not ontological but informational) and anxiety (which emerges from 

ontological status of thrownness in Heidegger’s ontological schema) leads Odysseos to a 

conclusion that radical phenomenology reveals a different ontological status of co-existence that 

is not derived from the fear against to the other, but the ontological premise of being 

togetherness.  

In Odysseos’ alternative explanation of co-existence in terms of Heidegger’s ontological 

insights exposes the possibility of different perspective of co-existence for international relations 

rather than the postulates of Hobbesian co-existence depends on ontological againstness of two 

entities. However, Odyessos’ analysis cannot get away the issue of thingness of international 

relations. Even though Odyessos take down the question of ontology into the status of being-

with, her such attempt can be just thought in terms of finding alternative ontology for 
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international relations. Her attempt works on two levels, first is that Odyessos’ analysis just 

operates as a critique toward the current ontology of international relations which is not able to 

conceive the alternative co-existence which is not constituted around the terminology of war. 

This is an important move to see the constitutional status of international relations in terms of the 

ontological positioning self and other. However, she goes all way back to that moment to build 

another ontology which allows Heideggerian authentic status of existence (being-with-other). 

Her attempt to build a new ontology (based on Heideggerian care) has the fundamental meaning 

of reproducing the thingness of international relations16. In the second level, while Odysseos 

offers a new ontological standpoint to constitute new international relations, she reduces the 

current ontological status of international relations to Hobbes’ ontology and does not give 

enough critiques about the issues of Heidegger’s ontology, especially the ontological status of 

“being-with”. First of all, I don’t think that the only relation between self and other in the 

literature or practices of international relations is Hobbesian war terminology17. In this vein, 

Odysseos’ approach does not fundamentally take into account the problem of instrumentalization 

of otherness for the consciousness of self. For this reason, I think that we need to deepen the 

ontological18 status of co-existence by rethinking the status of “being-with.”  

 Hegel conceptualizes self-consciousness in terms of the self’s becoming by means of the 

other’s difference, which is derived from the meaning of self. This conceptualization produces an 

ontological situation that other is instrumental to self, and his meaning is tied to the meaning of 

consciousness of self. Even though Heidegger’s authenticity helps us to comprehend an 

alternative ontology that allows the existence of other not in terms of self’s existence but it’s own 

existential meaning, such Heideggerian authenticity cannot be reached before the deconstruction 

of metaphysical mist of the instrumental relationship between self and other if there is any 
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possibility to reach authentic relationship between self and other. Therefore, Odysseos’ attempt 

of the alternative ontological positioning of self and other does not adequately take into account 

the assumed ontological status of “other” in the literature.  

The issue of the ontological relationship between self and other in international relation 

literature should be considered with the question of difference and where the discourse of 

international relations places difference, or settles the question of whom difference belongs to19. 

This question is not directed only to international relations; the whole discussion of self and 

other and different explanations of two entities’ positioning with each other is bound up in it. 

Therefore, the issue of coexistence in international relations literature revealed by Odysseos 

should be reconsidered with the spatial belongingness of difference through the questions of 

reality and ontology. Hegel’s self-consciousness allows us to see how the modern positioning of 

subject and object or self and other works in our reality as not only ontologically fabricated fear 

but also togetherness built by self. To understand this modern togetherness (ontological status of 

war has become contract), we need to deepen our perspective concerning how co-existence 

appears itself as a specific togetherness constructed by difference’s belongingness to self.  

However, this distinction should be considered with Hegel’s self-consciousness that 

allows us to see that modern metaphysical relationship between self and other cannot be about 

only ontological hostility derived by fear but also a mutual recognition that becomes a kind of 

togetherness while a self is recognized itself; other has become a supplement to the question of 

what self is in such togetherness. In other words, if we want to talk about the possibilities of 

Heideggerian type of relationship between beings in international relations and our 

everydayness, we should deepen our approach to how self and other works in our everydayness 

in terms of Hegel’s self-consciousness.  Therefore, I believe that the inquiry concerning the 
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ontological status of international relations should direct the status of being-with in terms of 

Heidegger’s ontology and Hegel’s self-consciousness instead of the reproduction of thingness of 

international relations by new terminologies of self and other and how they are positioned to 

each other.   

Until this point, the concern in the literature regarding the question of ontology is to go 

back to the constitutional moment of international, and attempt to build new ontology or to show 

different ontologies as a possibility by providing antithesis to current assumed ontology of 

international relations. In the general sense, those approaches tend to critique the canonical literal 

body of international relations; however, their inquiry does not connect to the question of “being-

with.” Besides, even though those approaches are interested in the modern replacement and 

constitution of self and other, they still keep themselves far away from the issue of the 

everydayness of being-with. Put differently, for those studies, the ontological question of 

international relations is about how the modern subjectivity builds the current status of 

international relations, but they do not reverse the question and ask how the international 

relations as a “concept” or feeling/sense (not as a discipline) influences such everydayness of 

being-with. In the Heideggerian sense, this question might be asked: Does Heidegger’s being-in-

the-world correspond to being-in-the-international relations as a being-in-identified insideness, 

or how the term of international makes sense in our everydayness?  Rather, are we experiencing 

the ontological status of being-in-the-world or being-in-the-international?  

Gerard Van Der Ree, in his essay, “Being-in-the-world of the international,” asks a 

similar question. Van Der Ree explores the possibility of Heideggerian sense of “being-in-the-

world” in terms of the current meaning of international. He shows what the meaning of being-in-

the-world for international literature is and “what the implications of that ‘knowing’ are for the 
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discipline” (1). In light of Heidegger’s engagement with ontological authenticity, Van Der Ree 

puts forward the disability of IR discipline derived from the perspective that being-in-world 

corresponds to the state of being-in-international which relies on its splitting a “here” and 

“there.” Therefore, for Van Der Ree, the study of international relations “reinforces the process 

of othering” (17). Strictly speaking, “because of the way the international discloses itself to the 

scholar, the practice of IR research tends to sustain a conceptualization of the international in 

terms of insides and outsides” (Van Der Ree 17).  

Even though Van Der Ree emphasis unauthentic status of being-in-international, he does 

not deepen his insight on the ontological status of this inauthenticity in terms of the reality of 

being-in-the-international. His argument seems to presuppose that the concept of international is 

derived from false-consciousness of being-in-the-world which leads an objectification of the 

“international”. However, with the help of Heidegger’s phenomenology, Van der Ree sees the 

possibilities of disclosure of international in our everydayness. In our current understanding of 

international it rarely discloses itself in our everyday life. This is a consequence of the scientific 

engagement of international that puts international as a different horizon that is far from our 

everydayness. For Van Der Ree, the disclosure of international in our everyday life gives us a 

different ontological exploration for international relations than some contemporary ontological 

inquiry of international system. In the literature, “ontology is usually understood as a claim or set 

of assumptions on the nature of reality, functioning as a starting point as well as an ordering 

principle for the conduct of inquiry” (Van Der Ree 16). However Heidegger’s insights on 

ontology provide a completely different understanding of ontology that is not a “starting point or 

a position that one can simply take,” but a “praxis” or “making-present” (Van Der Ree 16).    
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Drawing from Van Der Ree’s Heideggerian ontological insight, the international can be 

known in two different ways: “noncognitively, in ongoing coping, and as an object of 

knowledge, outside of the referential totality of our average everydayness” (5). For Van Der Ree, 

international can be found in our way of being in the world, which can be characterized as 

“ongoing coping” (4). We exist in the world with an “average everydayness, which we 

continually make sense or cope with” (Van Der Ree 4). International has a meaning in our 

everydayness. For Van Der Ree, international provides a meaning regarding our locality. 

Heidegger’s “Dasein is always local” (5) However “this locality of being is not geographical- it 

is existential” (Van Der Ree 5). From this point, Van Der Ree argues that “the international 

provides us with an inventory of localities, which allows for the creation of shared identities, 

understandings, and practices” (6). This invention of localities through international occurs with 

the delineation of non-local. In this bifurcation of local and non-local, Van Der Ree describes 

“foreign” as different locality. However, Van Der Ree does not place considerable emphasis on 

the locality of “foreign,” which allows us to see some possible issues regarding ontological 

engagement of the discourse of international through Heidegger’s conceptualization of ontology.  

Regarding the ontological engagement of IR in terms of Heidegger’s ontology, in the first 

place, we need to consider whether international as a concept can be grasped as metaphysical or 

ontological in Heidegger’s terminology. If we look at Van Der Ree’s article in light of this 

question, even though he draws our attention to the inauthenticity of the disclosure of 

international to our everydayness (which occurs in two ways: bifurcated between local and non-

local and the process of othering), there is a gap that occurs when we think about the disclosure 

of international in terms of being-in-the-world. This gap can even be found in Heidegger’s works 

especially in his discussion on worldliness of world and authentic meaning of being-in-the-world 
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Dasein is the being that finds itself in a mineness.  For Heidegger, this “mineness belongs 

to existing Dasein as the condition of the possibility of authenticity and inauthenticity… and 

always exists in one of those moods…” (TB 53). All these determinations of the being of Dasein 

are related to Dasein’s ontological priority of being-in-the-world. In order words, for Heidegger, 

the construction of Dasein (with authentic and unauthentic determinations) is Dasein's 

ontological priority that it exist in-the-world. In Heidegger’s terms, “being-in-the-world is a 

priori necessary constitution of Dasein…” (TB 54). But what does being-in mean for Heidegger?  

For Heidegger, “being in” supplements being-in-the-world. This can be found in how 

Heidegger determines “being-in.” For Heidegger, the concept of “in” implies the existential 

relations of two beings, “extended ‘in’ space that has both those being with regard to their 

location in that space. For example, in Heidegger’s ontological analysis when we say that water 

is in the glass, ontologically we say that water and glass are “both ‘in’ space ‘at’ a location in the 

same way” (TB 54).  This means that “being in” does not designate a spatial definition of two 

things as “in one another.” For Heidegger, it is a “being together with.” In other words, glass and 

water are both being in the world without territorial differences or superiority. In other words, 

being of water or glass is not separated from their beingness in the world.  

In this formula, the world does not correspond a place or territory even though it appears 

as space. For this reason, Heidegger clarifies that Dasein’s being-in-the-world does not imply the 

separation of the existence of Dasein from the world. In other words, “there is no such a thing as 

the being next to each other of being called Dasein with another being called world” (55). In this 

definition of world, world is not a place or territory that all beings are inside of it but more likely 

a concept that being’s beingness can be possible as being-in.  
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In Heidegger’s ontological analysis, “being-in” and category of insideness has an 

ontological difference.  For Heidegger, “category of insideness” means things’ objectively 

present with one another. If we define being-in with the terminology of the insideness which 

means their territorial definition concerning one another, in this definition, we cannot give 

enough ontological clarification. Because it is an ontic analysis based on things’ bodily 

appearances.   

Even though Heidegger does not avoid the spatial existence of Dasein and its importance 

to understanding the ontological status of Dasein, he sees an ontological difference between 

“being-in” and “the category of insideness.” In light of this fundamental difference, we can see 

that there is still the question of whether we can fit the insideness of international relations into 

Heideggerian ontological analysis of international relations. Therefore, I think that if we want to 

develop a perspective (as Van Der Ree attempts) to see the ontological possibility of 

everydayness of international relations, first we need to deconstruct the metaphysics of 

international which is emerged from the consciousness of a kind of inside and works as an 

ontology in the literature and our everyday understanding of international relations. This self-

consciousness of inside or locality can be traced into Hegelian self-consciousness and dialectic.      

In the second instance, we should take account of later Heidegger’s drift that his 

distinguish between “being-in-the-world” and “the categories of insideness” has been vanished 

or blurred in his later works, especially in his discussion on proper/improper writing in terms of 

ontological difference of using a hand, poetic words’ nearness to “homeland,” and the 

ontological difference between animal and human as a “Dasein.”  This drift is directly related to 

Heidegger’s understanding of the community that leads him to be a part of the Nazi party and his 

silence about party’s actions. Esposito puts directly the transformation in Heidegger’s own 
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discourse from “the ‘in-common’ of everyone into a particular community intent on conquering 

a proper future through a rediscovery of the purest origin.” In other words, Heidegger has to 

loosen his own distinction between “being-in-the-world” and “categories of insideness” in his 

later career.  

Before questioning Heidegger’s being-in-the-world that becomes being-in-a-particular 

ontological inside and examining the fundamental racist deficiencies of such understanding 

which lead Heidegger to legitimize Nazi politics (Heidegger takes further steps and also becomes 

a part of such Racist politics), we should take a look how international relations as a concept and 

more importantly a feeling/sense influence the everydayness of being-with. This question can be 

clearer with an effort to emphasis how international relations as a feeling and sense has emerged 

as being inside a particular assumed ontological category which is beyond the duality of inside 

and outside. In post-structuralist literature, the problem of inside and outside has been considered 

around the problem of sovereignty which is stuck to Hobbesian atomistic bifurcation of inside 

and outside. In this vein, post-structuralist critiques mostly consider the problem of inside and 

outside regarding the issue of sovereignty and avoid the possibility that international relations as 

literature and a concept provides more complicated relations of inside and outside which causes 

an issue that is beyond mutual constitution of inside and outside. Therefore, I believe that we 

need to start our inquiry with questioning how the concept of international produces an 

insideness.  

2.5 International Relations and a Particular Sense of Being-inside   

In the early pages of the chapter, I discussed such post-structuralist argumentation based 

on the critique of the constitutional duality of international relations that identifies the space of 

international relations as the other of a particular political community. In this sense, the space of 
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international relations correspond to nothing other than the ambiguous outside of certain and 

definite inside which is designed by the homogenous and hierarchical power of a sovereign 

(nation, peoples, demos, or individual). In this formula, international relations (as a discipline) is 

related to the meaning of a particular community that political theory has been looking for since t 

Hobbes’ analysis on the possible foundation of sovereignty.  This assumption (placing Hobbes’ 

theory of sovereignty as an ontological moment of such political community and the outsideness 

of international relations) delivers an understanding which allows only one possible duality of 

inside and outside. The relation between outside and inside is absolute and depends on the 

certain territorial separation of the inside from outside in terms of different foundational 

meanings. Even though those post-structuralist critiques provide very insightful ground to 

understand how assumed nature of international relations works in terms of inside and outside, 

they are not going beyond the critique of such ontological status of canonical literature of 

international relations. In this sense, they are just critiques and positions in the literature that are 

instrumental to the consciousness of the self of literature. Therefore, those critiques are just the 

anti-thesis that reproduces such foundation and ontology. Or else they are instrumental outside or 

boundaries that are used to define the core of the discipline itself. In addition to such disciplinary 

issues, those critiques are looking for the problems of international relations in the framework of 

the theory of sovereignty and its formulations of inside/outside relations. However, I believe 

there are more complicated inside/outside relations (maybe in the concept of international 

relations not in the discipline20) than those assumptions.        

The ambiguity of the space of international relations can go all the way back to the 

assumed birth of international relations, which is placed chronological moment of the emergence 

of the ‘Westphalian’ system21. Blaney and Inayatullah discuss this birth story in detail while 
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drawing our attention to the problem of difference that is placed at center of the constitution of 

international relations. First of all, in spite of the common belief in the literature that the Peace of 

Westphalia is a major event that “changed political and social structure” as a “signaling the move 

from a religious to a modern, secular world...” (Blaney and Inayatullah 23), they stress the real 

importance of this historical event in terms of the placement of difference as a central issue in the 

constitution of international relations. In such understanding of the historical event, “Westphalia 

was not a solution to the problem of religious difference, but rather, it kept alive the religious 

conflicts…” (Blaney and Inayatullah 32). For Blaney and Inayatullah, the importance of 

Westphalia might be found in the displacement of the problem of difference from Universal 

realm to the domestic realm (33).  Put differently, the problem of difference is not universal, but 

it is an issue of inside. Blaney and Inayatullah argue that this displacement of difference is 

strongly related to the emergence of new sovereigns. It is not a coincidence that the seventeenth-

century thinkers – such as Grotius, Hobbes, and Locke—“were engaged in a project of 

‘pacifying politics’ in the wake of religious conflict…” (Blaney and Inayatullah 35). All those 

intellectual inquiries are one way or another bound with the issue of sovereignty. Such new 

terminology of sovereignty was basing on the new conceptualization of sovereign right or logic 

which requires internal autonomy in a particular territorial inside. This is an absolute separation 

of the autonomous inside from the anarchical outside.22 However, the difference operates on two 

levels. In the first level, the difference operates in the boundaries of such new sovereigns and 

makes the outside indefinite and ambiguous dimension in which those bodies are reflected in a 

kind of ambiguous outside. In the second level, as Blaney and Inayatullah discuss, the difference 

is still a problem for inside, and the problem of difference as inside problem is a central element 

for the construction of international relations. Even though Blaney and Inayatullah stress the 
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fundamental importance of difference which still operates in the inside as a constitutive status for 

the international relations, they are insisting on continuing the discussion in terms of sovereignty. 

It is obvious that there is a crucial relationship between the emergence of international relations 

and a particular way of insideness. However, I think that such “insideness” corresponds to the 

issue which is beyond the concept of sovereignty. Because the discussion of sovereignty is 

derived from the question of where the inside and outside ends and begins. Putting differently, 

the discussion of sovereignty is more Hegelian problem in terms of mutual (in a dialectical way) 

constitution of inside and outside. In contrast to such concern, such insideness as a “sense” has 

the very broad meaning which is beyond the territorial discussion of where the inside and outside 

begins and ends or their mutual constitution in the literature. The emergence of international 

relations as sense and a concept is a kind of mental transformation which creates not merely a 

new space (dimension), but also the self-consciousness of a new kind of political experience: 

“insideness.” “Insideness” has changed our view of the world and the existential status of being 

in that world.  With this new perspective, the world becomes a place that consists of differently-

named insides; to be in the world is to be in one of those “insides.” I would like to clarify this 

argument with Foucault’s late works.        

In the early pages of Society Must Be Defended, Foucault argues that if we study the 

power (or current mechanism of power), this should be outside of “the model of Leviathan, 

outside the field delineated by juridical sovereignty and the institution of the States” (34). 

However, our discussion on politics still has been constituted in the framework of such “juridico-

political theory of sovereignty.” All those discussions regarding the ontology of international 

relations one way or another direct to the issue of sovereignty in order to provide the alternative 

viewpoint that can deal with the “state sovereignty” which has been thought as being pinned 
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away after globalization. For the literature, this is a problem of the decay of territorial state and 

the dissemination of state’s sovereign power over its inside. However, if we follow Foucault’s 

analysis on the concept of power that can be articulated in the transition from the juridico-

political theory of sovereign to new technologies and tactics of power which are beyond than the 

state apparatus or sovereignty. Following this argument,  

Foucault thinks:  

an important phenomenon occurred in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries: the 

appearance—one should say the invention—of a new mechanism of power which had 

very specific procedures, completely new instruments, and very different equipment 

[and] it was… absolutely incompatible with relations of sovereignty (SMD 35).   

This new power that has changed the mentality of sovereignty began to be exercised 

through constant surveillance but not the taxation which ties the subject to sovereign (Foucault, 

SMD 36).  However, this surveillance is not separated into sides: the states (sovereign) and 

citizens. Citizens are the parts and instruments of such surveillance. This is only possible with 

some mechanisms that allow the surveillance exist in the category of “with.” It is a mechanism 

of "telling truth" of how the norms of such the category of “with” should be. They are the norms 

of the self. Contrary to new technologies of power, “the theory sovereignty is bound up with a 

form of power that is exercised over the land and produce of the land, much more so than over 

bodies and what they do” (Foucault, SMD 36). In the formulations of sovereignty, the category 

of “with” is a territory which means a kind of being-inside. However, being-inside is not 

ontological category but is a metaphysical and geometrical category. It is a being-with-in a 

particular territory. The category of “with” is defined and designed by the geometrical upside 

down relations of” being-in.” Being-in does not define the ontological status of “being-with.” 
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Because the relationship between everydayness and sovereignty still implies the distance. The 

inside of self in the category of “being-with “still can be distinguished from its outside in the 

point if interest. However, this new power transforms the category of “with” as an insideness. 

Most importantly, this insideness is ontological in the sense that it is an ontological status of 

“being-with.” Being-in a particular space (not world) is the ontological status of being-with. In 

simple meaning, it is a transformation of being-in sovereignty enveloped in terms of territory 

(the categories of being-inside or outside in sovereignty) to the ontological status of being-inside 

as the meaning of the existence. Heideggerian terms of nearness and everydayness are essential 

components of such transformation and the emergence of the insideness as an ontological status.  

The analysis of power has to begin “with the techniques and tactics of domination” 

(Foucault, SMD 43). However, the domination, in Foucault’s terminology, cannot be found in 

the relations between subject and object, but in the knowledge of the subject that becomes the 

“truth regime” for the epoch, which can be reduced to the term of “modern.” In other words, how 

domination operates is not a question of subjects’ power over object or subject’s relation with 

object (whether such relation can be defined as power relations or not). Rather domination is 

something about the knowledge of subject which is placed as a subject of a particular relation. 

This is a problem of “with” which is designed by the centrality of a particular “self” in status of 

“being-with.” In such meaning of “with” requires the existence of other; however, the category 

of “with” belongs to the ontological status of “self.” Even though the question of whether self 

and other is equivalent to each other has an important meaning, the status of “with” which is 

designed on behalf of a particular and immunized self.  In this vein, one should keep in the mind 

while investigating the status of “being-with” is what the meaning of other is in such status of 

“being-with.” Rather one should probably ask whether the prior ontological category is “being-
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with” or “being-with-other.”  In the following chapters, I would like to focus on the modern 

category of “with” in light of the notion of “insideness,” which implies more complicated 

relations of inside and outside than juridico-political theory of sovereignty assumes. Therefore I 

believe that the status of “being-with” should be considered with the insideness of international 

relations in the framework of Heidegger’s analysis of Mitsein and Hegel’s definition of self-

consciousness.   
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CHAPTER 3: NEW MEANINGS OF INSIDE AND HEIDEGGER 

3.1 Being in a Particular Inside, Nearness of Being-with and Heidegger 

Jean Luc Nancy, in the early pages of Being Singular Plural, raises the central question 

of Heidegger’s philosophy: what is the meaning of being? Similar to Heidegger’s approach to the 

question, Nancy argues that we cannot distinguish the meaning and a being while asking such a 

question. In the Heideggerian sense, being is itself the meaning, and we do not need to look over 

another meaning to determine what the being is. For Nancy, “being itself is given to us a 

meaning” (BSP 2). However, Nancy’s sentence leads us to consider what is given with existence. 

Nancy answers this question: nothing. What he means by nothing can be found in his 

understanding of what the ontological status of “to be” refers. The ontological status of “to be” is 

not “some property that will come to qualify, fill in, or finalize the brute givenness of ‘Being’ 

pure and simple” (Nancy, BSP 2).  In this sense, the status of “to be” is not an end, a figure or an 

identity which is shared in our ontological status of “to be.” Therefore, for Nancy, contrary to the 

common understanding of Being as a given property, “there is no ‘brute givenness’ of Being” 

(BSP 2). The only given status of “to be” is our existential status of being-with. In Nancy’s such 

ontological perspective, the meaning of being is our ontological status of being-with. Following 

this ontological conceptualization, Nancy appeals to Heidegger’s Mitsein to develop his radical 

analysis of being-in-common. In this vein, Nancy’s concept of being-in-common depends his 

unique reading of Heidegger in terms of Mitsein (being-with) and a disclosure to the exteriority 

as plural spacing of individual finitude.    



 

70 

  

Nancy’s analysis of being-in-common delivers two important concerns in the sense of our 

ontological status of being-with in this project. The first concern depends on what the meaning of 

being-in is and how international relations works in our existential status of being-in-with-other 

by producing a particular feeling of being-inside and being near to a particular and proper other 

who is determined by the proximity of a central and proper self of the inside. In light of this first 

concern, Even though Nancy’s singular plural ontology of being-in-common—which relies on 

the plural spacing and non-identical (in the sense of being singular) moments of making sense—

allows us to consider different dynamics of co-existence in our ontological status of being-with, 

there is a deficiency in Nancy’s radical ontology of being-in-common. This deficiency is derived 

from the ignorance of the role of international relations in the status of being-with, which can be 

found not just in the production of common along with a particular identity and a figure, but also 

in the production of a proper self by the designing of our ontological status of with. In 

consideration of those two concerns in this project, Heidegger’s radical understanding of being-

with (Mitsein) as an essential status of Being can be a good starting point to show how and why 

Heidegger’s plural ontology of being-with—which is a kind of starting point for Nancy’s being-

in-common—gets stuck with an ontological nationalism in the sense of Heidegger’s pre-

acceptance of his Germanness as a part of his ontological status.  

3.2 Heidegger and the Proper Question of Ontology 

Heidegger begins Sein und Zeit with the question of the meaning of being that he 

describes as forgotten. What makes Heidegger unique is not his bringing back into consideration 

the antique question of the meaning of being, but his analysis of this question through auxiliary 

verbs instead of the part of the question that points to the answer. In other words, in a general 

sense, Heidegger tries to find the ontological status of a question.  
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All questions have their own destination, and the destination has been hidden in the 

question’s “thatness” and “whatness.” The act of questioning delivers an attempt that means the 

arrival of whatness and thatness to the object of the question. However this arrival is not 

possible.  The object of the question and whatness—or thatness—cannot reach each other. Every 

time there is a difference and a distance that does not allow the substitution of thatness and the 

object. If there is an impossibility of the arrival of thatness to the object and the arrival of the 

question to the answer, how can Heidegger analyze the possibility of a question? 

According to Heidegger, all questions are formed in a process of the “seeking” (TB 4). 

This seeking “takes its lead beforehand from what is sought” (Heidegger, TB 4). The action of 

seeking implies a goal and a destination before the beginning of seeking, even though this goal 

and destination might be unclear. The different forms of questioning (which, how, what, or 

yes/no) have a prior moment that presumes the belonging of an answer to the question and the 

arrival of thatness to the object. For Heidegger, “metaphysics” can be found in this arrival or 

belonging. Therefore he believes that “as a seeking, questioning needs a prior guidance from 

what it is seeks” (TB 4). This guidance can be possible with the replacement of our attention in 

analysis of the question. For Heidegger, in our philosophical engagement of the question of 

being, we presume the beingness of being can be found in the response of the whatness of the 

being. However, “we do not know what ‘being’ means” (Heidegger, TB 4). When we ask “what 

is being,” we assume there is a being that we need to determine – the arrival of thatness to object 

– without being able to determine what this “there is” means. In other words, in Heidegger’s 

analysis, the emphasis we give in the question should be on “is” not “what.” As Critchley states, 

“the aim of Heidegger’s thinking is simply to renew the experience of the question of being as a 
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question…” (PPS 14). Put simply, Heidegger turns back the question itself in order to question 

the meaning of being.  

When one asks the meaning of being (for example: what is being?), the status of asking 

the question is a mode of being. The one who asks the question is in the category of being. From 

this point, Heidegger stresses being’s nearness to the one who asks the question. This proximity 

is essential in order to conceive the question of being. Therefore, for Heidegger, the question of 

being cannot be asked in the sense of the metaphysical distinction between subject and object. 

Following this attitude, the question of being is not derived from the distance between subject 

and object, but is embedded to the proximity of being. For this reason, the question of being 

directs the “is” part of question instead of the “what.” However, even though Heidegger abstains 

from the position of Cartesian subject which distances himself from his object while asking the 

question, this proximity of being to the question puts the questioner in a hierarchical position 

which determines his centricity as a being who is able to ask the question. In such a 

Heideggerian approach, the questioner is moved into the center of the ontology. Derrida stresses 

this point by saying that “the proximity to himself of the questioner authorizes the identity of the 

questioner and of the interrogator. We, who are near to ourselves, interrogate ourselves 

concerning the sense of Being” (“End of Man” 47). In future pages, I will return to the 

authorization of the questioner in terms of the proximity of being in order to reveal how 

Heidegger determines a new version of subjectivism with regard to mineness of Selbst. However, 

I will continue to deepen the issue between the proximity and the question.   

Heidegger reserves the impossibility of questioning to the possibility of being --the 

presence of being. In this formula, the impossibility between the question of what and the object, 

which is a destination, has transformed to the possibility or the presence of being which is prior 
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to metaphysical meaning of the object. The distance between whatness and the object becomes 

the nearness of being. Heidegger’s move as such operates in two dimensions of the question. In 

the first dimension, Heidegger targets and brings down the Cartesian subject/object formation in 

the question which operates in the whatness of the question. For example, in the question of 

“what is it”, the object of the question is more certain than the subject. While we can find the 

object of question in the grammatical category of “it,” the subject of this question is not certain, 

even when it is hidden in the category of whatness.  Burying the subject in the category of 

whatness represents the fundamental meaning of the Western project of modernization.  

In Foucault’s sense, this is the meaning of “truth-telling.” Foucault underlines the 

fundamental relationship between truth and power. Foucault, of course, does not argue that every 

production of knowledge functions immediately as power-effect” (Rainbow and Drefyus 203). 

However, truth is not external to power and there is the discourse of truth in our contemporary 

society or our way of living-together, which appoints the subjectivity as a position who speaks 

the truth (Rainbow and Drefyus 204). Foucault articulates the relationship between the subject of 

truth-telling in his 1983-1984 lectures in College De France, published under the title The 

Courage of Truth. Foucault explores the “question of subject/truth relations in another form” 

(TCT 3). Foucault do not envisage the question of truth/subject in terms of what the truth of 

subject is, but examines the discourse of truth in the sense of the emergence of a subject who is 

able to speak about himself (TCT 3). This ability to speak himself is linked with an ability to say 

something about the other. To ask about the other corresponds to the individual position—as a 

subject—who is being in-itself and asks the whatness of the other.   

In this vein, hiding the subject in the whatness is the invention of the subject as an 

ambiguity. That is to say that the subject is not certain. The object is certain, and the subject is 
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just the disciplinary position that is placed as an authority to “tell the truth” about the category of 

“it.” In this sense, the subject is the discipline and not certain23, but it is only related to the 

whatness of the object. And the whatness of the object makes the one subject. However, 

Heidegger moves the subject from such whatness to the category of “is.” This movement seems 

as if Heidegger is providing a solution to the problematic Cartesian subject/object duality; 

however, Heidegger keeps the category of subject (as a grammatical status) as an ambiguity and 

centrality in the grammatical status of “I” (mineness). In the second stage, such a transformation 

of subject delivers the new meaning of being-inside. Even though “Dasein” as an ontological 

status of mineness seems prior to the metaphysical status of the subject, Heidegger’s ontological 

formulation is more likely about the redefinition of inside/outside relations of the duality of 

subject and object. Put differently, in a general sense, we can formulate the transition of the 

subject in Heideggerian terminology as a transformation from whatness to whereness. However, 

this whereness is not related to geographical location, but a formulation of ontological 

insideness24. In this sense, the interrogative status of whereness corresponds to both a space –

proximity to the world as a location – and a time – being prior to the metaphysical subject and 

Dasien as being presenting. Therefore, being is not just Sein but Da-sein (being-there). In 

Heidegger’s formulation of being, beingness of being is embedded to where the being is. 

Therefore, Heidegger defines beingness of being with da-sein (being-there).  Most importantly, 

being-there is not the closeness of the self in the geographical site or insideness of being.  In 

different terms, “Dasein is as it were, not closed in upon itself; it is not characterized as primarily 

consciousness and does not face the task of throwing a bridge of world” (Visker 66). Rather 

Heidegger’s Dasein is out of itself with other beings. In this sense, Dasein is open to the world. 

Rather Dasein’s openness to the other is the meaning of the world.    
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As I began to discuss in the previous paragraph, in Heidegger’s ontological formulation 

of being, the prior category of “is” in the question or the sentence comes with a “there.” The 

meaning of “Sein” (being) is in its “da” (there) which refers to the existential category of being-

in. Therefore, Heidegger uses the term of “Dasein” instead of “Sein.” The meaning of “Sein” 

(being) cannot be distinguished from its “thereness.” In this case, Heidegger’s argument depends 

on the point that the status of “being” and the category of “there” are not different existential 

modes, but Sein (being) can only be possible with “Da” (with its thereness), and this “Da” (there) 

cannot be separated from its beingness. Following Heidegger’s new formulation of being with a 

kind of locality, we can recognize that being’s locality corresponds to being’s situation of being-

inside. In this vein, for Heidegger, the situation of being-in is not a different faculty or mode of 

being; however, it is an essential substance of the ontological status of “being.” Being-in is an 

ontological status of being. However, in this definition of being, being’s ontological status of 

being inside is not the same as a geographical locality which implies the mathematical and 

geometrical nearness of one thing to another thing.    

3.3 Heidegger and Being-In 

In order to clarify Heidegger’s point about being’s ontological status of being-in, it is 

better to start with how Heidegger defines being-in. The linguistic use of “in” implies the 

situation of being that is in something else. However, Heidegger formulates the relation of “in” 

between two beings in different terms. By the term of being-in, Heidegger “means the relation of 

being that two being extended ‘in’ space have each other with regard to their location in that 

space” (TB 54). For example, water and glass are “both in space at a location in the same way” 

(Heidegger, TB 54). In an ontological sense, the relation between water and glass cannot be 

reduced to one’s being inside of the other. In such an ontological definition of ‘in’, water’s 



 

76 

  

beingness cannot be tied to its being ‘in’ glass, but glass and water both are in space in same 

way. There is not any difference in their ontological status based on their beingness of “being-in-

the-world.” They both are in the world in same way. For Heidegger, the phrase of being-in is a 

supplement to other expressions of “being-in-the-world” (TB 54).    

According to Heidegger, if we want to define what Dasien means, we should begin with 

its beingness in the world. The status of being-in-the-world is “a priori on the basis of that 

constitution of being” (TB 53). This being-in “designates a constitution of being of Dasein, and 

is an existential” (TB 54). It is to say that being’s locality in Heidegger’s concept of Da-Sein 

refers to the status of being-in-the-world.  In Heidegger’s terminology, being-in is equal to 

being-in-the-world. However, being-in-the-world does not mean that beings are inside of another 

being that we call “world.” In contrast, being-in-the-world is a prerequisite to the status of such 

beingness, and world cannot be separated as another being that contains or carries other beings.  

In this formula, insideness is not a territorial description that requires other beings in order to 

define the existential status of any beings that objectively seem that they are inside of another 

being such as water and glass. Even though water can be inside of glass, this does not mean that 

this insideness of water is the existential or ontological status of water. Heidegger does not avoid 

the point that such insideness of water has an ontological meaning for the beingness of water; 

however, the ontological status of water cannot be reduced to such insideness25.  

In a Heideggerian sense, water’s ontological status can be understood with water’s 

togetherness with glass or other beings. In such an ontological understanding, the relationship 

between glass and water has an ontological meaning, but this meaning cannot be found in their 

ontic relations (objective appearance), but it can be found in their ontological status of being-
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together. In this perspective, ontic statuses of beings are not disregarded on the behalf of 

ontological analysis, but ontological analysis cannot be reduced to such ontic26 statuses.  

Such togetherness of water and glass reveals the question of borderlines which separates 

and determines the insideness and outsideness of two beings. Borderlines require an absolute 

touching. However, the meaning of this touching is not scrutinized enough with its fundamental 

necessity for concepts, definitions, and classifications.  Touching is only considered with its 

ontic status that is accepted as a kind of relationship between objective appearances of two 

beings. In light of this concern, Heidegger’s definition of touching has fundamental differences 

from touching as self-referentiality and scientific reasoning as a cause and effect27.  

Heidegger argues that even though linguistically we speak of the touching of table to 

wall, there is no such a thing as “touching” or “being next to.”  Simply put, the reason behind 

this argument is not derived from the analysis that “we can always find a space between the chair 

and the wall by examining it more closely” (Heidegger, TB 55). On the contrary, the wall never 

touches the chair even if there is nothing between the wall and the table, because for Heidegger 

the impossibility of touching is related to their ontological relations with the world (TB 55). 

Heidegger writes:  

a being (seiendes) can only touch a being present within the world if that first being 

fundamentally has the kind of being of being-in – only if with its Dasein something like 

world is already discovered in terms of which beings can reveal themselves through 

touch and thus become accessible in their being present (TB 56).   
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In light of this quote, in Heidegger’s understanding of touching, if there is not any world 

present, two beings are not touching each other or cannot be together. In this vein, touching is the 

meaning of being-in-the-world.  

This ontological approach on the touching each other of two beings cannot be thought 

without the world, in a broad sense being-in-the-world. This perspective allows us to see the 

possibility of overwhelming the subject/object dichotomy of touching in terms of “being with”. 

In this kind of understanding of touching, there is not any subject or object of “touching”. From 

this point, touching as “being with” appears to be a mode that does not deliver a center, 

foundation or substance that such modes or sense belong to. Rather in being with, two beings 

open themselves to world. Even though in this sentence, beingness of self (“I”) seems fixed to 

the action of openness, we should understand that in Heidegger’s early terminology, insideness 

of “I” is not prior to its disclosure to world. In other words, there are not two separated modes: 

being inside of self and self’s disclosure to world. Instead what we call world is nothing other 

than this disclosure28.  

After showing the ontological status of being as “being-in-the-world”, Heidegger 

distinguishes such “being-in” as an ontological status from what he calls “categories of 

insideness.” In the categories of insideness, for Heidegger, “things objectively present can have 

with regard to one another” (TB 56). This distinction has an essential meaning for this project. 

The reason behind why Heidegger is utilized and discussed can be found in the distinction 

between “being-in-the-world” and “the categories of inside” regarding how the discourse of 

international relations is related to this distinction. Following this question, we can recognize 

how the discourse of international relations produces a kind of insideness that ties the ontological 

status of some beings to a particular metaphysical spatiality. This production of ontological 
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belonging of some beings (human, rivers, lakes, and mountains) to such metaphysical spatiality 

is a parting from beings’ ontological status of being with. Even Heidegger’s own discourse has 

been affected by this rising discourse of international relations. Heidegger loses this distinction 

in his later works; even the ontological status of being-in-the-world has been surpassed by the 

categories of insideness in the later pages of Being and Time.   

 In some secondary literature of Heidegger, some scholars claim that there is a shift, 

kehre (turning) or a distinction29 between Heidegger’s early works – especially Being and Time – 

and his later works30. Timothy Campbell describes this change in Heidegger’s works as a drift to 

thanapolitics. For Campbell, this drift can be more observable especially in his discussion on 

proper and improper writing regarding technologies’ intervention in the everydayness of Dasein. 

Campbell takes our attentions to Heidegger’s concern about technology, which built an “order” 

that surrounds Dasein and obstructs the authenticity of Dasein. In Heidegger’s formula, 

“technology is improper to the degree that it puts man at risk in his essence” (Campbell, 

Improper Life 15). For Campbell, in Heidegger’s understanding, “technology imposes itself on 

man but also positions him in relation to it so as to transform him into standing reserve, into an 

object of revelation” (Improper Life 15). This conceptualization of modern technology regarding 

the essence of man is one of Heidegger’s one of most visible attempts which build an ontological 

site for Dasein based on the distinction of proper and improper. Therefore, in order to begin to 

explore this ontological site of being-with in the sense of ontological distinction of proper and 

improper, Heidegger’s analysis of modern technology as an improper revealing is a good point to 

develop a critique that demonstrates how Heidegger built an ontological site of being-with which 

is bound with an proper meaning of nearness and of being-inside.           
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3.4 Heidegger, Modern Technology and Openness to Proper and Improper 

Heidegger’s conceptualization of modern technology in the sense of improper and proper 

leads us to two questions. The first is how technology works by putting man at a distance from 

his essence. The second question can be formed on the fundamental importance of “nearness” in 

Heidegger’s works. In Heidegger’s ontological mentality, what is the relationship between the 

concept of distance and the mineness of Dasein which is articulated with regard to ontological 

nearness. This question should contain the concern or the inquiry of whether the mineness of 

Dasein is an essence of man or not. If Heidegger proposes any essence for Dasein except his 

“thrownness,”31 he raises important question of whether Heidegger’s ontological analysis can 

really get rid of the Cartesian subject/object duality. Rather Heidegger’s mineness of Dasein is 

another subjectivization that offers different relationship with its object.    

Before the discussion on technology in terms of authenticity and inauthenticity, it is 

better to begin with in what sense Heidegger distinguishes antique technology from modern 

technology.  For Heidegger, the meaning of technology depends on “bringing-forth,” and “every 

bringing-forth is grounded in revealing” (QCT 13). In other words, technology is one of the ways 

of Dasein’s revealing to the world, and such opening to the world is the only essence of 

technology. Therefore, Heidegger thinks that technology should rely on the concept of “techne” 

which not only implies the activities and skills but also the art of mind and fine arts (QCT 5). In 

this sense, technology and art have some similar meaning as a “poiesis,” and in the point of 

bringing-forth, techne “is something poetic” which means that art and technology, in their 

authentic sense, are opening to the world (Heidegger, QCT 13). They are the authentic sense of 

“being-in-the-world.” However, for Heidegger, in the sense of revealing, modern technology is 
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unauthentic because it does not allow Dasein (it is no longer Dasein but a subject) to conceive 

his essence32.    

Heidegger’s approach to modern technology begins with his distinction of “present-at-

hand” and “ready-to-hand (BT 67-71).”33 Taking account of Heidegger’s own example of the 

chair, our relations with the chair over there basically can be in two ways (History of Concept of 

Time 37-38). When I see the chair in the corner of the room, “I do not see the representation of 

the chair, but rather the chair itself standing before me in the…[room] as an article available and 

ready for my use” (Critchley, HFB 14).  The chair “can be taken as one kind of thing or another 

based upon different intentional orientations” (MacAvoy 137). In the first instance, the chair is 

an “environmental thing” which is something to sit in and is an object to Dasein’s everyday 

activities. In the second intentional orientation, the chair is a “natural thing” which “is simply 

made of wood” (MacAvoy 137).  For Heidegger, to perceive the chair as a natural thing is 

secondary to the perception of the chair as an environmental thing (History of Concept of Time 

38). In other words, my perception of chair as natural thing only begins when I no longer regard 

it as environmental item available for my use, but rather examine the chair contemplatively, 

assessing its various qualities, its weight, height, width, color and the wood from which is made 

– “to perceive things as natural things is adopt the theoretical and theoreticist attitude of 

philosophy and the sciences” (HFB 14).  We can clarify this point with Heidegger’s other 

example of the “hammer” (BT 69). 

In the first instance, Dasein’s relationship with the hammer depends on the use of it. A 

hammer is ready and available for us before any metaphysical theorization. We use the hammer 

without labeling it with some quality and essences. The hammer is “ready-to-hand.” However, 

when the hammer is broken, we need to theorize the hammer to figure out the problem and 
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examine it “in order to” repair it. This moment of “care” is only the state that the intentional 

orientation of “present-at-hand” emerges. In this sense, the hammer is not an environmental 

thing but a natural thing. Heidegger’s critique of modern technology is derived from modern 

technology’s operation in the sense of transforming the environment to the nature. Modern 

technology and science (even philosophy) operates as a kind of naturalization process. In 

Heidegger’s account, the foundation of modern science can be found in the conceptual change, 

from the environment to the nature.  This is a radical transition from the environment which is 

not the distance outside radically separated from the self, but the self’s openness to outside 

(worldliness), which implies the absolute outside of the subject34. With modern science, in the 

Heideggerian sense, the secondary perception of the thing (natural thing) becomes the primary 

mechanism of the conceptualization and perception which does not allow reaching the 

authenticity of things. Therefore, the modern technology takes man away from his essence.  

In light of his categories of environmental thing and natural thing, Heidegger argues that 

modern technology distinguishes from ancient technology in its fundamental techniques of 

subjectivization. For Heidegger, the ancient technique of the craftsman “does not fit modern 

machine-powered technology” (QCT 13). The early technologies of the craftsman depend on the 

“care” of Dasien which can be simplified by the statement: such technological intention implies 

an action (perception) which is not toward things but through things. This means that Dasein 

opens himself as a being-in-the-world through things. For Heidegger, in an ontological sense, the 

perception of through things is different than the perception of toward things. From this point, 

one can argue that modern technology produces a new perception of things (or emerges as a new 

perception “over” things). In Heidegger’s ontological formulation, “natural perception, of the 

most everyday kind, is not detached theoretical observation, but is rather completely absorbed in 
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our dealing with things. That is to say, perception is not self-contained, it is not contained in a 

self that is divorced from what it sees, but is rather already contained in a world that is familiar to 

us and constitutive of ‘self” (HFB 13). This holistic and worldly version of perception permits 

Heidegger to distinguish early technological techniques of things from modern ways of 

perception. The modern category of toward things depends on absolute separation of self from 

the other and the outside. It is not just drawing the lines of subject, but also granting the subject 

as a site to control over the nature. In such atomization of subject as being-in-itself, the 

grammatical category of “I” is not revealing (disclosure) but a closure of “I” in the sense of the 

being subject as a center of power in the action35.  

In this sense, “modern technology is something incomparably different from all earlier 

technologies because…modern technologies do not unfold into a bringing forth in the sense of 

poiesis” (Heidegger, QCT 14). For Heidegger, the form of revealing in modern technology is just 

a challenge to the nature that turns nature into a kind of storage or supply of energy (QCT 14). In 

contrast to this modern revealing as a challenge to nature, the work of the traditional peasant is 

not challenging to the soil as a separation from himself— as an outside—, but the peasant 

engages the seed’s growing process as his disclosure which means the peasant’s being-in-the-

world.  

The difference of modern technology’s revealing from early forms of technology relies 

on its character: “setting-upon” (Heidegger, QCT 15). This revealing corresponds to a process of 

unlocking the energy in nature and storing it back in order to be distributed when needed. For 

Heidegger, the perception of regulating and securing energy becomes an essential feature of 

modern technology. Such a characteristic of modern technology does not just change our 

relations with things but it also constructs an order – an education of how we should see the 
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world – that surrounds man. That is to say, for Heidegger, man is not alienated in his 

transformation to “standing-reserve” in this process; rather “man drives the technology forward, 

[and] he takes part in ordering as a way of revealing”(QCT 18). This ordering of technology 

endangers man’s relationship to himself and other beings. However, this is not an alienation as 

an atomization of man in his insideness, rather the man still exists as a being which dwells in his 

environment in terms of being-in-the-world. In other words, both modern and early forms of 

technology work as a revealing, but both revealings have an ontological difference. In a general 

sense, modern technology blocks the authentic relationship of Dasein with other things as it is 

supposed to be as in the mode of being-in-the-world, by separating the subject from its 

environment. However, such inauthenticity is not an alienation of subject from his authenticity, 

but a new meaning of revealing. Man reveals himself in improper ways that depend on man’s 

new relationship with other beings.  

Regarding the upper paragraph, the critical issue situated in the center of Heidegger’s 

analysis of technology can be found in a fundamental relation with his assumption of Dasein’s 

nearness of daily activities before any unauthentic and scientific theorization of things. The issue 

of nearness has a fundamental meaning that can be traced in the whole project of Heidegger. For 

this reason, if we want to conceive what Heidegger tries to do, we need to take a closer look to 

what “nearness” means for Heidegger in terms of his terminology on the distinction between the 

categories of inside and being-in-the-world. First of all, we need to recognize that, for 

Heidegger, nearness does not imply “the smallest possible measurement of the distance between 

two places” (EHB 42). Rather, “the essence of nearness appears to be that “it brings near that 

which is near, yet keeping it at a distance” (Heidegger, EHB 42). In this definition, nearness is 

not about the measurement of two beings’ locations. In Heidegger’s use, nearness is not a 
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geographical measure, but an ontological status which is a mystical site that is not determined 

with geographical or geometrical conceptions of close and far. In addition, Heidegger’s concept 

is strongly related to his analysis of the “homeland” and the “origin.”   

3.5 Homecoming and Nearness of Proper 

The motif of homecoming plays a crucial role in Heidegger’s later works (O’Donegue 8). 

In “Elucidations of Holderlin’s Poetry,” Heidegger argues that homeland “is the place of 

nearness to the hearth and to the origin” (EHB 42). In such a definition, there are two important 

concepts that might attract our attention. First is the concept of the place, second is the origin. In 

Western thought, in general sense, the place has been formulated “as secondary to space—

typically to a particular notion of space as homogenous, measurable extension—and so reduced 

to a notion of position, simple location, or else mere site” [emphasis added] (Malpas 3).  

Contrary to such common understanding, Heidegger reveals a quite different perspective which 

codifies the concept in a different sense36. Stuart Elden stresses the distinction of space and the 

place in the ontological analysis of Heidegger. Elden formulates the distinction between space 

and the place in Heidegger’s ontological conceptualization of nearness. For Elden, in 

Heidegger’s terminology, while the term of space is more abstract and a Cartesian concept, the 

place is mostly related to the experience and Dasein’s dwelling (HH 262). As I tried to show in 

earlier pages, spatiality is not an abstract concept or an extension that contains the things in its 

inside. However, Heidegger’s spatiality is more likely a place or a location where Dasein 

dwells37. In Heidegger’s thought, we encounter things in a way that stands in opposition to 

geometrical and geographical objectivity of mapping. In this sense, Heidegger’s use of place 

does not imply a location or a point in the map. Rather, it is a location of life and daily 

experience. If we remember Heidegger’s distinction between environmental things and natural 
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things—ready-to-hand and present-in-hand—, the place is not about the defining of things as 

natural, but placing things as environmental. The place is the spatiality of ready-to-hand which 

suggests “that our encounters with equipment are not primarily determined by geometry and 

measurable distance, but by the more prosaic notions of closeness or nearness… and 

directionality…” (Elden, HH 258-259). Therefore, for Heidegger, the place is nearness, not 

geometrically and geographically close to somewhere that can be determined by physical and 

ideal terms38.      

    For Heidegger, such nearness is not a measurement that refers to the distance of two 

places, rather “the essence of nearness appears to be that which is near, yet keeping it at a 

distance” (EHB 42). Heidegger defines “the nearness to origin” as a mystery, and it should be 

preserved as a mystery. Heidegger asks if we do not know what mystery is how can we preserve 

it? The answer of this question is that “there must always be one who first returns home and says 

the mystery again and again” (Heidegger, EHB 43). Heidegger gives this mission to the poetry 

and the Poet who is a capable of hearing the mysterious call of the homeland, and more 

importantly has a capacity to make “the other”, who cannot hear such a call, to hear this call. 

Heidegger distinguishes the ones who can hear the mysterious call of the homeland from the 

other who cannot hear it.  

Heidegger’s separating the one who hears the call of the homeland from the ones who 

don’t is not a just simple distinction; this separation is determined in the sense of a goal and 

destiny of people who live in common and in a particular place. In Heidegger’s work, this 

destiny is more obvious when Heidegger defines the meaning of “the house”:  

the house means the space opened up for people as a place in which they can be “at 

home”, and thereby fulfill their proper destiny. This space is bestowed by the inviolate 
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earth. The earth houses the people in historical space. The earth brightens up the “the 

house.” Thus the brightening earth is the first angel of the house (EHB 35).  

Even though Heidegger, in those sentences, does not exactly specify “the place” in 

particular hereness, and seems like he is talking about being-in-the-world, when he talks about 

the idea of “German” which is reserved for people who are in a particular definition of space as a 

place, the place of hereness becomes more apparent.   

In Heidegger’s analysis of Holderlin’s “Homecoming/To Kindred Ones,” the idea of 

“German” moves around in his sentences even though he does not explicitly specify “the idea of 

Germany” as a proper place that has to be found for people who dwell “in” it. However, 

Heidegger shares Holderlin’s concern for finding the “homeland” as mysterious nearness to 

origin beyond the objective appearances of “homeland” such as the Alps, rivers, and trees. In 

those sentences, Heidegger attached the “homeland” to an ontological place which appeared as a 

particular locating of space. In ontological terms, the space becomes a place, and his ontological 

category of “being-in-the-world” has transformed to his other conceptualization of “categories of 

insideness” that he uses to determine the metaphysical status of being-in. It seems that the 

distinction of being-in-the-world and the categories of inside are lost on the behalf of the 

categories of inside in Heidegger’s work. Most importantly, such new categories of inside as 

being-in-a-particular community do not operate in a metaphysical sense, but in a new ontological 

sense. Put simply, insideness begins to operate as an existential feeling, and Heidegger gives the 

Nazi’s racialist and fascist constitution of Germanic inside an ontological color.  

I would like to explain this argument in more detail. Generally speaking, in the literature, 

Heidegger’s nationalism is distinguished from the Nazi’s raced-based nationalism39. In this 

sense, Elden describes Heidegger’s nationalism as “a cultural, linguistic, praising the landscape 
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of Black-Forest and poetry of Holderlin…” but is not based on blood or biological, physical, and 

metaphysical features (HH 265). However, this does not make Heidegger less innocent. Rather it 

does not prevent the recognition of racial elements in his ontological analysis of “homeland” 

which carries Germanic essences for the people of Germany in terms of nearness and dwelling in 

the place of nearness to origin.  Heidegger reduces those racist elements of his analysis to an 

ontological category. In other words, those racist elements become ontological elements. For 

example, when Heidegger defines the “homeland,” he uses the term, people, but it seems in 

Heidegger’s thought that people are categorized by some insideness in terms of some kind of 

nearness. In the example of Heidegger, in his nearness, he was identified himself as a German in 

the first instance and through such Germanism, it seems that he reaches to worldliness. It is to 

say that the nearness to Germanic terms is more prior to the worldliness of Dasein. This tendency 

is overlapped with the emergence of international relations as an outside of some kind of 

insideness. In this junction of the sense of being-inside and the ontological nearness, the concept 

of international relations begins to operate in Heidegger’s ontological situatedness.   

With regard to the issue of nearness in Heidegger’s ontological analysis of homeland, the 

other important point is that the ontological status of dwelling corresponds to nothing other than 

a kind of historicism. Heidegger uses the term of “historicity” which is prior to history as a 

world’s occurrence (BT 19). For Heidegger “historicity means the constitution of being of the 

‘occurrence’ of Dasein as such, upon its ground something like ‘world history,’ and belonging 

historically to world history possible” (BT 19). This is a Heidegger’s relationship with the 

tradition in one sense. Tradition is important for Heidegger in the sense of his critique against the 

modern technology 40as enframing (Gestell). In addition to such traditionalism, Heidegger 

assumes a tradition as a part of Dasein’s ontological status being-in-the-world. Heidegger 
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suggests that “Dasein grows into a customary interpretation of itself and grows up to that 

interpretation” (BT 19). Dasein finds this interpretation of itself in the status of being-with and 

needs to deal with this interpretation in different possible ways. Even though this historicity of 

Dasein can be a subject of some critiques in the matter of whether Heidegger offers a kind of 

cultural memory as Dasein’s ontology, I would like to take our attention to a different kind of 

historicity in Heidegger’s analysis which is embedded to pre-knowledge of ready-at-hand.                  

In order to deepen our analysis of this historicity and develop an argument that allows us 

to recognize how nation is bound with Dasein’s ontological status in the sense of the nearness of 

ready-at-hand, Heidegger’s example of the hammer is a good point that makes us available to 

grasp such historicity. Hammer’s ready-on-hand in our daily encounters implies a historical 

relation and the cultural memory of the hammer’s use. Heidegger reduces the ontological and 

authentic status of our relationship with the hammer to such historicism. Our nearness to the 

hammer in the ontological category of ready-on-hand is considered in similar terms with 

people’s nearness to any categorical insideness of nationalism. That is to say that people’s 

nearness to any nationalistic construction is authentic and even the ontological status of Dasein. 

Put simply, while Heidegger attempts to deconstruct the metaphysical and Cartesian positioning 

of things by targeting the duality of subject and object, he does not deconstruct metaphysical 

insideness of nationalism and racism.  

My argument in the former paragraph seems to contradict Heidegger’s essential question 

in Being and Time. As we can remember in early pages of this chapter, Heidegger, in his book 

Being and Time, strives to trace the question of beingness of being in terms of being-in-the-world 

instead of the whatness of being. In the early pages of Being and Time, the beingness of the 

hammer is tied to the status of “to be” and the hammer’s phenomenological appearance of “as 
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such” but not some appearance features of the hammer and metaphysical determinations. In 

contrast to such essential concern of Being and Time, in the literature41, there is common view 

which assumes that there is a shift in Heidegger’s later works that contradicts his ontological 

analysis in the early pages of Being and Time (Schurmann 58).  Against such a common view, 

Schurmann argues that there is a consistency in Heidegger’s writings. Heidegger “always 

refer[ing] to the first eight sections… [and the] first 40 pages [of Being and Time] are proof that 

Heidegger’s work is a unity, that there are not ‘two Heideggers’” (Schurmann 58). Similar to 

Schurmann, Critchley also sees a continuum in Heidegger’s early and later works; however such 

continuum cannot be found as Schurmann argues in the question of being, but for Critchley, it 

can be traced to the phenomenological origins of Heidegger’s thought (S. Levine 3). For 

Critchley, “the many conflicting interpretations” of Heidegger’s ontology have risen from 

Heidegger’s phenomenological origins (HFB 9).  

Critchley argues that “Heidegger’s thought begins as a radicalization of Husserlian 

phenomenological method” (HFB 9). Heidegger’s radical phenomenology depends on his 

different conceptualization of Husserl’s essential concept of intention. Hubert L. Dreyfus draws 

attention to this point in his book Being-in-the-World.  For Dreyfus, “Heidegger developed his 

hermeneutic phenomenology in opposition to Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology” (2). In a 

simple manner, while Husserl defines intentionality as a way that “the individual mind is 

directed to objects by virtue of some mental content that represents them” (Dreyfus 3). In 

contrast to Husserl’s definition of intention, Heidegger identifies the more basic form of 

intention which is fundamentally different than the intentionality that delivers the meaning of the 

“self-sufficient individual subject directed at the world by means of its mental content” (Dreyfus 

3). Most importantly, Heidegger’s basic mental content is a perception which is prior to the 
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Cartesian conscious subject or Husserl’s intentional subject, and is derived from our everyday 

coping in our worldliness. Heidegger’s intentionality is not determined as an inner representation 

of outer objects, but is a being directed or toward things. However this towardness to things is 

not the distinction of inner experience of self from the outer objects.42 Our mental experience is 

not a kind of insideness, but it is “always already outside, alongside and amidst things and not 

enclosed in… ‘the cabinet of consciousness’… [but this perception is] completely absorbed in 

our dealing with things” (Critchley, HFB 12).  

However, there are some important deficiencies in Heidegger’s care to show that our 

daily perception of things is quite different from the scientific perception of things in the sense of 

our existential status of being-in-the-world. While this assumption is in a general sense correct, 

there is a misleading point derived from the avoidance of the historicity of our daily perceptions. 

Dreyfus underlines this point and states that when we encounter things, we already act within a 

meaningful world (144). For Dreyfus, Heidegger’s Dasein is a “background familiarity” which 

means that all coping and all intentions are always already as a part of historical socialization 

(144). In light of Drefyus’s reading of Heidegger’s familiarity to everydayness, one can argue 

that the meanings of things are prior to our encounter with such things.  For example, the 

meaning of the hammer is already ready for us before our relation with it.  

Two deficiencies can be detected in Heidegger’s prioritization of the familiarity in our 

daily encounters with things. The first deficiency is, in the Foucauldian sense, the environmental 

meaning of the hammer and the availability of the hammer refers to a kind of historicity which 

carries some pre-intentions. Most importantly, the availability of the hammer is not thrownness, 

but is more likely a literal and informational construction of the readiness of the hammer. Similar 

to Heidegger’s own critique of modern science, such construction of the readiness of the hammer 
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delivers an order which changes “man’s” ontological relationship with things. However, the 

problem of modern technology cannot be conceived in the framework of the removal of man 

from his origin, but modern technologies provide a new meaning of nearness and daily 

encounters which carry the knowledge of a particular type of self.  The technological meaning of 

the hammer is not determined by whatness or theorization of the hammer as a category, but the 

intention behind the thingness and readiness of the hammer is designed by the concept of 

efficiency. The concept of efficiency is embedded in a particular definition of a particular self. 

The hammer is efficient to a specific knowledge of being a self. Therefore, the hammer is ready 

for a particular self. Rather, the availability of the hammer requires a particular meaning of self.  

The second deficiency is about Dasein’s orientation to the world. In Heidegger’s work, 

the ontological status between the one who uses the hammer and the hammer itself can be found 

in the relation articulated as the ontologically prioritized self’s daily involvement with the 

hammer. Dasein’s orientation to the world and the things do not deliver the Cartesian 

subjectivity’s dialectic of inside and outside, but this involvement and orientation still reveals a 

direction. Even though in Heidegger’s terminology such orientation and direction to other is a 

disclosure and openness to the world, it still refers to the centricity of any ipseity. More to the 

point, the centricity of ipseity is not available for all beings.  This argument can be clarified with 

Heidegger’s own words. Heidegger defines the animal as “poor in world” and refers to the stone 

as “worldless” (TFCM 196). At the end of the day, for Heidegger, both the stone and the animal 

have no world.  However, “this not-having of world is not to be understood in the same sense in 

each case” (TFCM 196). The difference between the stone and the animal in their wordlessness 

can be found in Heidegger’s understanding of Dasein’s orientation to world.  The animal and the 

stone do not have access to the world in a proper sense.  They do not have an ability to open 
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themselves to the world. In this sense, they do not have a kind of centricity of self which allows 

them to direct the world. However, the ontological status of an animal is different than the stone 

in the sense of their worldlessness. Because the animal has a kind of centricity of self – which is 

not the same with human’s self-intention. The animal’s intention allows them to involve and 

encounter other things, but such intention is not enough to be considered as proper as Dasein’s 

one. Such formulation by Heidegger has some consequences in his ontological analysis. The first 

consequence is that if the stone and the animal have the world, their beingness of being is 

different from human dasein’s beingness. That is to say that the human’s ontological status is 

different from the ontological status of the stone and the animal. This reveals a hidden postulate 

that operates in Heidegger’s whole project from the beginning. In this sense, Heidegger’s 

ontological concern can be conceived in a simple manner by saying that the ontological status of 

Dasein which is embedded in being-in-the-world is based on the orientation and directionalism 

that all actions cannot be determined in such categories. The ontology as a category is reduced to 

some kind of actions that build a kind of centricity of a particular self which is already outside as 

a world. More importantly, this Heidegger’s self is not a category which contains all human 

beings, but implies a particular version of selfhood. If we remember Heidegger’s analysis of 

homeland, we can see that Heidegger does not talk about a common sense of human beings as a 

self that can be anyone, but a particular meaning of self which is able to hear the call.  In his 

reading of Holderlin’s poetry, Heidegger seem to distinguish Dasein’s worldliness into different 

categories: the ones who can hear the call of homeland and the one who do not. It is a 

categorization of natives and strangers43.     

Levinas shows that Heidegger’s ontological attachment to the place of nearness splits 

“humanity into natives and strangers” (Difficult Freedom 232).  According to Levinas, modern 
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technology’s inauthenticity is less dangerous than Heidegger’s distinction between natives who 

find the mysterious “homeland” and strangers who cannot find it (Difficult Freedom 232).  Even 

though Heidegger does not offer a nationalistic perspective of “homeland,” in the matter of the 

geographical and the biological characteristics of the homeland, his analysis on “homeland” is 

blurred into nationalist idealization of “Germany” which suggess that some souls should 

remember their destiny and their origin in this idea of Germany. This blurriness produces a blind 

spot for Heidegger that reduces Dasein’s ontological origin – which is beyond the objective 

appearance of a particular territory – to the “idea of Germany” that occurs in Heidegger’s 

terminology as an ontological homeland (place). This argument is not clearly suggested by 

Heidegger; however, in his analysis on Holderlin who is looking for the idea of “homeland” 

beyond the objective appearance of “Germany,” for Elden, Heidegger does not explicitly 

distinguish his homeless homeland (as a mystery) from Holderlin’s homeland. In other words, 

Heidegger’s ontological analysis of homeland is embedded in his time’s popular discourse – the 

attachment of selves to a particular spatiality appears as a territory or an idea –, and his 

ontological homeland has been lost in his times’ popular racist attachment to the world44.  

This argument should also be considered with Heidegger’s strong involvement in 

National Socialism. Heidegger’s political commitment to National Socialism is one of the most 

controversial points in Heidegger’s secondary literature. In the literature, Heidegger’s 

relationship with Nazis is conceived in three ways. First is to distinguish Heidegger in two 

epochs: Early and Later Heidegger. I mentioned this literature in early pages of this chapter. The 

second way is to distinguish Heidegger’s philosophy from his personal and political 

commitment. Similar to this concern, Young argues that even though Heidegger as a cultural 

anti-Semitic was involved in the politics of National Socialism, his philosophy still carries some 
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valuable aspects as we can see in contemporary French and post-structuralist thought (4). For 

Young, this does not mean that Heidegger’s personal life and his writing and philosophy is 

strictly separated. However, for Young, Heidegger’s involvement with Nazism is more likely a 

human error and there is not any strong consistency between Heidegger’s political commitment 

and his writing as a whole (6). The third literature shows that Heidegger’s philosophy is strongly 

embedded in his political commitment to Nazi politics and his anti-Semitism. Chilean historian 

Victor Farias in his controversial book Heidegger and Nazism illustrates the strong relationship 

between his philosophy and his political involvement with Nazism. For Farias, Heidegger’s 

philosophy is inherent to his personal engagement with Nazism and anti-Semitism. Moreover, 

Levinas underlines his personal change about Heidegger’s philosophy regarding Heidegger’s 

political commitments in his interview in Ethics and Infinity. In this vein Levinas thinks that 

Heidegger’s philosophy cannot be separated from his personal choices and also his philosophy – 

even in his book Sein und Zeit – has a strong relationship with his political commitment 

concerning anti-Semitism (41). After the publication of Heidegger’s Black Notebooks, such third 

analysis that shows the relationship between Heidegger’s philosophy and his involvement with 

Nazism becomes undeniable (Escudero 21). Escudero emphasizes the importance of 

“groundedness (Bodenständigkeit) to homeland (Heimat) and to the people (Volk) as unifying 

elements” in Heidegger’s understanding of worldliness of Dasein (21). Heidegger, in similar 

logic, describes Jews as being worldliness which suggests that Jews are not able to meet essential 

character of ontological status of Dasein because of their lack of the grounding to any homeland.  

The important issue behind Heidegger’s determination of Jews in terms of 

“worldlessness” is not only about the popular question of whether Heidegger is anti-Semitic, but 

also related to another important issue of ontological nearness of Dasein that is not just mystery 
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which is beyond the geographical and geometrical determinations. However, the ontological 

nearness of Dasein is not completely released from geographical and geometrical terms. The 

ontological nearness and being-inside of a particular space in Heidegger’s mentality has some 

characteristic features of geography which is determined by international relations. The 

geography of international depends on the construction of the feeling of belonging to some 

specific land which is determined by the mineness of self. In this construction, even though the 

individual self is not a decision-maker who decides where homeland is, homeland is strongly 

related to the location of mineness of self in a particular land. This means that a particular land 

belongs to a particular definition of mineness. For example, even though Jews are born in the 

same land and open themselves through those lands and things in that land, for Heidegger, they 

are not able to disclose themselves in a proper way. The reason behind the worldlesness of Jews 

in Heidegger’s understanding is strongly related to his description of the land in terms of 

Germanness and a particular mineness of being German.             

Such racist re-explanation of the world relies on the turn that being-in-common (the 

ontological status of togetherness) becomes being-in-determined insideness that requires the 

unitary definition of insideness. This shift does just not appear as a redefinition of what 

community is in terms of sameness of members, but the reorganization of “everydayness” that 

has been tied to the broader idea of “nation.” This nationalism is not just a construction of 

metaphysical insideness of being born in a particular land and growing up with some people who 

are part of some cultural memory and habitat, but also a design of ontological insideness which 

implies formulating the status of being-in a particular community as an existential status of 

beingness of human beings and the organization of everydayness in terms of such insideness. 

Such ontological placement of beingness of human beings delivers two issues/assumptions in the 
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ontological status of being-in-common. First of all, there is fundamental assumption that 

“common” is an identity or property45 that is shared and gained by members. Following this 

assumption, the other assumption is that the issue of “being-with” is an issue of “being-with-

other “in a particular common.  

Esposito underlines such assumptions that work in the background of Heidegger’s logic, 

which the ontological priority of being-with (Mitsein) is reduced into being-with-other in a 

particular community.  Esposito writes; 

The community, once presupposed as something that precedes our condition, is thus now 

seen as a part of our destiny and for that reason, is redesigned and reconstructed 

according to its originary essence, its originay ‘to have been’. Here is the terrible 

syllogism that captures Heidegger within his own discourse and that imperceptibly 

changes the most drastic of thought of community considered in its most traditional 

philosophical political mythologeme. It is one that transforms the ‘in-common’ of all in a 

particular community that masters in its own future by rediscovering its own purest 

origin. This and nothing else was Heidegger’s Nazism: the attempt to address directly the 

proper, to separate it from improper and to make the improper speak affirmatively the 

primigenial voice; to confer upon it a subject, a soil, and a history, as well as a genealogy 

and a theology. A theology through its genealogy. (Communitas 99-100)   

When we think of Esposito’s critique along with Levinas’ accusation of Heidegger to 

create an attachment to a place that separates natives from strangers, it raises the question of why 

Heidegger’s ontological priority as being-with (Mitsein) becomes the ontological separation of 

the priority of proper “natives” from improper strangers (others). In other words, how does 

Heidegger’s being-with in terms of disclosure transform an ontological status of “with” that 
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delivers the positions and the particular meanings of the being and the other? This buried 

deficiency in Heidegger’s works can be apparent in two questions regarding Heidegger’s 

conceptualization of ontology.  

First of all, Heidegger’s critique of modern subjectivization is whether it provides an 

alternative perspective to overwhelm Cartesian duality of subject and object in terms of 

Heidegger’s argument of the ontological status of Dasein’s mineness. Rather Heidegger only 

offers a different definition of subject which provides different insights on the ontological status 

“I,” but cannot get rid of the subjectivization that Heidegger attempts to deconstruct as a core 

aim of his whole project. This question might help us to understand whether Heidegger provides 

a different ontological status between two beings that allows us to see the possibility of other’s 

existence which refers to his/her mineness without reducing other’s ontological status to 

linguistic positioning as being an object for a subject. In addition, the question of subjectivity in 

Heidegger’s work indicates whether Heidegger distinguishes the others into two categories: one 

fellow German who can hear the homeland’s mysterious call and the ones who cannot hear. In 

other words, regarding the fundamental relationship between the subjectivity and Heidegger’s 

ontological term of mineness, the crucial point in Heidegger’s apocalyptical call, is whether there 

are two different others: my other which is distinguished from real other who constructs or gives 

a sense to my being-with-other46.   

Following the issue that forms the first question, the second question is whether an 

authentic ontological status of Dasein is possible, who dwells in a particular insideness produced 

by the concept of international relations that operates in our everydayness. In other words, if the 

experience and feeling of insideness is not just a metaphysical positioning of being-in a territorial 

border of particular community or a nation, but an existential call, how can we talk about prior 
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moments of everyday relations of being-with? In addition, even if our everyday relations and 

material environment is designed by such insideness, is there a possibility for the ontological 

priority of “being with” which is not fabricated by such insideness? In light of those questions, 

we can say that Heidegger’s answers of those questions fail to develop an ontological status of 

being-with which is prior to the metaphysical constitution of togetherness of beings as a nation or 

Volk47.  Rather Heidegger reduces the metaphysical positioning and placement of being as 

German or Turkish to a kind of ontology in terms of familiarity, nearness and mineness. 

Heidegger’s ontological formation of national identity is strongly related to his conceptualization 

of “mineness” which operates as an ontological centricity.  

I begin to explore these questions with Nancy’s different reading of Heidegger’s 

mineness, which reveals the temporality of mineness. Nancy stresses the terms of “each time” in 

Heidegger’s writing about mineness in order to examine whether Heidegger means any substance 

with his term of mineness. For Nancy, Heidegger’s mineness regulated with the temporality of 

“each time” does not refer “the subjectivity of substantial presence of the ego to itself” 

(Experience of Freedom 67). On the contrary, the definition of mineness on the basis of “each 

time” is a singularity of a time that is “a leap of freedom” in the sense of the surprise of next 

moment (Experience of Freedom 67)48. However, for Nancy, this singularity of a time “does not 

imply the substantial permanence, identity, or autonomy of ‘ego,’ but rather implies the 

withdrawal of all substance (Experience of Freedom 67). In Nancy’s definition of mineness, the 

temporality of “each time” should be considered with his understanding of spacing as taking 

place and the birth into the world. In light of this mentality, for Nancy, “there is nothing between 

each time” in the sense of a continuum of temporality as a substance and immanence. However, 

there are only withdrawals between each time (Experience of Freedom 67). In this vein, for 
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Nancy, mineness in the status of being-with is not substance or identity but a plural structure. 

Because mineness is not continuum but a fracture in each time. In this sense, being-with is not 

substance whose status of I and you are located beforehand by historical continuum. However, 

this reading of Heidegger’s Mitsein and mineness can overwhelm Heidegger’s Germanized 

being-with.  

Even though the originality of being-with can be as Nancy describes, the assumed 

ontology of our current world relies on the continuum of being-with in terms of the substance of 

particular meaning of nearness and being-inside49. In this sense, Heidegger is not just surrounded 

by rising insideness of international relations, but Heidegger’s ontological analysis gives this 

insideness and nearness ontological sense. For this reason, it is better to take into consideration 

some contemporary critiques of Heidegger concerning whether his concept of Dasein can really 

pass beyond Cartesian subjectivity.  

The relationship between inside and outside of ontological status of mineness in 

Heidegger’s Dasein and in Cartesian subjectum is an essential ground in order to see the 

differences between both approaches. In a general sense, “the substantial Cartesian ego has 

nothing more than a mathematized space as its correlate” (Janicaud 50). In such a Cartesian 

formula, subject is a solid “I” as a ground which is pinpointed in the world. This placement of 

subject has two meanings. First, with the autonomy of ego in terms of physical and logical 

abilities, subject occurs as a center of power. The Cartesian assumption of such centrality of 

subject as a sovereign being in the world “makes itself out to be the center of world, the center of 

a universe of representation” (Janicaud 50). The centralization of Cartesian subject provides a 

solid distinction between what is inside and outside of the subject. In this solid separation of 
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inside and outside, the relationship between these two is only about controlling and making 

change from one to another.  

However, Heidegger understands the relationship between inside and outside (of a being) 

in a radically different way. First, in Heidegger, there is not a solid distinction between outside 

and inside (of a being). In addition, in the Heideggerian sense, Dasein “is all at once outside 

itself. It is outside itself without having been in itself” (Janicaud, 50).  According to Heidegger, 

Dasein does not first go outside of the inner sphere in which it is initially encapsulated, but 

rather, in its primary kind of being, it is always already ‘outside’ together with some being 

encountered in the world already discovered” (BT 62). In this formulation of inside and outside, 

being inside and being outside are not different ontological statuses or temporal instances. 

However, even though Heidegger argues that Dasein’s mineness is not something like being-

inside of a kind of cabinet like subjectivity, such mineness does not mean that it does not belong 

to any place. In other words, Dasein’s mineness does not belong to any ontic or thematic 

appearance; however, such mineness belongs to an ontological place which is determined a 

“mystery” in his discussion on “homeland”.  

On the subject of Dasein’s mineness, Janicaud claims that “Heidegger is seeking a new 

mode (tenue) of subjectivity, which he calls Selbst-Standigkeit…” (55). For Janicaud, the term of 

“Selbst” has an important role in how Dasein’s mineness occurs as a kind of new subjectivity 

that Janicaud names “Diaphanous subjectivity” (52-55). To Janicaud’s credit, In Heidegger’s 

critique on modern Cartesian subjectivity, “the Self is not erased but stripped of its most as soon 

as the existential analytic is deployed, one must yield to the observation that subjectivity is 

neither destroyed nor emptied of content by Heidegger” (52). In contrast, subject is “preserved 

even revived through the fundamental role of the ‘Selbst’” (Janicaud 52). In other words, 
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Heidegger does not question the subject itself “but rather its reification, its substantialization, and 

its being deprived of its worldhood” (Janicaud 52). Put differently, Heidegger’s critique depends 

on the inside and outside relationship of the Cartesian subject through ontological analysis, but 

he does not give up the essence of subject in terms of placing it into an ontological site by 

creating ontological spatiality.  The crucial point in this ontological replacement is that the origin 

of such an ontological place (as we see in Heidegger’s discussion on “Homeland”) cannot be 

found in thematic explanations.  

However, even though Heidegger does claim that ontological spatiality is a mystery, 

which means there is not any destination at which we can arrive or anybody/substance that we 

can built on it; however, this mystery seems to be embodied in the name of the idea of Germany. 

However, in Heidegger’s work, the ideality of Germany is not derived from any substance that 

defines what Germany is or who Germans are, but from the ontological category of “mineness”. 

What makes the idea of Germany important for Heidegger is his beingness of being-in a land 

called Germany. In an interesting way, this being-in does not contain the simple geographical 

meaning of being-in a land, but more like born into that land. Even the birth is not enough 

criteria to “take place” in the world “as” German, Turkish or American50. Heidegger’s 

phenomenological placement of Germany is a taking place (being-in) as German in the world as 

an existential category. Heidegger’s openness to the world begins with his Germanness. Which 

means that Heidegger’s Dasein opens itself to the world as a German. In this vein, Germanness is 

not just an identity, but it is the nearness and the familiarity to the beingness of Heidegger. This 

issue operates on two levels. On the first level, the ontological relationship between mineness 

and Germanness corresponds to the meaning of Heidegger’s own ontological status of “I.” Most 

importantly, the status of “I” is not a private moment of Heidegger, but a public category because 
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Germanness is a new inside that transforms Heidegger’s private openness to the world to a 

public category of openness as being a German. In the second level, Heideggerian simultaneity 

of being-inside and outside has a new meaning with such Germanness. It is the new meaning of 

insideness, which allows you to be out of yourself as being-inside. This new insideness 

correspond to Heidegger’s use of the status of “I” which is not just a grammatical category, but 

an ontological insideness which implies a human dasein’s (as a being of activity) ontological 

difference from other beings in terms of their ability to encounter other beings. This issue can be 

more concrete if we appeal to Derrida’s critique that depends on the ontological difference 

between human beings and animals, which show us how Heidegger’s self is not only about 

differentiation of self in itself, but there is a role of intention as an active involvement of inside 

to its outside. 

3.6 Three Forms of the Worldliness of the Other and Heidegger’s Subject 

Derrida, in his interview with Nancy, begins to question the question itself, which is 

provided by Nancy to use as a starting point to discuss the concept of subject: who comes after 

subject? Derrida stresses the “who” part of the question in order to open this question into the 

discussion. For Derrida, in the question of “who” with the other term “after” in Nancy’s 

question, there is an assumption that we are about leaving the “subject”; however, there is 

someone or a new definition of subject which is ready to come to presence before the question’s 

assumption. Following this critique, Derrida states, deconstruction attempts of the “subject” have 

a tendency to redefine, restore, re-inscribe it, but certainly do not “liquidate” it (“Eating Well” 

6).  

In consideration of the hidden postulate of Nancy’s question, Derrida digs up a pervasive 

understanding that accepts the facticity of self as a site which can be temporal or spatial. 
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Derrida’s deconstruction can be visible in Nancy’s and his different approach to the question of 

“who”. While Nancy thinks of the necessity of “who” in terms of deconstructing the place that 

the subject occupies, Derrida argues that the assumption which implies that subject occupies any 

site or place indicates a redefinition and restoration of the place of subject. For this reason, the 

question of who can only be thought of in linguistic terms which tie to any particular context. In 

light of such concern, for Derrida, Heidegger’s critique of Cartesian subjectivity has an issue in 

the sense of whether we can understand it as an attempts to deconstruct the subject by the 

question of “who.” Derrida emphasizes, especially in Of Spirit and in his interview with Nancy, 

the gap in Heidegger’s critique of modern subjectivity, which is more obvious in Heidegger’s 

ontological distinction between animal and human being as a “Dasein,” which broaches the 

concept of spirit.   

In Heidegger’s interpretation of Dasein, Derrida stresses the opposition between human 

and animal dasein in Heidegger’s ontological analysis of Dasein (Of Spirit 11). This distinction 

between “animal (which has no or is not Dasein) and man has nowhere been more radical nor 

more rigorous than in Heidegger” (“Eating Well” 105). This distinction can be found in 

Heideggerian terminology in the distinction between beings which have a humanist relation to 

“self” “who” has a capacity of being consciousness and of using the language and of relating 

itself to death and the other beings “which” have “nonhuman” relations to “self,” which means to 

be “incapable of phenomenological as such” (“Eating Well” 105). For Derrida in this 

Heideggerian formula, “the animal has a world in the mode of a not-having” (“Eating Well” 

111). According to Derrida, animals’ lack of a world in the sense of human beings’ possible 

worldliness makes them a thing that cannot be conceived as a “Dasein.” In other words, “there is 

no category of original existence for the animal: it is evidently not Dasein...” (“Eating Well” 
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111). This world-less world of animals in terms of their incapacity to constitute authentic 

relationships between their inside and outside represents an important deficiency in Heidegger’s 

ontological analysis and the possibilities of being-with (Mitsein) as ontological priority.  

In Heidegger’s account, “worldliness is ontological concept and designates the structure 

of a constitutive factor of being-in-the-world” (BT 64). Being-in-the-world is an “existential 

determination of Dasein” (Heidegger, BT 64). In light of this relationship between being-in-the-

world and worldliness, worldliness is a basic condition for the existentialism of being. However, 

the ontological distinction between animal and man brings confusion about the ontological status 

of being-in-the-world. Building ontological levels among beings according to their relationships 

to their ipseity (self) ends up being the separation of beings into two different categories, ones 

who can be “being itself” and those which can only be being “such as.”  

Dasein is a being who has an “ipseity” (self) making Dasein consistent in thrownness in 

different modes, experiences, and behaviors. This consistency is imminence in all beingness (all 

modes of beingness) of Dasein. The immanency emerges as a kind of insideness which appears 

in all modes of beingness of Dasein. Even though Heidegger does not distinguish inside and 

outside of Dasein in fundamental terms like Cartesian subjectivity, he provides terminology 

which sees the possibility of being inside as outside; however, the immanency of the self in all of 

Dasein’s ontological modes and ontological levels among beings implies a creation of a ground51 

(ontological substance) for some beings in terms of taking account their spatiality and 

temporality.  

In light of this ontological substantialism of Heidegger, the question is whether Dasein’s 

ontological priority of “being with” can be conceived as Heidegger’s claim of being inside as 

outside. In other words, Heidegger’s transformation of the self from the insideness of the 



 

106 

  

Cartesian subject to with’s outside makes two questions necessary. First is whether Heidegger is 

really able to build an insideness which can be able to be outside at the same time, or whether 

such insideness emerges as a kind of a self that opens itself into the outside while invading the 

other in the categorization of Dasein and non-Dasein or improper and proper. Regarding first 

question, the second question can be found in the issue of whether Heidegger’s outsideness of 

being with as an inside corresponds to a particular “with.” As Esposito criticizes, does Heidegger 

develop a “with-ness” (togetherness) for a particular community that some can be “other” as 

being “Dasein” who can hear the ontological call of the homeland, while some even cannot be as 

“other” just as some beings are not able to be in itself.  

3.7 International Relations and the Proper Being-Inside 

Taking account of Heidegger’s whole project, his Mitsein’s disappearance into a 

particular community might be considered along with international relations’ appearance as an 

absolute outside with the emergence of modern state system. The issue of international relation’s 

being outside of a particular inside is bound with the question of how international relations 

presents itself in terms of such outsideness.  In other words, we might ask whether the presence 

of international relations (signs, symptoms, or its physical reality) can be conceived of or not. 

From the beginning of the discipline, international relations literature has tried to assign some 

signs, symptoms and physical things as an appearance of international relations. However, in the 

literature, especially in mainstream theories, there is a gap in the answers of what the appearance 

of the international relationship - which is constructed as a phenomenon - is in our life. 

Therefore, in the literature, for a long time, the reality of international relations has been 

considered a phenomenon that is far from our everyday life. After the emergence of globalization 

as a set of symptoms in our everydayness and rising discussions concerning the fundamental 
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relations between life and politics, the early assumption about the distance of international 

relations from our life has been questioned with new critical and post-structural theories.  

Even though those theories show the fundamental relationship between politics and life 

and how international relations begin to involve our everyday life and modern object/subject 

relation, in a general sense, those approaches have been stuck into the ground (intentionally or 

unintentionally) based on increasing symptoms of globalization that result from an assumption 

that those signs and symptoms are new to our lives. In other words, in the literature, there are 

growing hidden postulates which accept the fundamental relationship between new symptoms of 

globalization and the clearness of international relations in our everyday live.  This postulate has 

sometimes resulted as a hope or sometimes a fear of the unknown and undefined. However, I 

argue that this dilemma has been derived from the attempts to focus on only the appearance of 

international relations in order to understand what international relations is and its involvement 

in our everyday live.  Therefore we need an analysis that focuses on the disappearance of 

international as an outside in our everyday lives instead of the appearance of it.   

I can explain this concern with the fundamental relationship between ontology and 

phenomenology. In a Heideggerian sense, phenomenology and ontology are not different (BT 

33). Put differently, phenomenology is a necessary method for ontological analysis. However, 

Heidegger utilizes the concept of phenomenology in a different sense. Heidegger’s different 

conceptualization of phenomenology operates, in the first instance, as his distinction of 

phenomenon from the appearance. For Heidegger, while phenomenon means a “self-showing”, 

the appearance corresponds to “a self-showing of something” (BT 28).  The distinction is derived 

from the ontological meaning of phenomenon and the appearance.  For Heidegger, the meaning 

of the expression “phenomenon is established as what shows itself in itself, what is manifest” 
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(BT 27 emphasis in the book).  However, the appearance “is never self-showing in the sense of 

phenomenon, appearing is possible only on the basis of self-showing of something” (BT 28). 

However, in light of Heidegger’s definition of phenomenology, the essential issue of the 

presence of international relations directs whether we can accept international relations as a 

phenomenon if it does not show itself in itself. Following this question, we can recognize that the 

Heideggerian version of the ontological inquiry of international relations has avoided the 

essential component of Heidegger’s ontological analysis which is embedded in 

phenomenological presence in terms of phenomenon’s ability to show itself in itself.  Rather 

those approaches do not take into account the presence of international relations as an issue. In 

other words, the issue of ontological inquiry of international relations should be articulated with 

regard to how international presents itself.   

If we consider the presence of international relations in the matter of the dialectical 

relations of inside and outside of state borders, we face a different possibility of the appearance 

of international relations. Strictly speaking, international relations as an outside is something 

which is assumed to be a “phenomenon”52 – which is embodied as a “thing” in such appearance 

– through the assignment of signs and symptoms to a kind of assumed essence which is 

embedded in a certain conceptualization of inside. In this perception, international relations does 

not present itself in our daily encounters and reflectivity, but the presence of international 

relations is far away from this insideness of our ordinary encounters. On the contrary to such 

perceptions of the presence of international relations, I believe that international relations as a 

concept and a feeling present in our everydayness in the terms of the outside which operate as 

nothing of a particular insideness. For example, how international relations operates our in daily 

encounters with the hammer is an important point in order to understand the issue of the 
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appearance of international relations. International relations as a feeling operates in our daily 

relationships with the hammer in the matter of how the insideness produces specific readiness. 

This hammer is any hammer which is in the world, but is a legally registered hammer which has 

to meet some regulations. These regulations are embedded into two forms of knowledge: human-

self and nation-self.  

In order to clarify this perspective, in the following two chapters, I will talk about 

Hegelian self-consciousness which allows us to see how inside and outside has been constituted 

in the sense of ontological instrumentality, and Foucault’s governmentality which lead us to a 

standpoint from which we are able to recognize how the status of “with” has been designed by 

such insideness, and finally Esposito’s analysis of community which shows how the status of 

being-with is emerging as an immunized togetherness that provides the mechanisms of 

inclusion/exclusions in the sense of a particular understanding of self.    
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CHAPTER 4: HEGEL AND SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS OF INSIDE 

4.1 Hegel and the Circulation of Self-consciousness 

Hegel is one of the most-discussed figures in contemporary philosophy. Therefore, the 

present engagement with Hegel’s work must locate itself within a much broader debate.  This 

work’s intellectual engagement with Hegelian terminology will try to limit itself to the specific 

relations of inside and outside in Hegel’s understanding of self-consciousness. It will not develop 

a critique against the whole of Hegel’s project, nor address its ostensibly totalitarian 

potentialities. That said, there is a limit to this self-constraint: an inquiry into Hegelian self-

consciousness might raise some fundamental questions along these lines, and it may not possible 

to avoid them completely. 

The concern of the limitation of Hegel to his self-consciousness is connected with the 

investigation of what the fundamental relationship between Heidegger’s being-with and Hegel’s 

circulation of self-consciousness in this project. In other words, I attempt to explore whether the 

status of being-with is a circular structure of self-consciousness which returns to the meaning of 

self. First of all, the status of being-with implies the different positioning of a self in the different 

descriptions of mineness such as me, you, us, and them. The status of with is a structure which 

distinguishes being-with in two different sides of selves: self and other. The central problem in 

this distinction between self and other is whether the status of other is identical—which implies 

the belonging -- to the self in the state of being-with.  

In light of this question, Nancy strives to examine the circulation of self-consciousness as 

a disclosure to the alterity. For Nancy, “Being itself, the phenomenon of Being, is meaning that 



 

111 

  

is, in turn, its circulation—and we are this circulation” (BSP 2)53. However, Nancy does not 

describe such circulation as a returning to any substance of self and a meaning of self. Because 

“meaning is itself is the sharing of Being” (BSP 2). Therefore, the meaning of self is not 

different than this non-identical sharing. In this sense, “this circulation goes in all directions” and 

it is not return to the identical meaning of self which refers a circulation which starts and ends in 

same point (Nancy, BSP 4). Nevertheless Nancy’s reading of Hegelian self-consciousness in the 

sense of openness to the alterity and non-identical moment of future deliver some deficiencies in 

the basis of Hegel’s dialectic of slave and master.  

 Hegel’s centrality to this project can be summarized along two sets of points. First, 

Hegel’s self-consciousness corresponds to more complicated relations between the inside and 

outside of the self. Outside’s instrumentality in the emergence of self-consciousness plays a 

crucial role in understanding how international relations operates along a dialectic of inside and 

outside. Outside’s ontological belonging to the knowledge of inside can be understood as the 

main source international relations: its emergence as not a just concept but a felt reality. Second, 

and most importantly, drawing on Hegel’s master-slave dialectic, there is a fundamental relation 

between Hegel’s version of self-consciousness and the inability of a slave to recognize himself as 

a self, because of his inability to be free in himself. In this sense, the slave can access his 

‘selfness’ only through daily encounters and activities (as self) until he decides to describe 

himself based on the knowledge of self. In this formulation, the self-consciousness is an 

emergence of a particular meaning of self. And this meaning of self circulates and find its 

certainty in this process.         

Before discussing Hegel’s self-consciousness in detail, it is better to distinguish the 

articulation of how Hegel’s dialectic of inside and outside operates in not just in IR literature 
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(even most post-structuralist are influenced by Hegel’s dialectic) but also in the way in which the 

feeling of insideness one finds in IR literature is indebted to Hegelian thinking. Most explicitly 

Hegelian articulations depend on the intellectual inquiries of the possibilities of mutual 

recognition among states in an international system based on Hegelian concept of struggle on 

recognition (e.g. Jaeger; Brooks; Burns). Those approached is derived from the argument that 

Hegel’s dialectic should be considered as a possible ground for mutual recognition between 

selves. This mutual recognition is based on the possibility of civil society that allows mutual 

recognition for members as an independent and equal entity in the society (Honneth 1996). From 

this point of view, some international relations scholars argue that this kind of reading of Hegel’s 

dialectic in terms of mutual recognition can be applied to international relations literature to 

show the possibilities of international and global ethics and justice (e.g. Burns and Thompson; 

Burns). However, for me, Hegel’s dialectic cannot be used this way: if we approach his notion of 

mutual recognition while also being mindful of his approach to self-consciousness and the 

existential state of the other, the resulting picture diverges markedly from the one which 

arguments of mutual recognition draw.  In other words, the modern picture of assumed mutual 

recognition among states is not independent from the terms of recognition which are constructed 

around a particular definition of self. It is to say that the mutual recognition is basing to the pre-

acceptance of the terms of recognition in terms of what the meaning of proper self. In using 

Hegel’s understanding of self-consciousness, what I mean to show is that just because Hegel’s 

self-consciousness is very helpful to making sense of modern inside/outside relations, does not 

mean that this relationship between outside and inside is accurate and absolute.  I do not, 

accordingly, seek to justify or espouse Hegelian understandings of self-consciousness, nor would 

I make apology for the exclusion and inclusion mechanisms bound up in them.   
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4.2 Hegel and the Impossibility of Mutual Recognition 

Axel Honneth’s interest on mutual recognition in political philosophy in terms of Hegel’s 

struggle for recognition is derived from rising critique on “atomistic tradition” of social 

construction going back to Hobbes and Machiavelli. In atomist tradition, the relationship among 

the members of social life is characterized by the “struggle for self-preservation”. The logic 

behind self-preservation depends on the realization of inner nature of the self. In other words, 

this is a construction of the self as an inner place, which fundamentally distinguish from its 

outside. In this definition of self, the relationship between inside and outside has been formed as 

an absolute distinction. Being-Inside and outside are two different status which is against each 

other. In Hobbesian terms, we can think that the relationship between inside and outside can be 

found in “the rhetoric of war” (Honneth 1996). And the rhetoric of war requires certain 

distinction of boundaries among the sides of war in order to defend their lines54.  In this kind of 

relation, inside have to be preserved from its outside to be authentic in-itself. Form this point, 

Honneth recognizes that Hegel offers a different relationship between inside and outside that is 

not derived from “the rhetoric of war” of defending the lines.  

Honneth’s reading of Hegel in terms of the self’s fundamental relationship with its 

outside (nature and society) is parallel to Canadian philosopher Charles Taylor’s reading of 

Hegel as a figure who provides an alternative conceptualization of man (self) which is different 

than atomistic versions of liberalism. Taylor’s communitarian critiques of the liberal isolated self 

is derived from his understanding that self is not prior to social institutions. This means that 

Taylor develops alternative dialectic of inside and outside which are not strictly separated each 

other. Contrary to isolated and egoistic individualism of liberalism, Taylor argues that an 

individual is not separated from its outside (nature and society) in the sense of how individual 
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gains her consciousness. For Taylor, “men are expressive beings in virtue of belonging to a 

culture; and a culture is sustained, nourished and handed down in a community” (Hegel and 

Modern Society 2). For Taylor, Hegel’s synthesis reveals an alternative continuity between the 

opposition between “rational autonomy” and “expressive unity” in different terms of individual 

and society (Hegel and Modern Society 14). Hegelian synthesis aims to overcome this 

oppositions by revealing that the oppositions and identities in those dichotomies “are inseparably 

linked to each other” (Hegel and Modern Society 15). Taylor describes this relationship between 

opposition and identity as a circular relation. For Taylor, “an opposition arises out of an earlier 

identity, and this of necessity; the identity could not sustain itself on its own, but had to breed 

opposition” (Hegel and Modernity 15). This circulation of identity and opposition in Hegelian 

synthesis has brought an important question which emphasizes whether this circulation can be 

determined as a disclosure to the alterity similar to Nancy’s reading of Hegel. Contrary to 

Nancy’s reading of Hegel, Taylor’s formulation Hegel’s synthesis as a circulation is bound with 

a particular meaning of self even though the identity of self can be changed in time as a result of 

the synthesis of contradictions. Because for Taylor, the identity is arrived in the moment of self-

consciousness and the identity of self is embedded to moral order and space of society which 

gives the meaning of what proper and improper are. In this sense, Taylor’s circulation has a 

totalitarian sense in the matter of how the circulation ends with the self-certainty.    

After remembering Taylor’s insightful critique of atomist liberalism by showing 

alternative dialectic of self’s insideness and the outsideness of social institutions, I would like to 

continue Honneth’s analysis of mutual recognition in order to deepen the issue of dialectic of 

inside and oustisde of self.  Honneth indicates that the atomist approaches of modern political 

philosophy “remain trapped within the basic concept… that presuppose[s], as something like a 
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natural basis for human socialization, the existence of subjects who are isolated from each other” 

(12). Against such an assumption, on Honneth’s account, Hegel provides an alternative model 

for social grammar for mutual recognition of members of society by a different definition of 

society which depends on “ethically integrated community of free citizens” (12-13). In other 

words, according to Honneth’s reading of Hegel, “philosophical theory of society must proceed 

not from the acts or isolated subjects but rather from the framework of ethical bounds, within 

which subjects always already move” (14).  However, in Hegel’s terminology, as Honneth 

admits, this ethical bound is tied to a kind of institutionalization (the necessity of State 

organization for mutual recognition), especially in his Phenomenology of Right, building a 

particular consciousness in which parts can be linked to whole (Volk). As a result of such 

Hegelian conclusion appeared as the institutionalized univocal consciousness of “Volk”, 

Honneth limits his access to Hegel’s terminology with Hegel’s early Jane writings. According to 

Honneth, Hegel, in his later career, “gives up… the notion of an original intersubjectivity of 

human life, he can no longer conceive the process of individualization in terms of the agonistic 

release of individuals from already existing communicative relations”(29). Even though Honneth 

thinks that Hegel’s early Jena writings are legitimate starting point without falling into Hegel’s 

statist and totalitarian conclusion in his later writings, Honneth’s Hegelianism have some 

fundamental issues to get rid of assumed ontological status of a self and other in the process of 

mutual recognition which prioritizes “self-realization”.   

In Hegelian sense, self has realized itself as a kind of inside through a movement which 

depends on returning from otherness. The otherness is an essential moment for the 

transformation of consciousness to self-consciousness. For Hegel, “consciousness makes 

distinction, but one which at the same time is for consciousness not a distinction” (PS 104). The 
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distinction has appeared in the transition from consciousness to self-consciousness. This 

transition, for the history of philosophy, means an attempt to tie Descartes’ “cogito,” which 

operates in the sphere of consciousness, to a particular self. Heidegger takes our attentions to 

such transition in Hegel’s “Phenomenology of Spirit”. For Heidegger, Hegel’s definition of self-

consciousness through consciousness correspond to the self “is something that… is connected 

with the consciousness of objects…” (HPS 134). However, Heidegger argues, “in such a 

knowing of consciousness as self-consciousness, we move entirely and continuously in the realm 

of what is relative and abstract” (HPS 134).  For this reason, Hegel’s transition is not from 

consciousness to self-consciousness, but for Heidegger, but dragging of self-consciousness out 

into its everydayness and “the field of what is immediately known” (HPS 134). With such 

transition, self’s relativity in its everydayness is linked to the universality of consciousness.  

Hegel’s sentence “consciousness is self-consciousness” makes more sense when we see 

universalization of the self through a particular consciousness. Even though, as Judith Butler 

stresses, “‘is’ carries the burden of ‘becomes’” (Subjects of Desire 18), which is not an equation 

between consciousness and self-consciousness in a present tense, it is a becoming the self as a 

universal consciousness. For Heidegger, this sentence’s meaning still implies that “the essence of 

consciousness… lies [in] self-consciousness” (HPS 134). If we consider Butler’s understanding 

of how Hegel uses “present time,” Heidegger’s sentence should be that consciousness has 

become self-consciousness. My point is not to discuss whether Hegel’s theory of dialectic carries 

a possibility of future or not; rather, my concern is whether Hegel’s definition of self-

consciousness assumes a particular definition of self, and if so, how equal mutual recognition 

between self and other can be possible? Put differently, can Honneth’s concern to use Hegel’s 

early writing in order to return the originary of inter-subjectivity which depends on ethical bonds 
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be possible if the meaning of self-realization corresponds to the self’s realization of itself in 

terms of the universal definition of self? Besides, if there is pre-existent meaning of universal 

self which is prior to inter-subjectivity, in light of Heidegger’s nearness and insideness, how is 

such universal self described with a particular meaning of nearness and insideness?  

When Susan Buck-Morss questions the silence of Hegel regarding the Haitian revolution 

that was contemporaneous to his writing about the dialectic of master and slave, she 

unequivocally points the limits of mutual recognition arguments. Even though the Haitian 

revolution, as the first successful slave revolution, seems a good example for the possibility of a 

slave’s emancipation through a recognition process that emerges from struggle with its master, 

Hegel felt no need to mention Haiti revolution in order to support his argument.  Why? For 

Buck-Morss, this deficiency of feeling, or ignorance, may serve to show historically-constructed, 

hidden limits to mutual recognition in the Western mind.  

In addition to the obvious eurocentrism among Hegel scholars who cannot accept the 

possibility that the Haitian revolution played a central role in Hegel’s thought (Buck-Morss 56), I 

believe that Hegel’s blindness should also be considered with another question that traces the 

existential or ontological state of “other” in dialectical construction of mutual recognition 

between master and slave. In this kind of inquiry, we can see that the possibility of a slave’s 

emancipation in terms of the revolutionary battle for recognition as equal is tied to self’s 

ontological placement into a particular spatiality (which appears as an ontological inside) 

through other’s instrumental existence in order to pinpoint the self as a continuity in space and 

time. Therefore, Hegel’s conceptualization of self-consciousness can be a good starting point to 

question such ignorance’s hidden source settled in Hegel’s thought. 
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 In Hegelian self-consciousness, otherness has a crucial role. However, this role should be 

considered with its ontological status in the bifurcation of self and other.  In Hegel’s 

terminology, this bifurcation is not absolute, but relative and temporary. For critiques that accuse 

Hegel being totalitarian begin from Hegel’s conceptualization of difference, which is lost in the 

unitary. In other words, the meaning of difference can be found through inquiry into what unity 

is. The becoming of unity can only be the presence with the relativity of difference. The issue for 

Hegel’s thought emerges at this point.  Hegel ties consciousness and unity into a particular self. 

Putting differently, Hegel moves down Cartesian “cogito” to the earth, and as Heidegger 

indicates, lifts up everydayness of earthly self to skies of consciousness (HPS 134). For this 

reason, for Hegel, “consciousness is self-consciousness” (PS 105). However, the otherness has 

disappeared in the unity of consciousness and the continuity of history. Rather otherness is only 

instrumental to the unity of consciousness which has emerged in becoming of self-

consciousness. In other words, otherness is temporary appearance or moments which does not 

have own ontological status. Otherness is an instrument (moment) which shows whatness of self 

as being-in-itself.  Hegel’s definition of self-consciousness is instrumental in allowing us to see 

how outside and other can be defined as a kind of inside or a part of the definition of inside even 

though it has been identified outside of something. Because Hegel’s unity shows that the 

difference that constructs inside and outside or self and other is definitional, relational, imaginal, 

and historical, it is a moment what the self finds in-itself as a realization.  

    When we look into Hegel’s conceptualization of self-consciousness, it is better to start 

with the assumption that consciousness is an action as a movement. For Hegel, knowing as a 

movement corresponds to the name of “Notion.” However, this knowing has double meanings: 

being-in-itself and being for other (PS 104).  The ontological status of consciousness can be 
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found in the mode of being-in-itself. However, other’s consciousness can be only possible with 

its relation to such central status of being-in-itself. This is a very complicated point for Hegel’s 

self-consciousness. Even though Hegel underlines two different ontological status; self and 

other, by showing that self and other are interchangeable statuses according to a mode of being-

in-itself, the notion of self appears a unity that combines the ontological modes of two selves as 

being either self or other. 

…consciousness makes a distinction, but one which at the same time is for consciousness 

not a distinction. If we give the name of Notion to the movement of knowing, and the 

name of object to knowing as a passive unity, or as the 'I', then we see that not only for 

us, but for knowing itself, the object correspond to the Notion. Or alternatively, if we call 

Notion what the object is in itself, but call the object what it is qua object or for an other, 

then it is clear that being-in-itself and being-for-an-other are one and the same. For the in-

itself is consciousness; but equally it is that for which on other (the in-itself) is; and it is 

for consciousness that the in-itself of the object, and the being of the object for an other, 

are one and the same; the 'I' is the content of the connection and connecting itself. 

Opposed to an other, the 'I' is its own self, and at the same time it overarches this other 

which, for the 'I', is equally only the 'I' itself. (Hegel, PS 104)  

Hegel seems to assume that the ontological status of self and other are different in terms 

of being-in-itself; however, they are same in the unity of consciousness which becomes self-

consciousness. Hegel relates the term of distinction with his idea of consciousness as an essential 

component of being conscious. However even though the distinction, in the first moment, points 

out the being of the individual, this does not mean that this distinction is definite or static, but is 

a moment of self -consciousness. Hegel argues that when we call the notion of what the object is 
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“in itself,” at the same time, this means what the object is “for an other.” Therefore, being-in-

itself and being-for-an-other are one and the same. In other words, the movement of self-

consciousness unifies being-in-itself and being-for an-other, and self- consciousness realizes 

itself in the unity of consciousness which unifies and identifies all selves (individuals) in one 

self. Therefore, Hegel stresses the priority of the state – in the sense of Sittlichkeit-- over 

individuality because it is “the actuality of the ethical idea” (Philosophy of Right 155). When we 

think self-consciousness with such Hegel’s socialization of individuals in the sense of the ethical 

order of society, we can see that self-consciousness is not a realization of itself in own terms, but 

a realization itself in common (unified) meaning of self or “ethical totality” of the State.  

Heidegger underlines the sequencing of first main sections of Phenomenology of Spirit 

which starts with the chapter titled “Consciousness”, and continues with two chapters 

respectively: “Self-consciousness” and “Reason” (HPS 129). For Heidegger, this sequence is not 

accidently chosen, but a line of the movement of self-consciousness in Hegel’s mentality (HSP 

129). Similarly, Frances Berenson states that Hegel’s self-consciousness as a movement has 

main stages or moments (84). In the first moment of consciousness, there is not any self-

consciousness because the distinction does not appear through otherness. In this sense, “self-

consciousness is non-exist until in the second moment the subjectivity of … [the] subsistence is 

differentiated through the other” (Berenson 84). Similar to Berenson’s definition of self-

consciousness in different stages, Nancy describes this first moment or stage as a “Unity of 

Being and Nothing” (Speculative Remark 28). The second stage is the moment of self-

consciousness which means in Hegel’s own word “life” (Berenson 84).  Self-consciousness gets 

its certainty of existence and presence through other self-consciousness which is identical in the 

sense of being-in-itself and being-for-other. Such Hegel’s assumption regarding Other’s role in 
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self-consciousness leaves us alone with an important question of whether the other has an 

independent ontological status.  

Hegel’s inter-subjectivity seems to offer that the self gets its consciousness through other 

self-consciousness which can exist in being-itself. This can be summarized: “my self-

consciousness negates the other by being; by being me I exclude the other- and the Other by 

being himself excludes me” (Berenson 85).  For Berenson, this relation, in Hegel’s terminology, 

is reciprocal positioning which appears oppositional status of self and other. In other words, “it is 

only in so far as each man is opposed to the Other that he is absolutely for himself” (Berenson 

85) In this formulation of Hegel’s self-consciousness, there is a supporting ground to argue that 

Hegel takes account of the independent ontological status of other. And this provides solid 

ground for assumptions of mutual recognition. However, Hegel explains self-consciousness as a 

returning from otherness (PS 105). This returning from other reveals the possibility of another 

stage in Hegel’s self-consciousness. The ambiguity of this stage in Hegel’s text makes secondary 

readings of Hegel fundamentally varied in terms of placing Hegel in different philosophical 

traditions.  

4.3 Hegel’s Outside and Three Stages of Self-Consciousness 

In contrast to the approaches of “struggle for recognition”, taking account of the returning 

from otherness, we can recognize that Hegel’s self-consciousness is formed in three stages and 

moments instead of two stages of inside and outside. In the first moment, self and other are 

formed in pure unity, in the moment of self-consciousness, otherness and distinction appear as a 

moment, and it seems that a difference separating other and self exists, but in the next moment, 

the difference and otherness disappear. Because, for Hegel, “the difference does not have the 

form of being” (PS 105)55. For Hegel’s understanding of self-consciousness, self has to come out 
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of itself, and reach the other and supersedes it, and at the end, it has to return from the other (PS 

111). In other words, self-consciousness exhibits itself as the movement in which distinction and 

otherness are removed, and the identity of itself and the returning from otherness become 

explicit. This process can be summarized by arguing that self reaches its consciousness, which 

contains the knowledge and realization of what I am, from the movement that takes place 

between self and other. 

Hegel writes; 

Self-consciousness is faced by another self-consciousness; it has come out of itself. This 

has a twofold significance: first, it has lost itself, for it finds itself as an other being; 

secondly, in doing so it has superseded the other, for it does not see the other essential 

being, but in the other sees its own self (PS 111). 

For Hegel, coming out of itself brings self to face the ambiguity of own self’s meaning 

and the necessity of any definition. Therefore, the self has to supersede the other to clarify such 

ambiguity of outside of itself. The self recognizes itself as a being through the supersession of 

other. But when the self supersedes the other in order to find its essentialism and independence, 

in a same time, it should accept the other’s essentialism for own essentialism. However, this 

assumption reveals two crucial problems regarding the ontological status of other. 

 First of all, in this formula, other’s essentialism is strongly tied to the meaning of self. In 

other words, the essentialism of other should belong to what self means.  This makes other’s 

ontological status dependent to self’s ontological status. This can be clearer with the second 

problem of such Hegelian assumption. The second is that the return of self from other, or from 

the ambiguous outside to self-certainty bring us the question of whether the individual self 
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returns to own self or a kind of commonality as a particular inside. Hegel says that even though 

“the movement of self-consciousness in relation to another self-consciousness” seems “the action 

of one self-consciousness”, he argues that “this action of the one has itself the double 

significance of being both its own action and the action of the other as well” (PS 111-112) 

However, both self-consciousness is determined in the unity of a particular selfness. In the same 

vein, Berenson stresses the possibility of the third stage in self-consciousness by putting forth 

this selfness as “universality of the I” for consideration (89).  

R.C. Solomon indicates the same conclusion regarding to Hegel’s conceptualization of 

Geist as “a single mind common to all men” while discussing whether this “universal 

consciousness” is an interpretation which leads us to a totality or communality that individual 

selves share  (642). Even though the discussion on whether Hegel is the totalitarian thinker is an 

important to understand Hegel’s philosophy, in this project, it will not be my direct concern. 

However, this discussion provides an important insights for my concern of what kind of 

relationship Hegel reveals between outside and inside in terms of his bifurcation of self and other 

for understanding what I am in common sense. Berenson calls attention to Hegel’s assumption --

especially in Philosophy of Mind-- that relies on the interchangeability between “I” and “We” 

(Berenson 78). Similar to this point, Hegel’s theory of self-consciousness depends on the 

insideness of self which is defined in the particular sense. The movement of self-consciousness 

begins with coming out form insideness of being-in-itself. Rather a moment of self-

consciousness corresponds to self’s recognition of itself as an inside. This recognition can be 

only possible with recognizing the outside as a different moment of itself. In Hegel’s 

terminology, the different moment does not mean that other is not a different ontological status 

that the self or the “I” cannot reach. Instead, an ontological status of “other” should be 
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considered with the sameness of the self. In other words, “other” does not have ontological 

insideness that the self or the “I” cannot reach it. Other is a kind of inside that the self can arrive 

and return from it. If the self can arrive the inside of other by superseding or absorbing the other, 

this action can only be possible with the interpretation of the sameness of both selves’ inside or 

the postulation of all insides are same. This is an attempt to bind the ambiguity of outside to the 

certainty of inside. Simply put, for self-consciousness as being certain in itself, there should be 

an outside which is tied to the meaning of self as being opposite. Other should be opposite. 

Being oppositeness is an ontological status of other. This means that other cannot have own 

ontological status, but its ontological status is dependent to self as being opposite. 

How sameness and opposition are articulated in Hegel’s self-consciousness can be 

considered with Levinas’ critiques of Hegel in the basis of his conceptualization of “absolute 

Other”. For Levinas, contrary to Hegelian understanding of the sameness of self and other in the 

basis of their infinite outside as being universal self, “the identity of individual does not consist 

in being like to itself, and in letting itself be identified from outside by the finger that points to it; 

it consists in being the same—in being oneself in identifying oneself from within” (Totality and 

Infinity 289). However, it is not an absolute opposition which implies the definition of other as a 

negation of self as being same. Levinas states that “the other is not negation of the same” (305). 

In this sense, for Levinas, the difference in the face to face daily encounter of two individuals is 

not opposition in Hegelian sense (Totality and Infinity 80-81). The negativity of opposition is 

related to what a self is not and it is, in the end, tied to the sameness of two individuals in the 

basis of emergence of “Spirit” as a self. This reminds us to Deleuze’s critique of Hegel in the 

point of that the meaning of difference cannot be reduced to contradiction (51). Deleuze 

illustrates how Hegelian difference – which is the negativity-- is embedded to the circle of 
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sameness. For Deleuze, negativity delivers a mentality of difference which ends up with and the 

identical positioning of self and other (53). “Aufheben”, the central figure of Hegelian dialectic, 

does not corresponds to the rising up to the difference but a single center of dialectical circle 

(Difference and Repetition 53). In Deleuze’s reading of Hegelian negativity, Hegel reduces the 

difference into a kind of sameness. I agree with Levinas’ and Deleuze’s critiques in terms of 

their insightful reading of Hegelian dialectic of sameness and difference, I would like to keep my 

project in the investigation of Hegel’s self-consciousness. Following this point, in the rest of this 

chapter, I strive to deepen the third moment of Hegelian self-consciousness which leads some 

contemporary philosophers’ different reading of Hegel.                   

In the reading of Hegel, another crucial question is whether the movement from inside to 

outside in Hegel’s self-consciousness corresponds to a closure which presupposes the returning 

to a particular insideness or disclosure which means the openness of inside to outside without 

arriving particular insideness (becoming of inside).  In Hegel’s self-consciousness, the returning 

from “otherness” (not from other) correspond to a closure. Hegel’s usage, “the return from 

otherness” instead of the returning from other is not accidental. Because, in Hegel’s self-

consciousness, our daily personal relations is moved to more common (as a singular meaning of 

otherness and selfness) sense and perception, and the self, which has returned (in the time of 

“present participle”), has arrived to not the self but a “selfness”56. However, against to my 

argument, in the literature, there are different readings of Hegel which are derived from different 

perspectives on what does the third stage or the moment of Hegel’s self-consciousness means in 

terms of whether self arrives a certain point or not. Strictly speaking, the contemporary 

discussion regarding Hegel’s self-consciousness relies on the different interpretation of whether 

the becoming of self has a destination that determines what self means. Rather, for some 
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contemporary understanding of Hegelian dialectic, self-consciousness is a movement which does 

not have any destination, but only a negation which moves restlessly in different ontological 

modes without arriving any substance or meaning.   

Jean Luc-Nancy and Catherine Malabou are two important figures in contemporary 

philosophy, who stress the different reading of Hegel’s self-consciousness in terms of a surprise 

or accident of “becoming” in the future (next) moment. In this reading, Hegel’s self-

consciousness, as an example of “becoming”, corresponds to a movement without any certain 

end or destination. That is to say that the third moment of self-consciousness is open to the 

alterity and the undecided future, not an end and a destination. In their formulation of Hegelian 

self-consciousness, self does not arrive a certain and definite point. Rather self as a plasticity or 

negation moves in different meaning and definitions, but cannot arrive any certain destination 

which determines the meaning of self. 

Malabou, the contemporary French philosopher, and student of Jacques Derrida 

establishes her intellectual involvement in Hegel’s theory different than her adviser. For Derrida, 

in a simple manner, his concept of difference is distinguished from Hegelian conceptualization of 

difference, especially in respect of Hegel’s essential concept of Aufhebung. Derrida in Position, 

in the first instance, stresses the classical binary oppositions and the hierarchical relations each 

other. For Derrida, “in classical philosophical opposition we are not dealing with the peaceful 

coexistence of vis-a-vis, but rather with a violent hierarchy. One of the two terms governs the 

other (axiologically, logically, etc.), or has the upper hand” (Positions 41). However, Hegel’s 

speculative dialectic seems as “a releve of the binary oppositions of classical idealism, a 

resolution of contradiction into a third term…” (Positions 43). Even though Hegel’s Aufhebung 

is a third term which is distinguished from the binary circle of classical idealism, for Derrida, 
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such Hegelian concept cannot be conceived as an openness to the difference in the sense of 

synthesis. Because Hegel “determines the difference as contradiction” (Positions 44). The 

contradiction delivers the meaning of interiorization and lifting it up “into the self-presence of 

onto-theological or onto-teleological synthesis” (Positions 44). In this sense, the contradiction is 

not surprise of next moment, but a repetition or circle of self-presence in different forms called 

synthesis.  

However, Malabou engages Hegel’s work in terms of the question of future instead of the 

inquiring his totalitarian tendency. Even though Malabou does not ask whether Hegel is a 

totalitarian thinker or not, Malabou’s interest in the possibility of future in Hegel’s dialectic 

attempts to provide a different reading of Hegel, which strives to go beyond post-structuralist 

critiques of Hegel’s totalitarian tendencies. As I reminded earlier in this chapter, I am not 

interested in the questioning whether Hegel’s work can be thought as a totalitarian project which 

incarcerates the difference into the sameness in Deleuzean sense. Rather my position regarding 

Hegel’s work in this chapter cannot be found in a direct relation with Levinas’s critique which 

allows us to see how the objectivity and otherness are absorbed within a single history in Hegel’s 

analysis of spirit (Crockett and Davis 4). However, Malabou’s rereading of Hegel’s analysis of 

the subject in terms of plasticity delivers some interesting junction points with my concern of 

Hegel’s self-consciousness and the third moment of his theorization of consciousness.  

Malabou’s engagement in Hegel’s understanding of time can be found in her rereading of 

Hegel in light of the concept of plasticity. Malabou first reveals common assumption of how 

Hegel’s understanding of time is derived from “the past tense of spirit” (3). This assumption -- 

which is the main standpoint for the critiques against Hegel according to his totalitarian 

conceptualization of history—is fed by Heidegger’s critical reading of Hegelian time57. For such 
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reading of Hegel, “time was for Hegel nothing but a passing moment, something to be left 

behind” (Malabou 2). However, for Malabou, such assumption is missing some important points 

in Hegel’s conceptualization of time. Those missing points can be thought in a different sense 

with Hegel’s description of the subject as a plasticity and this concept opens the doors of a new 

conceptualization of Hegel, especially in the framework of future and temporality.   

According to Malabou, if we want to rethink the possibility of future in Hegel’s 

philosophy, we need to begin with how we understand the meaning of time. It is to say, the 

question of Hegel’s understanding in the literature is bound with two versions of time: linear and 

circular. Therefore, because of the specific understanding of time, Hegel’s future is not able to be 

conceived by the critiques of Hegel. The circular perception of time which is “eternal return” is 

based the circulation of everything in the center of “the unmoved mover –God” (Crockett xxii ). 

The linear perception of time depends on an active movement toward the next moment which “is 

seized in consciousness as a moment but can be grasped in its passing” (Crockett xxii). For 

Crockett, Malabou develops her reading of Hegelian time in the critique of such perception of 

time (xxii). In this vein, Malabou reveals the new perception of time in terms of the plasticity 

and argues that in order to “posit the future as a plasticity amounts to displacing the established 

definition of the future as a moment of time” (5). Which means that time cannot be considered as 

the sequence of three categories and tenses: past, present, and future. However, Malabou’s 

plasticity of time is related to the relativity and subject’s (his/her brain’s) ability to be adapted to 

the event.  In this sense, “the form of plastic time is a bifurcation, which leads to a fractalizing of 

temporalization, an unfathomable involution” (Crockett xxii). In Malabou’s plastic time is 

strongly related with the ability of a brain as central element of subjectivity which is not just a 

subjectivization of multiple forms of temporality as a moment and a linear sequantiality, but also 
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an “ability to function as a brain depends upon the ability to set up parallel more networks, 

loosely connected inference systems that do not run through a central processor or programmer” 

(Crockett xxii). Malabou’s understanding of plastic time depends on her neuroscientific approach 

to the brain which is determined as the ability of adaptation instead of the tradition understanding 

of a brain as an inside processor like a computer.  In this understanding, the brain is not inside 

factor which objectivizes the outside. In this sense, the brain is a kind of flow between inside and 

outside58.   

Malabou’s concept of plasticity is mediated ground which allows co-existence of the 

possibilities of flexibility and rigidity. Plastic is a matter which is able to be transformed in 

different forms. According to Malabou, “plasticity characterizes the relation between substance 

and accidents”. In this sense, “plasticity is a kind of ‘indecidable’ between flexibility and 

rigidity, suppleness and solidity, fixedness and transformability, identity and modifiability, 

determination and freedom” (Silverman 93). In this understanding of plasticity, it does not mean 

that the plasticity corresponds to complete elastic nature which contains any in rigidity in it but 

“it has an element of rigidity and so is not complete elastic, not indefinitely (or even infinitely) 

modifiable” (Silverman 93). In light of plastic reading Hegelian dialectic, for Malabou, the 

futurity of Hegelian synthesis corresponds to “fundamental openness to alterity rather than as a 

form of totalizing closure” (New French Philosophy 85-86). It is to say that Hegel’s spirit refers 

the possible of future. And most importantly, such definition of future is not derived from the 

arrival to a particular identity and an end. Therefore, Malabou defines the availability of future in 

Hegel in term of “voir venir”, “to see (what is) coming” (13).  

Even though Malabou’s rereading of Hegel in the framework of the availability of 

unfixed future as not being arrival to any definite identity in Hegel’s philosophy have brought up 
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new possible approaches which allow us to conceive Hegel’s work in different dimensions, I 

believe that the totalitarian tendencies of Hegel cannot be found in his philosophy of time in the 

point of the essentiality of historicity of the Spirit. For this reason, if we want to consider where 

the totalitarian tendencies of Hegel are originated, I think that we need to consider the issue of 

future in Hegel’s philosophy with his conceptualization of self-consciousness together. In this 

vein, the question we need to think about is what the last moment of Hegel’s conceptualization 

of consciousness -- which is self-certainty—mean in terms of the plasticity of future. In order to 

deepen the problematic of self-certainty in the framework of Malabou’s reading of Hegel’s 

future as an openness to alterity, we can take a deeper look what Malabou says about Hegel’s 

self-determination in terms of her plastic reading.    

Following the fundamental relation between plasticity and future, Malabou argues that 

we can “understand the ‘future’ in the philosophy of Hegel as the relation which subjectivity 

maintain within the accidental” (Malabou 18). In this sense, for Malabou, in Hegelian 

terminology, “self-determination is thus the relation of substance to that which happens” (18).  

According to Malabou’s reading, self-determination of a subject is not a process or journey 

which is orientated to next moment that is already in the present category of being rather it is an 

anticipation to the alterity and unexpected future. In this formulation future is not a completely 

different moment which is separated from the present but a kind of continuum which can be 

defined as self’s orientation, adaptation or evaluation to unexpected. In such reading of Malabou, 

the brain has an important role which allows human beings to anticipate different modes and 

multiple unexpected and unforeseeable situations while preserving the substance of human 

beings. The substance of human being is preserved as a continuum – this is the selfhood of 

being, not any identity. For example, what my brain preserves as a continuum of myself is not 
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my identity of Ali Fuat or being Turkish, but my selfhood which is anticipated with different 

identities and complex and multiple situations. In trauma times or the experience of 

schizophrenia, the brain will preserve my selfhood, not my identity of being Ali Fuat. I can 

experience myself as a different person (in the example of schizophrenia), the experience of 

myself as a self will be continued. Even though in such example of schizophrenia and the 

experience of trauma, according to Malabou, neuroscience seems to provide a solution to the 

issue of Hegelian future in the matter of the totalitarian possibility of next moment, I think that 

consistency of selfhood is an essential standpoint where Hegel’s totalitarian tendencies begin to 

rise. Hegel’s self-certainty is strongly bound with a particular definition of self. This particular 

selfness might be more prominent and evident in his conceptualization of master/slave dialectic 

regarding freedom59. Before moving to the issue of master and slave in Hegel’s philosophy, I 

would like to continue with other contemporary French philosopher who has a similar reading of 

Hegel regarding “becoming”. Both philosophers approach Hegel's philosophy by arguing that 

Hegel does not provide an end, identity and expected future for the Sprit, which is becoming as 

time. In this sense, self’s being out of itself is not an arrival to the particular end and identity. 

Rather it is an exposition to alterity and the nothingness of exteriority.  

For Nancy, “the self that negates itself, instead of coming back to itself, throws itself into 

the other, and wills itself as other”(HRN 57). This does not mean that self cannot come back to 

itself. Rather “self is a movement or a form which relies on a going to self (other) and ‘a coming 

into self” (Nancy, HRN 4). According to Nancy, what self finds in itself is nothingness (HRN 

56). This means that “self is what does not find itself” (Nancy, HRN 56). Therefore, there is not 

any finality and destination for self’s movement.  Because what self found when it comes back to 

itself is nothingness. In such understanding of self, self-consciousness is a moment that 
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corresponds only a negation which has not any substance. The relationship between self and 

negation makes Nancy closer to Hegelian understanding of dialectic as negativity.  

Nancy writes; 

Self ‘is’ only this: negating itself in itself. Self in itself is nothing, is immediately its own 

nothingness. Self is only fissure and fold, return upon self, departure from self, and 

coming to self. That is why the Hegelian self has its concept only in the multiple and 

infinite syntax of these expressions: in itself, for itself, right at itself, or near itself, unto 

itself, outside of itself. Self is selfsame: the position of this sameness engages that of a 

difference, whose movement alone posits sameness. Self is as itself which is to say, at the 

same time, self as such and like itself. In order to be in truth, and to have or to make 

sense, self must be so in taking distance from itself in order to posit itself as something 

like what it is (HRN 43). 

Nancy admits that these sentences deliver a meaning of the disappearance of alterity or 

difference in the resemblance of self (HRN 43). However, this sameness is a sameness of 

nothingness, not the sameness of any identity.  Nancy formulates such sameness through his 

concept of “being singular plural”. Such concept reveals a position that takes place between 

isolated liberal individualism and communitarian sameness that does not allow an individual 

plurality. Nancy’s position between atomic individualism and totalitarian community can be 

found his exceptional understanding of individuality (defined in his terminology in the term, 

singular). 

For Nancy, contrary to a liberal priority of individual over community, the original status 

of being individual is not derived from the closure of individual’s inside by absolute separation 
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form its outside. Rather being individual is exposure to exteriority.  This disclosure from inside 

to outside has a meaning that implies an assumption that being individual and being-in-common 

are not two different ontological modes. Similar to Hegel’s understanding of individuality, 

Nancy argues that individuality does not mean something which is prior to being-in-common. 

However, the ontological status of being individual is being-in-common. In Heideggerian sense, 

beingness of being is only present with being with others. This means that individual’s beingness 

is being outside, being exposed to exteriority. This radical perspective on individuality makes the 

concept of difference complicated. Because in the general sense, individual’s difference has been 

considered with self’s possibility to be in itself. In other words, the difference is bound with 

individual self and what difference is derived from the meaning of self. The meaning of self is a 

kind of ability to be in itself. Without the interiorization of self in itself, the self cannot be able to 

recognize itself as a self. This recognition is strongly related to the placement of the difference as 

an element of self. The difference is a category of being-in-itself. Following to this assumption, 

in this liberal equation, being outside is not qualified as an ontological status or natural state, but 

a status which is a stranger to nature of self (which is being-in-itself).  However, Nancy targets 

two sides of the dichotomy which is designed by absolute distinction between individual’s 

insideness and communality’s outsideness, and sees a ground in Hegel’s terminology that he can 

build his understanding of community which depends on the ontological status of “being-in-

common.” In order to question such dichotomy, Nancy points the problem in such assumption of 

being-in-itself. For Nancy, what we only find in being-in-the self is nothing, and without any 

substance, self is only a negation which flows in different identity and existential modes. In this 

sense, the difference is, in Hegelian sense, a negation which cannot be fixed into any identity or 

status. Following this reading of Hegel (self negates itself in time and space and is not fixed at 
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any time and space), for Nancy is a becoming (where we find ourselves in it) without any end 

and destination. In order to recognize this argument, Nancy believes that we need to distinguish 

Hegel’s subject from subjectivity which depends on “a separate and one-sided agency for 

synthesizing representations… [and] the exclusive interiority of a personality”(HRN 4-5).  

  For Nancy, before all metaphysical determinations, Hegel names subject as an action of 

negating or a movement that “subject constitutes and liberates itself in the dimension and 

according to the logic of negation of the ‘given’ in general (HRN 4). This negation of the 

“given” has important meaning for Nancy, and he uses this negativity as a stand point to argue 

that Hegel is not a totalitarian thinker. However, Nancy thinks that “Hegel is the opposite of a 

‘totalitarian thinker.' But… [Hegel] does think this: that the truth is total…” (HRN 8). Such 

truth’s totality is nothingness. Putting simply, the truth is the nothingness of being which does 

not belong to any stable substance which has a beginning and an end. For this reason, Nancy 

underlines Hegel’s important place in the history of philosophy.  

According to Nancy,  

Hegel neither begins nor ends; he is the first philosopher for whom there is explicitly, 

neither beginning nor end, but only the full and complete actuality of the infinite that 

traverses, works, and transforms the finite. Which means: negativity, hollow, gap, the 

difference of being that relates to itself through this very difference, and which is thus, in 

all its essence and all its energy, the infinite act of relating itself to itself (HRN 9) 

However, Nancy’s engagement to Hegelian delivers some issue in two points. Following 

Hegel’s concept of negation, Nancy built his own understating of the subject as a singularity 

which is not fixed site with some destinations and ends. For Nancy, the singularity does not 
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imply a substance which has a beginning and an end. In contrary, the ontological status of 

singularity means plurality. However, this plurality depends on the sameness of being inside and 

being outside in the sense of their nothingness. From this point, Hegel’s self-consciousness 

which coming up from the insideness, and moves toward “other” is a crucial point for Nancy’s 

definition of self as negation. But at the same time, the movement of self from the nothingness of 

inside to the outside can be a problematic itself when we think Hegel’s self-consciousness with 

his conceptualization of Sittlichkeit (ethical order) and the role of the state in such order.  

Jason Smith emphasizes Hegel’s influence in Nancy’s works in the introduction of 

Hegel: The Restlessness of Negative. Smith defines Nancy’s Hegelianism as a “crypto-

Hegelian”.  For Smith, Hegel and Nancy are in the same accord in the consideration of union’s 

singularity as not being arrived. This means that Hegel and Nancy are in the same page when 

Nancy “speaks of a space of community that is not just- and therefore ‘not yet’… “(Smith xviii). 

However, there is a deficiency in such accordance between Nancy and Hegel. As Smith takes our 

attention, Hegel, in his Philosophy of Right, places the state as a prior status over individual, but 

Nancy avoids to reference the concept of state when he develops Hegel’s "becoming" as a crucial 

ground to represent “the restlessness of self” which cannot arrive any absolute end and a 

destination as an identity, and finds itself in the other.  Smith thinks that this avoidance is derived 

from Hegel’s usage of the concept of the state which is completely different from how we see 

modern states as some apparatus and technologies (Smith xxiv).  For Smith, Hegel does not use 

the state as an apparatus of controlling and government; therefore, Nancy avoids to discuss 

Hegel’s becoming with the role of the state (xxiv). Nancy stresses Hegel’s use of the concept of 

state as an ideal structure which actualizes “the relation between individualities as relation to 

Spirit and relation of Spirit to the self” not a mechanism (Birth to Presence 112) Even though 
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Hegel might not imply the state in modern sense which corresponds to some technologies of 

controlling, surveillance, and subjectivization, this does not mean that there is not any problem 

about the role of the state in Hegel’s text. This issue of state in Hegel can be thought with 

Hegel’s moment of self-certainty of how the outside is designed as a certainty for the 

nothingness of inside. Particularly, the question may direct to whether there is crucial 

relationship between the self-certainty and proper meaning of society as an outside of individual 

self in Hegel’s mind when he develops an role for the state in the ethical order of society.  

If we return to three moments of Hegel’s self-consciousness, we can see that there is a 

gap regarding the relationship between the third moment and the role of the state. In Hegel’s 

work, the moment of self-consciousness is being outside for the self. Self is outside of itself in 

the moment of self-consciousness, and Hegel defines this outside as an ambiguity. This 

ambiguity has transformed to certainty when self return to itself in the third moment of self-

consciousness. For Hegel, this transformation from the ambiguity of outside to the certainty of 

the inside can only be possible with the tautology of “I=I”. Which this equation means that the 

self supersedes the other. This is not simply a negation of self that makes singularity of itself to 

plural, but it is a belonging of otherness to selfness.  In Hegel’s formula of self-consciousness, 

individual’s inside is tied to the concept of insideness regarding selfness. The state has a role in 

the transformation of individual’s inside to a particular insideness. 

The upper argument can be clearer if we reconsider the question that reveals in this 

chapter. In Hegel’s self-consciousness, self’s return is a disclosure or closure. Before all 

definitions of the state, its existence as a concept corresponds to the emergence of a particular 

insideness. In light of this fundamental feature of the state, self’s being outside in such particular 

insideness is not a disclosure but closure. Because regarding the existence of the state, self’s 
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being outside is not exactly the status of being outside, but being inside of a particular insideness. 

Therefore, self’s return to itself is finalized with the meaning of such insideness as a closure.  As 

Nancy takes our attention, even though Hegel offers the negation of given in self-consciousness 

(such insideness), as a result of the nature of negation, the ontological status of self is designed 

by two options. First is being self which is parallel to the “given”. Rather being other (still self 

but it is determined by what self is) by being opposite to the “given”. As we can see in the 

example of Hegel’s master/slave dialectic, slave’s negation of his giveness of being a slave is 

strongly tied to the ontological placement of master who has freedom. For a slave, there are two 

options, being slave or being master, but those two choices are defined by the unity and 

insideness of master.  Therefore, slave’s self-consciousness cannot be differentiated from the 

insideness of master and what master means. Putting differently, slave’s the moment of self-

consciousness which implies the being of outside or “being exposed to exteriority” is closed by 

the inside of masterness.  

4.4 Understanding Hegel’s Self-Consciousness by the Dialectic of Master and Slave  

In order to take a deeper look at the issues in Hegel’s self-consciousness, I believe that 

his master-slave dialectic gives more sense how self-consciousness operates as a particular way 

of consciousness which ties individual self and the inside of individual self to broader self and a 

particular insideness of community. Therefore, I would like to discuss Hegel’s dialectic of 

master and slave in more detail. Butler, in The Physic Life of Power, brings slave’s 

instrumentality to our attention in terms of slave’s body which is disappeared in a broader body 

of a master (or masterness).  

Butler writes: 
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The bondsman appears as an instrumental body whose labor provides for the material 

conditions of the lord’s existence, and whose material products reflects both 

subordination of the bondsman and the domination of master. In a sense, the lord postures 

as s disembodied desire for self-reflection, one who not requires the subordination of the 

bondsman in the status of an instrumental body, but who requires in effect that the 

bondsman be the lord’s body, be it in such a way that lord forgets or disavows his own 

activity in producing the bondsman, a production which we will call a projection (Physic 

Life of Power 35).   

For Butler, the Lord “has disavowed his own laboring being, his body as an instrument of 

labor and has established… [the slave] as the one who occupy the lord’s body for him” (Physic 

Life of Power 36). Lord’s ignorance of his own body as a laboring being corresponds to the 

reformulation of lord’s being as a soul or spirit which transcends the bodily life of a slave. In this 

sense, the master is a soul which appears itself as an ethical life in Hegelian terminology. This is 

a different departure point that takes us to the different concerns and questions in the point of 

body and desire which lead us the question of desiring “other” and its essential aspect in our 

political and social life.  Following Butler’s concern regarding techniques of desire and the 

normalization of bodies in terms of the ethical emergence of the society, I would like to take a 

further step and move such discussion to another point.  

The issue in Hegel’s dialectic of master and slave is not just derived from the subjugation 

of slave’s body with regard to the spirit of masterness, but also the subjugation and emptying of 

the presence of slave. In such formulation, the slave cannot be able to present itself. Because the 

slave does not have the ability to be in-itself. As a result of this, the presence of slave belongs to 

master’s presence. In other words, the presence of slave is only instrumental and a passage which 
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makes the master present. In this vein, slave’s inability to be in-itself allows or produces master’s 

ability to be in-itself. Therefore, Hegel's designing the dialectic of master and slave corresponds 

to nothing other than the emergence of a particular self with some features, appearances, and 

abilities. In this logic, even the death is not singular and does not give the sense of being-in-

itself60.  

For example, the dead body of Aylan who is a three years old Kurdish immigrant boy 

found death Turkish coast has not been thought in his own presence. The presence of Aylan’s 

dead body is not a presence of three year old baby who died but is the presence of refugee, 

Kurdish or Syrian body. Even though he died in nowhere61, he cannot be anyone who is died 

with his own story. Aylan does not have an own story. He is a story of the immigrant. He cannot 

be present as a three years old boy; he can be only able to present himself as a refugee. In the 

more problematic sense, Aylan can only be able to present himself as data in a refugee report or 

an article of international relations. He is only a subject in a particular story which is narrated by 

the other Self. As a result of this subjugation of the presence of Aylan, Charlie Hebdo draws him 

as an immigrant who is a molester. For Charlie Hebdo, Aylan’s dead body does not refer 

anything other than the racist equation of molester and immigrant. Aylan cannot die alone; he 

can die with the perception of a molester. If Aylan did not die, his presence of molester in the 

land where is arrived.  He needs to deal with such presence, and he finds himself in a situation 

that he needs to explain himself as a different being who is not molester again and again. If 

Aylan needs to explain and show himself as the singular being who is not molester in all his life, 

what is the inside and outside of Aylan? Rather what the certainty of outside that Aylan finds 

when he comes out of himself is the certainty of molester and criminal.     
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In order to deepen the instrumental presence of other with regard to the presence of self 

in the issue of consciousness, I think that Rodney King case which is one of recording example 

of police treatment of minorities in the United States can be a good example. Rodney King’s 

case is not just a good example to see how racism operates in the distribution of visible, but also 

show how the presence of black body which is beaten by police was not determined as a self who 

has a right to preserve own self. Rather in the perception of defense attorneys, the presence of a 

black body of Rodney King is just a source of threat (Butler, ESR 15).  Butler asks “how could 

this video used as evidence that body being beaten was itself the source of danger, the threat of 

violence, and further, that the beaten body of Rodney King bore an intention to injure, and to 

injure precisely those police who either wielded the baton against him or stood encircling him? 

(ESR 15). Even though the recoding of the incident that show that there is a man who is beaten 

by police, those all actions has been manipulated by a discourse that postulates the racist 

equation of black body and the source of violence. Butler show in detail how a certain racist 

episteme produce a visible and how “what is seen” is strongly tied to such racist perception.  I 

agree with her interpretation of Rodney King’s case regarding racist perception; however, I 

would like to take a further step and argue how Rodney King’s self cannot be thought as a self 

which is able to be in-itself in some defense attorneys’ and some jury’s perception of the case.  

In the general sense, for the social contract and liberal theories, the self-preservation is the 

central element which constitutes the status of self. In a similar vein, when Hegel talks about the 

liberation of a slave, he claims the essentiality of self’s perception of own self as a free being. 

However, in Rodney King’s case, he shows an intention to protect himself (cover himself with 

his hand) as a free being and does not accept his situation in minimum level as trying to protect 

himself. However, this action, which is thought as a main element of being-self, has become the 



 

141 

  

threat to the self of police officer in defense attorneys’ claim. In this perception, Rodney King is 

thought as a self that is not able to be own self, but he is the self of threat. Rodney King is just a 

part of otherness which is accepted as a self but is not the one who can be able to be in-itself. In 

this perception, Rodney King is not allowed to be himself, but he is just a part of broader self 

which is just the other of a particular selfness. Most importantly, Rodney King’s mineness is just 

appeared or visualized in this sense. Rodney King does not present in this video as a self which 

is able to be own self who can protect himself, but present as an other whose selfness is just a 

negation of white selfness. While white self gain her/his consciousness as being a self who is 

able to be-in-itself, black self gains her/his consciousness as being a self who is just the other to 

white self.   

For Nancy, “not only must Hegelian self-consciousness comes out itself to itself, but a 

careful reading of Hegel ‘himself’ could show that this return to itself is necessarily infinite (an 

infinite which is also intertwined with finitude)” (Identity x). I agree with Nancy’s this 

interpretation of Hegel’s self-consciousness, but the issue in this project is whether there is a self 

as a position who is able to interrogate the other while such Hegelian infinite is intertwined with 

finitude. In light of Hegelian operation of master/slave dialectic in the placement of other as an 

instrumental to the presence of self, we can see that there is a self which is constituted and 

opened itself in such finitude. Nevertheless, this finitude corresponds to a particular self who can 

be able to die in itself as we see in the dead of Aylan. Or Rodney King’s act of protecting 

himself is not a phenomenological appearance of the self’s presence for some jury. They are only 

experiencing their otherness in their selfhood.    

In light of those examples, Hegel’s self-determination or self-consciousness cannot be 

thought as separated concepts from his dialectic of slave and master. In general, sense, even 
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though we can recognize that Malabou’s and Nancy’s rereading of Hegel is fair in the point of 

the unprojected and undetermined temporality of Spirit, we cannot avoid Hegelian dialectic of 

master and slave when we consider Hegel’s self-consciousness.  As a result of such attention to 

the dialectic of master and slave, we might see that other’s ontological status is reduced to 

beingness of self or selfness. Following this reduction, the question of  whether Hegel’s 

philosophy Is totalitarian as most post-structuralist approaches argue cannot be found in his 

attempt to examine the totality of truth which means the nothingness of individual’s being-in-

itself in Nancy’s reading , but can be found in his prioritizing selfness and his placement of 

other’s ontological belongness to such selfness.  

With respect to other’s instrumentality to the self, Hegel’s self-consciousness provides a 

different meaning for the relationship between inside and outside. In a liberal sense of social 

contract theories, the relationship between inside and outside is based on the duality of two 

different ontological modes of the localization of the self. Being inside and being outside is two 

different ontological status of such insideness of individual, and the individuality depends on the 

consciousness and recognition of two modes of life. In addition of such consciousness, while 

being inside is a prior existential status of beings, outside is a place of law, society, and rule. In 

this vein, the ontological status of the outside is completely different than the inside, and there is 

a concept that distinguishes these two modes of life: difference.  The outside is not only a 

temporal-spatial dimension which implies as unnatural being the differentiated natural status of 

being-in-itself, but also is an ambiguity that the differences of being-in-itself appear in its 

complicatedness. The ontological status of difference is derived from the status of being-in-itself. 

However, in such mapping of outside and inside regarding difference, another issue is emerged 

from the necessity of unity as a result of an assumption that sees the togetherness of those insides 
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in the requirement of an existential reason of outside that binds those insides into the sameness of 

communality. However, Hegel has offered an entirely different relationship between outside and 

inside. Hegel considers such issue of unity and places the difference in terms of temporal 

opening. In Hegelian vein, the differentiation of inside and outside depends on the temporal 

openness of Geist. Which means particular inside’s self-consciousness in terms of reaching a 

kind of universal insideness. In this formulation, the ontological status of the outside is nothing, 

but a being outside belong to such insideness. Such Insideness is prior to the outside.  

This conceptualization of inside and outside allows us to rethink about the nature of 

international relations62. At first glance, Hegel’s interpretation of self which reveals the other’s 

instrumentality does not have the direct relationship with international relations, the careful 

examination of international relations as a concept shows that international relations operates in 

the dialectic of inside and outside and provides a feeling of being-inside of a particular inside. 

This feeling of being-inside corresponds to both be in-itself as an individual and being-in a 

common. Hegel, especially with his dialectic articulation of inside and outside, seems to bring an 

answer to this essential question of the history of political philosophy.  Following Hegel’s self-

consciousness in the point of other’s instrumentality to the self, the relations between inside and 

outside which operates in a dialectic of master and slave has similarities with the dialectics of 

inside and outside in international relations. In this vein, the space of international relations 

presents itself as a nothing for the self-consciousness of the domestic. This insideness has 

transformed itself as a Geist of politics. The nothingness of international relations in terms of a 

selfness of a particular domestic influences not only our discussions of international relations but 

also our understanding of politics. Politics presents itself through the nothingness of international 
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relations. This means that politics is every time about an insideness in the sense of a political 

community.  

The question of politics is posited with a problem of living together.  Therefore, the issue 

of politics is fundamentally bound with the status of being-common and a particular community. 

From this point, the nothingness of international relations can be examined along with the 

everydayness of such community. This leads us to rethink the presence of international relations 

as a nothing with regard to its dialectical relationship with the inside of community in terms of 

the category of being-with. As a result of this question, in the following chapter, I will deepen to 

the issue of being-with other which becomes the unitary meaning of self in Hegelian sense along 

with how the status of “with” is designed by the immunization process. 
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CHAPTER 5: THE COMMUNITY AND THE IMMUNITY OF PROPER SELF 

5.1 Esposito and Nothing-in-Common 

Walker’s proposition of the fundamental relationship between political community—as a 

place for the practices of politics—and international relations—as a thing derived from spatio-

temporal construction in terms of the duality of inside and outside—leads us the question of how 

political philosophy understands the community as a unitary ground for being togetherness of 

individuals. Rather this question should ask whether the community can be thought of as a 

homogenous space where we obtain our identity. If there is a possibility to recognize the 

community in different terms, the possible new definition of being together might allow us to 

think the space of international relations different than the traditional meaning of the system as a 

container of various insides and the bodies of states. It means that Walker’s insight should be 

moved to the broader perspective as not only an argument for the literature of international 

relations but also a crucial insight for political theory. However, if there is a possible new 

definition of international relations, the inquiry should be started in this fundamental relationship 

between the political community and international relations. In other words, examining how 

international relations operates as a nothing of this political community in Hegelian sense should 

be the first point to start in our approach toward the relationship between a political community 

and international relations. Contrary to Ashley’s concern to open IR literature to the different 

dialectics of inside and outside which are not conceived with mainstream theories’ territorial 

perspective, the attention in the inquiry should be directed towards how international relations as 
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a feeling influences that dialectic of inside and outside. It requires thinking about the 

instrumental presence of international relations in our everydayness. Put differently, we need to 

consider the presence of international relations in the framework of the nothingness of an 

insideness instead of global symptoms of international relations.  

The presence of international relations as a nothingness in our everydayness transforms 

the politics to the affairs of “police” in the sense of Jacques Ranciere’s distinction of “police” 

from politics. For Ranciere, “politics is not exercise of power” (Dissensus 27). In Ranciere’s 

definition, politics is a “specific mode of action” (Dissensus 27). I would like to stress Ranciere’s 

definition of politics as an action that is not situated regarding power relations. Put differently, 

how can it be possible to define the action as not the exercise of power? To trace such a question 

in detail, it might be good to take a deeper look how Ranciere thinks about the political action 

that is distinguished from the traditional sense of what we understand the politics as an action. 

Ranciere begins with emphasizing the traditional perspective that political action is bound with 

the logos. As a result of this articulation, the political agency is thought as a status or site that 

requires self-consciousness in a specific manner. This self-consciousness is not just a 

consciousness of yourself, but an identification of yourself in terms of a particular meaning of 

self. As we see in both Hegel’s and Heidegger’s definitions of selfhood, this particular meaning 

is derived from a recognizing yourself as a being-in-itself. This recognition can be defined as a 

kind of ability to present itself in the becoming of the event. This is a governance of your 

presence by yourself. 

Contrary to this mentality of political action, Ranciere considers the action of politics in 

different terms. For Ranciere, the action of politics is the actions of the poor. Even though, in 

Ranciere’s terminology, politics is related to a subjectivity which can be defined by subject’s 
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“participation in contraries” (Dissensus 29), this subject of politics is not pre-existent (Dissensus 

28). In this sense, the verb of act corresponds to the meaning of “to lead” and “to begin” which 

means the direction of the subject toward something (or the other). Following the assumed 

relation between to act and praxis in political philosophy, Ranciere argues that political action is 

articulated in its bound with “arkhein” (Dissensus 30). Contrary to such position of political 

philosophy, for Ranciere, “politics is a specific break with the logic of the arkhe” (Dissensus 30) 

which depends on the reasoning of the specific form of action as an essential basis of politics. 

However, politics break this mentality which presupposes the “correlation between a capacity of 

ruling and a capacity of for being ruled” (Dissensus 32). Therefore, Ranciere reveals the action 

of the poor as an essential figure in politics. However, Ranciere’s use of the term of poor does 

not imply a social and economic category. On the contrary, Ranciere defines poor as “the people 

who do not, who have no entitlement to exercise the power of arkhe, none for which they might 

be counted” (Dissensus 32). In Ranciere’s sense, we might think that politics is a break from the 

self-consciousness of defining yourself with a particular meaning of self which is embedded into 

some terms of the action of being-inside.  Even though Ranciere’s radical conceptualization of 

politics provides the different perspectives that allow considering politics and political agent in 

different terms, the important point regarding this project is his differentiation of the 

governmental practices of the police regarding the distribution of sensible. 

According to Ranciere’s definition of the police, “the essence of the police …lies in a 

certain way dividing up of sensible” (Dissensus 36). Ranciere calls it the “distribution of 

sensible.”  For Ranciere (2004) the distribution of sensible means a “system of self-evident facts 

of sense perception that simultaneously discloses the existence of something in common and 

delimitations that define the respective parts and positions within it” (Politics of Aesthetics 12). 
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This distribution operates in the sense “of what is visible and what not, of what can be heard and 

what cannot” (Dissensus 36). However, Ranciere’s concept of the distribution of sensible cannot 

be conceived as a simple example of a disciplinary technologies of society in the sense of the 

fabrication of sensual meaning of common. Rather the distribution of sensible is related to the 

assignment of some action to the meaning of self. This assignment exposes some oppositions in 

the basis of while one of the opposition is active, the other is passive. For example, the 

relationship between spectator and actor in artistic activity or the ignorant and the schoolmaster 

in the activity of education are good illustrations that show how some human activities is 

partitioned between two sides based their role in the activity 63. While one side is self of the 

action which is active as a meaning of action other is bound with the activity of self and its 

meaning is just derived from the meaning of active side. The careful interpretation of those two 

positions leads us to remember how master and slave is positioned in Hegelian dialectic. In this 

sense, in the governmental form of the police, the society cannot be just characterized by the 

producing sensual commonality among members, but also “is made up of groups tied to specific 

modes of doing, to place in these occupations are exercised, and to modes of being 

corresponding to these occupations and these places” (Dissensus 36). In this sense, the feeling of 

the inside is not working in just a common feeling of being-inside of a particular meaning of 

common but operates in the ontological status of being-with. Because in this formulation, being 

with the other is a pre-existent status is bound with the selfhood of being that is embedded in 

some actions. Therefore, the insideness cannot only be found in the common sense of a particular 

community but also in more small level in this partitions of sensual positions and roles. In light 

of this interpretation, the question should be asked how being-with is constituted as a distribution 

of sensible. The issue is how the individual is tied to a broader subjectivity. Therefore, it might 
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be illustrative to examine what common means and how common is inserted to the logos of a 

particular self.   

Drawing the togetherness by means of a ground in which individuals interact has a 

crucial meaning in the emergence of international relations as an outside in the meaning of a 

form of ambiguity. For this reason, it is better to start with what community means and what 

conceptualizations we use to understand the ontological status of togetherness in the literature.  

In contemporary philosophy, there is rising attention on whether the community is ground or 

common place where the members’ identity are added. The rising attention to the authentic 

nature of common space leads us to another question: What is Heidegger’s concept of “being-

with” (Mitsein) that is the ontological status of being related to this homogenous mentality of 

common? In other words, In Heideggerian sense, does Mitsein, which is disclosure to the world, 

mean an openness to a particular self whose other is already determined? We can also illustrate 

our attention regarding community in the different inquiry of whether common is something 

which can be in-itself. In a simple way: does community have any identity? 

Esposito begins with similar concern by examining whether a community means 

something that is related to the process of the achievement of common identity. In light of such 

investigation, Esposito takes our attention to the discourse in political philosophy, which “forces 

community into a conceptual language” that defines it in terms of the duality of individual and 

totality (Communitas 1). This reveals a mentality in political philosophy, which assumes 

community as a “wider subjectivity” that is defined against to the category of individual 

(Communitas 2). We can see this opposition between community and individual in both atomist 

liberal arguments and their neo-communitarian critiques. In this tradition formulation of 

community, community is understood in terms of “unity of unities” which underlines the central 
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assumption of community as a property which implies the ontological status of belonging whose 

“subjects that join them together (accomuna): an attribute, to a definition, a predicate that 

qualifies them as belonging to same totality (insieme), or as a ‘substance’ that is produced by 

their union (Communitas 2). Esposito continues that the understanding of community as a 

property emerges as a logic in which “community is conceived of as a quality that is added to 

their nature as subjects, making them also subjects of community” (Communitas 2). 

Esposito tries to distance himself from such conceptualization of community by a 

hermeneutic support to find the more originary status of “community.” For Esposito, this help 

from an etymological investigation of “communitas” “is the only way to escape from” this 

contemporary understanding of community, and allow us to recognize radically different 

meaning of community (Communitas 3).  In his etymological analysis, Esposito stresses the term 

gift (“munus”) as a central root of the Latin word “communitas” instead of the adjective 

“communis” (Communitas 3). For Esposito, even though the term, “munus” has different 

possible meanings, he argues that all those meanings “can be traceable to the idea of obligation 

(dovere)” (Communitas 4). This obligation can be found in relation to another meaning of 

“munus”: gift or duty as “the act of giving” (Esposito, Communitas 5).  Such emphasis on 

“munus” with its relation to “gift giving” leads us a very different conclusion than what we 

understand today as the community. From this etymological finding, Esposito thinks that the 

concept of community etymologically corresponds to a meaning that does not “imply the 

stability of possession and even less the acquisitive dynamic of something earned, but loss, 

subtraction, transfer” (Communitas 5). Rather, for Esposito the originary meaning of communitas 

“is the totality of persons united not by a ‘property’ but precisely by an obligation or a debt” 

(Communitas 6). To understand community as an obligation delivers the meaning of inside’s 
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transfer to the outside instead of outside’s transfer to the inside. However, this gift-giving is not a 

version of liberal exchange which relies on the expectation of reciprocal debt of exchange (Weir 

158).  For Weir, Esposito’s munus “has a quality of being unidirectional, asymmetrical gift 

donated without the expectation of the return: being-in-common is established through giving, 

not receiving” (158) In Esposito’s understanding of this individual giving as a debt can be 

understood in terms of openness. In this understanding, the meaning of debt is the openness to 

exteriority. Also, there is not nothing in common in the outside, which is received, but only 

lackness.  Therefore, Esposito argues:  

…not by an “addition”(piu) but by a “substraction”(meno): by a lack, a limit that is 

configured as an onus, or even as a defective modality for him who is ‘affected’, unlike 

for him who is instead ‘exempt’ (esente): by an “exempted”(Communitas 6). 

Esposito’s etymological attempt provides an alternative perspective that implies not only 

a more plural conceptualization of community without any shared ground or property but also an 

insight that shows the modern transformation from community to immunity through the 

emergence of new kind of insideness as a property. In some sense, Hegelian self-consciousness 

is an immunization of a particular self. If we remember the ontological relation between master 

and slave, it can be conceived as an immunization of a self which assign the other in his 

knowledge of being-master. Also, Esposito’s argument of modern immunization systems 

underlines the different relationship between inside and outside which is more different than the 

dialectical version of Hegelian self-consciousness. However, such difference can be found in his 

distinction between the immunity and the community. While the technologies of immunity rely 

on Hegelian version of inside and outside dialectic in the sense of how the outside belongs to 

what inside is, on the contrary, the community is not separated outside – in the liberal sense—or 
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does not belong to the inside—in Hegelian sense. The outside is a nothing in the sense of inside’s 

openness to exteriority as a gift. Following this meaning of outside/inside relations, for Esposito, 

a community is something which derived from mutual lackness of members instead of a mutual 

possession of a property that makes them same in terms of their shared identity. For this reason, 

Esposito argues that “in the community subjects do not find a principle of identification nor an 

aseptic enclosure within which they can establish transparent communication or a content to be 

communicated” (Communitas 7). In this status of being-in-common, what they find is only “that 

void, that distance, that extraneousness that constitutes them as being missing from 

themselves…” (Communitas 7).  

Esposito’s definition of being-in-common reveals the deeply different ontological status 

of being-in-itself as being inside and liberal design of being-in-itself as an absolute separation 

from its outside. For Esposito, “finite subjects, cut by a limit that cannot be interiorized because 

it constitutes precisely their ‘outside’: the exteriority that they overlook and that enters into them 

in their common non-belonging” (Communitas 7).  Esposito’s insight has two consequences. 

First, in Esposito’s conceptualization of ontological status of being-in-common, “community 

cannot be thought of as a body, as a corporation (corporazione) in which individuals are founded 

in a larger individual” (Communitas 7). In addition to nothingness of outside in shared 

communality, Esposito’s definition uncovers the more complicated relationship between inside 

and outside in terms of how modern apparatus forces the outsideness of being-in-common into a 

shared identity as a property of a kind of insideness. This liberal64 transformation of outside to a 

kind of shared insideness leads us a particular relationship between inside and outside that 

depends on their ontological difference. However, for Esposito, the community as a status of 

being together is not “interpreted as mutual, intersubjective ‘recognition’ in which individuals 
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are reflected in each other so as to confirm their initial identity; as a collective bond that comes at 

a certain point to connect individuals that before separated”(Communitas 7).  It is to say that the 

relation between the inside and the outside cannot be conceived in terms of a bond that connects 

individuals in order to get rid of their aloneness and atomistic being-in-itself or a threat that 

forces individuals to give up their freedom as being inside in a particular common space in order 

to be their outside. 

As a result of this formulation of being-in-common, the community as a status of being- 

outside is not different “mode of being” that implies the expansion of being-in-itself, but a 

nothing in which inside exposes itself to its exteriority without any ontic meaning of outside 

(Communitas 7).  This exposure might be understood in a similar vein with Heidegger’s 

“Mitsein.” In Esposito’s philosophy, individual status of being inside and outside are not two 

different ontological modes. Similar to Heideggerian sense, being inside and outside cannot be 

separated as different modes of life or ontological status, rather being inside can only be possible 

with being outside. However, Esposito’s proximity to Heidegger’s Mitsein cannot be articulated 

in complete similarity. Contrary to Heidegger’s understanding of simultaneity of being-inside 

and outside, Esposito does not thin the simultaneity in the ontological distinction of proper and 

improper. For Esposito, Heidegger’s such distinction is strongly related to the modern 

mechanisms of immunization which is distinguished from Esposito’s originary status of a 

community. As a matter of fact, while immunity is based on the proper/improper distinction in 

terms of the immunization process of proper self, for Esposito, the originary status community 

cannot be conceived or characterized by any meaning of proper and improper. Following such a 

distinction between immunity and community with respect to the proper, one might recognize 

that Heidegger’s Mitsein has some relations with immunization process. Therefore, Esposito 
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thinks that Heidegger’s Nazism can be found in his attempt to separate a proper from improper 

as an ontological status (Communitas 99-100). Esposito finds some traces of the traditional 

version of community that in-common means being-in a particular community in Heidegger’s 

Mitsein. As I discussed in chapter 2, Heidegger’s Mitsein becomes being-with other in a 

particular community. This is an immunity of a particular self in the category of being-with. This 

is not just the emergence of a particular self, but in Hegelian sense, an assignment of the other to 

the meaning of this self. This means that being-with a particular other which can be just 

embedded to the ontology of self.           

Esposito’s etymological definition of a community that depends on the individual’s 

exposure to the nothingness of common has a similar concern with Nancy’s Inoperative 

Community. Campbell argues that “what Esposito’s analysis apart from [him]… is the degree to 

which he reads immunity as a historical category inextricably to modernity” (“Introduction” 5). 

In other words, the difference of Esposito from Nancy’s conceptualization of community is 

derived from Esposito’s perspective which depends on the fundamental relationship between the 

immunity and the modern inclusion/exclusion mechanisms. In this sense, the modernity 

corresponds to a historical break which refers a transformation that reduces the community into 

the immunity mechanism. The essential issue in this transformation can be found in the discourse 

of political community which is drawn by the borders of an individual. Esposito, in the 

Paradigm of Immunization published as a second chapter in Bios, stresses the important 

relationship between the philosophical construction of the modern subject in terms of liberty, 

property and sovereignty and the modern immunization processes.  Following the relation 

between modernity and immunity in Esposito’s work, this brings us the important analogy with 

the emergence of international relations that propose a kind of insideness which is designed on 
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the mechanisms of exclusion/inclusion. Greg Bird and Jonathan Short stresses the importance of 

Esposito’s critique of immunized model of community which provides the different mentality of 

security which relies on biological protection of body (2).   

Esposito successfully shows the modern analogy between biological knowledge of body 

protection and the political and the social security of state body. However, Esposito’s theory 

does not simply allow us to recognize how the proper is strongly related to a definition and an 

identity of common, but also Esposito’s critique of immunized model of community leads us an 

different perspective that shows the role of modern immunity mechanism which produces a 

particular meaning of being-with. Esposito’s articulation of modern community in terms of 

immunity is a good ground to see how the inside of being-with is designed parallel the inside of 

proper self. This perspective enlightens the issue of modern security not just related to building 

territorial common spaces, but also concerning building a proper inside which allows limited 

outside threat in proper and territorial inside of common. In this sense, Esposito’s works allow us 

to recognize that form the beginning, the inside/outside relations of international relations are 

strongly related to the immunization in the sense of not just territorial construction of inside and 

outside but also the emergence of immunized self.  Before underling this analogy, it is better to 

discuss how Esposito articulates the relationship between immunity and community.   

    First of all, Esposito characterizes the relationship between immunity and community 

as opposite, but two terms’ opposition each other is not simple but complex (Immunitas 5).  

Especially, the epoch of modernity makes their relationship complex, and even same times, these 

terms are used interchangeable in a modern sense. For Esposito, Luhmann’s system theory is a 

good example to see how two terms are considered as a substitute for each other. In other words, 

in this perception, a community is understood as a mechanism of immunization in a biological 
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sense.  However, Esposito similar to his method in Communitas, begins with the etymological 

analysis of the term of “immunitas” in order to deepen his examination of the notion. Opposite to 

etymological root of “communitas,” “noun immunitas, with its corresponding adjective immunis, 

is a negative or privative term whose meaning derives from what it negates or lacks, namely, the 

munus” (Esposito, Immunitas 5). By contrast to mumus which is the root of communitas, 

adjective immunis refers to someone who are immune, which refers “those who owe nothing to 

anyone, in terms of both vacation and excusatio (Esposito, Immunitas 5).  This negative sense of 

immunis refers to “an originary autonomy or the later release from a previously contracted debt, 

what counts in defining the concept is exemption from obligation of the numus, be it personal, 

fiscal, or civil” (Esposito, Immunitas 5).  

   Esposito’s analysis of immunitas shows that the term’s etymological root “is revealed 

as the negative or lacking (privativa) from communitas” (Bios 50) Esposito stresses that if 

communitas is the meaning of obligation between members and ties the members in the sense of 

reciprocal debt and donation, not a property and an identity, immunitas is adverse of this 

meaning of communitas, and it refers “the condition of dispensation from such an obligation and 

therefore the defense against the expropriating features of communitas” (Bios 50).  Besides, for 

Esposito’s analysis, “immunitas is not a just dispensation from an office or an exemption from a 

tribute, it is something that interrupts the social circuit of reciprocal gift-giving, which is what 

the earliest and most binding meaning of the term communitas referred to (Immunitas 6). In this 

sense, the one who has immune is released from the obligation and the reciprocal debt and 

donation among members, which also means that the immunization of the individual from the 

community refer a “privilege,” and this privilege of immunity occurs when there is “an exception 

to a rule that everybody else must follow” (Esposito, Immunitas 6).  However, this fundamental 
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relationship between the privilege of immunity and the exception as a separation from 

community need to be considered profoundly. Because the project of Esposito does not seem 

quite clear, if we do not think Esposito’s analysis on the opposition between immunity and 

community in terms of his discussion on immunity as a privilege.  

    In Esposito’s works, the essential relationship between immunity and community can 

be comprehended on two different levels. On the first level, Esposito announces the opposition 

of immunity and community instead of the modern assumption of their interchangeability. The 

opposition of immunity and community allows us to see Esposito’s essential position in political 

philosophy which takes place in his attempt to illustrate how individual come across with the 

community in the matter of immunized self. From this point, the community is not a shared 

property that depends on the emergence of common identity in terms of what proper or improper 

is. In other words, for Esposito, a community is not something that is derived from what proper 

is. Rather community can only be defined with the term of improper. Because there is nothing in 

common what we call proper. However, for Esposito, what corresponds to “proper” is immunity. 

According to Esposito, “immunity is a condition of particularity: whether it refers to the 

individual or a collective, it is always ‘proper’, in the specific sense of ‘belonging to someone’ 

and therefore ‘un-common or non-communal” (CIB 84).This definition of immunity is legal 

condition which implies the legal status of one who has immunity. In legal sense, the immunity 

operates as a privilege which allow some people to not follow some rules of common law which 

is an obligation for all citizens. However, in modern times, the biological version of immunity 

raised as a new meaning of immunization which began to take place alongside the legal one…” 

(Esposito, Immunitas 7). In this biomedical meaning of immunity, “the basic idea that came into 

play at certain point was that an attenuated form of infection could protect against a more 
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virulent form of the same type” (Esposito, Immunitas 7). This emergence of new version of 

immunity delivers an important departure point for both my project and Esposito’s distinction 

between immunity and community. The biological aspect of immunity provides an enriching 

meaning of how proper self is immunized in the status of being-with. In other words, the 

biological version of immunity advances the security understanding of legal immunity by 

allowing new types of inside which do not completely force the threat to the outside of the 

proper meaning of a body. This is a new definition of inside which is not separated from the 

outside with definitive lines.  In this formulation of inside, the status of being-with has been 

designed by new technologies of biomedical knowledge which artefacts the protection of inside 

in new terms.  

The biomedical mentality of the protection of inside has become a central mechanism of 

our modern security understanding. This new logic of security should be examined in detail. 

Because this biomedical mentality is not only related to the territorial protection of borders but 

also linked to the modern design of the existential status being-with. Therefore, Esposito’s 

interpretation of immunity in its relation with the modern version of being-in-common illustrates 

the point that the modern mentality of security corresponds to the construction of the proper as a 

self. Following to Esposito’s such insight, the status of being-with is not ontological status which 

is prior to the sovereign body of a state which is determined as an outside of individual being-in-

itself, but an articifical ontology of a particular meaning of togetherness which produces a 

particular version of self. Most importantly, if there is a sovereign body which subjugates to the 

individual bodies, it is not outside to the existential status of being-with, but this sovereign body 

is derived from this daily encounter of being-with. In this vein, being-with is strongly related to 

the emergence of a particular immunized self which becomes conscious with other’s belonging 
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to himself. Therefore, Derrida defines this modern immunization process as an auto-

immunization which means the immunization “of itself against its ‘own’ immunity” 

(“Autoimmunity” 94).  Regarding this project, this immunization process is not just forming a 

particular self but is a construction of the relations of this self in its daily reflectivity. In this vein, 

in order to immunize itself as a proper self, it attracts itself through being against to the secure 

bodies of state sovereignties and immunizes itself --returns the original security of understanding 

of modernity which embedded in the formation of being-with-- in new definitions of the 

territories of being-with.     

   The second level of Esposito’s analysis appears in his distinction between the negative 

and positive immunity. While Esposito distinguishes the term of the community from modern 

inclusion/exclusion mechanism of immunity with reexamining the term by etymological 

analysis, he also categorizes immunity into two different forms. In other words, for Esposito, 

immunity does not always have a negative meaning of inclusion/exclusion, it also has a positive 

meaning in which “the body is understood as a functioning construct that is open to continuous 

exchange with its surrounding environment” (Communitas 17).  In this project, I would like to 

stick to the point in the first level of Esposito’s analysis which depends on the modern 

transformation of the community from nothing-in-common to a proper inside – in the framework 

of the immunized self-- that functions as an exclusion/inclusion mechanism with the biomedical 

and legal definition of the immunity.  In other words, I just want to address Esposito’s critique 

that illustrate how modern mechanisms of immunity produces a new dialectics of inside and 

outside, but do not emphasis or develop the question whether Esposito’s solution can work in the 

basis of overcoming the negative mechanism of modern immunity (Bird and Short 6-9). The 

reason behind this preference is that such transformation of the community regarding modern 
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political theory as an emergence of a particular political community has a junction with the 

emergence of international relations as an improper outside of such inside. Therefore, Esposito’s 

critique allow me to handle this issue and provide a different perspective that represents the new 

biomedical inside which cannot be conceived by territorial interpretation of the discipline of 

International relations. In this vein, Esposito’s argument of the proximity between the modernity 

and the immunized models of community allow me to see the role of international as an outside 

space in the modern immunization process, which implies a very different inside/outside 

relations that both mainstream theories and post-structuralism theories have missed. In 

consideration of this perspective, the role of international relations is related to not only the 

territorial distinction between inside and outside but also the immunization of the existential 

category of being-with through the construction of self’s relation with other. Put differently, 

international relations as a feeling has operated in not just the border of the state body, but also 

the construction of the status of with as an ontological inside which implies a particular self and 

its assumed relations with different forms of other.   

In Esposito’s first level, “the category of immunization is so important that it can be 

taken as the explicative key of the entire modern paradigm” (Communitas 12).  The fundamental 

connection with immunization processes and modernity should not be considered as a simple 

conjunction or simultaneity. For this reason, Esposito comes up with the question of the time of 

immunity in relation to the epoch of modernity. It is to say that even though Esposito 

acknowledges that “the functions of immunity cannot be reduced to modernity” (Bios 51) – even 

ancient societies had some immunity functions--, but the immunization has been placed at the 

center of modern paradigm by the construction of self as a body which is distinguished from its 

outside in absolute sense.  In this vein, the individuality and the immunity have been overlapped 
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in the discourses of modernity. Esposito’s entire argument can be found in this modern junction 

of the immunity and the individuality. Modern individual is free from the gift exchange of 

community, and this freedom of the individual is understood with its absolute separation from 

the commonality which seems like an opposite to individual’s interest.  Esposito writes,  

modern individuals truly become that perfectly individual, the absolute individual, 

bordered in such a way that they are isolated and protected, but only if there are freed in 

advance from the debt that binds them one to the other; if they are released from, 

exonerated, or relived of that contact. Which threatens their identity, exposing them to 

possible conflict with their neighbor, exposing them to the contagion of the relation with 

others (Communitas 13).  

This drawing the lines of the being as an individual who has an ability to be in-itself has 

required some definitions of what should be inside. It is not just the separation of the individual 

from the others who are not individuals, but it is more like definitions of the inside. Also, it is not 

just a being-inside, but being-inside with specific terms. In Heideggerian sense, this appearance 

of individual as being-in-itself is not just “being-in-the-world,” but a “categories of insideness.”  

    The central point that ties modern induvial and the mechanism of immunization is self-

preservation. Esposito starts from this point, and ask if “the demand of self-preservation, strictly 

speaking, is far more ancient and long-lasting than the modern epoch,” what changes with the 

modernity? (Bios 54). In consideration of this question, Esposito argues that even though “it 

wasn’t the modernity that raised the question of self-preservation of life, but self-preservation is 

itself raised in modernity’s own being (essere), which is to say it invents modernity as a 

historical and categorical apparatus able to cope with it” (Bios 55). This is the point what 

Esposito connects modernity and immunity, and points the transformation of a community to 
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immunity. In addition to Esposito’s argument, with modernity, self-preservation does not just 

emerge as an essence, but also comes on the scene as a definition.  This attempt of definition, 

like all definitions, has an artificial aspects. As Esposito demonstrates, modern immunization 

cannot be distinguished from modern vaccination methods which are derived from 19th 

centuries’ biological definition of body.  In this vein, in light of Esposito’s analysis, it is not 

wrong to say that the modern version of immunity is more artificial which does not just rely on 

the simple inside/outside formations of a body, but a definitional (or discursive) 

inclusion/exclusion mechanism.   

The modern definition of self-preservation can be found in three categories of political 

philosophy: sovereignty, property, and liberty (Esposito, Bios 56). Modern political philosophy 

is designed around the concern of protecting the life, and with this existential concern, those 

categories “at certain point in their historical-semantic parabola are reduced to the security of 

subject who appears to be the owner or beneficiary…” (Esposito, Bios 56). The modern subject, 

for Esposito, is a consequence of the modern modality of immunity. In other words, the 

subjectivity and immunization are not two different procedures. The junction which ties the 

subjectivity and the immunity is the modern conceptualization of sovereignty. However, the 

modern version of sovereignty should not be considered in the basic sense of the bifurcation of 

two statuses: sovereign and subjects.    

5.2 Foucault and New Discourses and Technologies of Being-with 

At the end of History of Sexuality Volume 1, Foucault takes our attention to “the 

development of juridical and medical control of perversion, for the sake of a general protection 

of society and the race,” which began to occur at the end of the nineteenth century (122). For 

Foucault, the development of these new mechanisms of the control of the society corresponds to 
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the emergence of a population as a problem and an object of scientific research. In Foucault’s 

terminology, the population is not something which means the accumulation of individuals in the 

specific territory. For Foucault, the problem of population in modern epoch is something more 

and a disjoint which ties new biological technologies of power with the new mentality of 

governing which distinguishes from the traditional models of sovereignty. For this concern, in 

the first instance, Foucault considers the problem of the population with another fundamental 

term: sovereignty. Before the emergence of population as a medical risk in term of the new 

techniques of government, a population was one of the crucial indicators that shows how much 

sovereign is powerful (Foucault, STP 68). In such positive understanding, a population was a 

source of a strong army and the finance for the expenses of a sovereign. (Foucault, STP 68).   

For Foucault, this positive understanding of population “begin[s] to change in the 

seventeenth century at the time distinguished by cameralism and mercantilism… (STP 68). In 

this new understanding, population is not a positive component of the sovereign power anymore, 

but it “appeared within a dynamic, or rather, not within, but as the very source of a dynamic and 

of the dynamic of the strength of the state and sovereign” (Foucault, STP 68). In this new 

interpretation of the population, the population is still a fundamental source of the state’s power, 

but the meaning of the power had been changed. This new mercantilist definition of state power 

implies the competition for the most possible low price of the product within the territory. In 

Foucault’s terms, population “ensures competition within the possible workforce within the state, 

which of course ensures low wage. Low wages mean low prices of product and the possibility of 

export, and hence a new guarantee, a new source of the state’s strength” (Foucault, STP 68).  In 

the mercantilist mentality, the population is conceived as a productive force which is needed to 

be regularized (Foucault, STP 69). In this regard, the relationship between sovereignty and 
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population begin to change, and the regulatory apparatus was emerged as an essential mechanism 

of the state. This is not just the birth of new mechanisms of the state, but a birth of new 

definitions and discourses of the state using the new biomedical conceptualizations of power. 

Foucault sees this transformation in terms of the shift in the definition of power.  

To say that the concept of power is an essential component that we can trace all periods 

of Foucault’s research agenda might not be wrong. First of all, for Foucault, “the power is not 

something that is given, exchanged, or taken back, that is something that is exercised and that is 

exist only in action” (SMD 14).  Without the concern of how one can possess the power as an 

explanatory attempt to understand what power is, Foucault begins asking the question of whether 

power is something that can be possessed in order to analysis the reality of power (SMD 14). 

Foucault’s genealogical analysis of power has two fundamental aspects that we have to 

distinguish when we try to understand why Foucault emphasis the concept of power. I think, in 

the first instance, we need to recognize the distinction between what Foucault thinks the 

definition of power as something which is the dynamic, but not the static positioning of one who 

possessed power and one who does not and his genealogical analysis in terms of the traditional 

and new conceptualizations of power.  In other words, in the Foucauldian sense, the dynamism 

of power which does not imply any static domination of subject and object, but this does not 

mean that Foucault’s definition of power does not take account the possible reality of the 

domination. On the contrary, Foucault distinguishes the “juridical model of sovereignty” from 

the new technologies of power in terms of the concept of domination (SMD 43).  In this vein, the 

judicial model of sovereignty is different than biomedical models of power which depend on the 

control of the population. However, biomedical mechanism of control cannot be conceived as a 

domination which is originated from the definite positioning of subject and object.  
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    According to Foucault, “the juridical model of sovereignty was not… able to provide a 

concrete analysis of the multiplicity of power relations” (SMD 43). What Foucault means by the 

multiplicity of power can be found on how the theory of sovereignty indicates a kind of 

individualization process which implies the natural endowment of some abilities, capabilities and 

right to the individual which emerges as a subject (SMD 43-44). Foucault describes this process 

as a subject-to-subject cycle which relies on the unitary analysis of power. In the theory of 

sovereignty, one side is assumed as a person or the group who have, the others who do not have, 

and the relationship between those two sides was conceived as a united one-sided relationship. 

This means that the mechanisms and institutions of power cannot be distinguished from this 

hierarchical relationship between one who have and the other who doesn’t. Because of such one-

sided mentality of power, for Foucault, the theory of sovereignty is not able to see the multiply 

of power. However, in Foucault’s terminology, power is not the one-sided relationship, and in 

consideration of this understanding of power, domination is not something which is originated in 

one-sided relationship of two sides, but a multiple relations which can only be found not as a 

kind of transfer but in the status of “with”. In light of this approach, we cannot think the power 

“as a phenomenon of mass and homogenous domination – the domination of one individual over 

others, of one group over others, or of one class over others” (Foucault, SMD 29). Because 

“power is not something that is divided between those who have it and hold it exclusively, and 

those who do not have it and are subject to it” (SMD 29). However, this does not mean that 

Foucault’s definition of power does not assume any relations of dominations or power relations. 

Rather Foucault provides a perspective that allows us to see more complicated domination which 

is originated in the status of “with.”  
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    This domination that is originated in the status of “with” appears as the mechanisms 

and technologies of control. However, this control, as Foucault shows, does not correspond to the 

singularity of certain and static positions of two sides, but a dynamic status of “with.” In other 

words, the status of with has multiple meanings of what this “being with” means, which assumes 

the dynamic positions of subject and objects (when an object is an object, at the same time it is a 

subject). Even though the status of with appears in multiple meaning, there is a singularity in 

“whiteness” which ties two sides of relations in terms of power.  The singularity of this 

“whiteness” might be found in the assumption of the sameness of two sides of the relationships. 

This assumption has a similar origin with what Foucault criticizes as the birth of “human 

sciences”.  In relation to my project, this is an emergence of a kind of “insideness” in the status 

of “with.” Therefore, in order to clarify my understanding of Foucault’s conceptualization of 

governmentality as an “insideness,” it might be better to go back to Foucault’s discussion on the 

population as a problem (risk) and an object for scientific research. 

    After mercantilist conception, the population began to be placed at the center of the 

problem of sovereignty. This placement of population as a problem supposed to be controlled 

directs to the judicial-political idea of sovereignty to new forms of government which can be 

summarized in a transformation from the concept of power as the subjugation of population to a 

control of the population. For Foucault, this is a shift from the theory of sovereignty to the 

mentalities and technologies of governing what he call “governmentality.” In other words, the 

concept of power is not about whether there is a right or reason that necessities the power over 

people, but as an instrument that allows controlling the people limited as a population. However, 

this control is not a domination of one person or group to others because the mentality of control 

is not a structure which refers one-way domination among individuals. 
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Foucault draws attention to another shift in the eighteenth century in order to show how 

the mentality of control has begun to change in terms of the rising importance of the new concept 

of the population (STP 69). For Foucault, even though “mercantilist” view gave rise to the 

problem of the population to the point of controlling and government, the “physiocrats” 

understood the population considerably different than mercantilists. For mercantilists, 

“population should be increased as much as possible”, because they assumes the populations as a 

productive force, and the abundance of populations is a crucial source for mercantilist’s main 

aim: low prices (Foucault, STP 69). In this vein, for Foucault, even though in mercantilist 

approach of population, the regulation of populations was a basic mechanism, but mercantilists 

“basically still only see [the population] as the collection of a sovereign’s subjects on which 

numbers of laws and regulations can be imposed from above in an entirely voluntarist manner 

telling it what it must do and where and how it must do it” (STP 70).  In other words, in 

mercantilist view, the population has still considered in the one-sided relation between sovereign 

and subjects (Foucault, STP 70). However, with the emergence of “physiocrats and more 

generally, with the eighteenth-century economists… population no longer appears as a collection 

of subjects of right, as a collection of subjects will who must obey the sovereign’s will through 

the intermediary of regulations, laws, edicts, and so on” (Foucault, STP 70).     

    In Foucault’s drawing the lines of new conception of the population, with the 

emergence of economic ideas of physiocrats, the population began to be seen not from the 

“judicial-political notion” of the duality of subjects and sovereign, but as a living thing which 

contain complex and dynamic relationships which varies with the climate, material surroundings, 

and the customs (STP 70).  Foucault uses the term of “naturalness” to explain this new 

understanding of population. This naturalness of the population has brought the fundamental 



 

168 

  

understanding that population is not a singular unity that is directed by a sovereign, but a 

“natural thing” which contains various relations, agents, and power relations (Foucault, STP 70). 

This kind of conception unearths the problem of irregularity in communality. In other words, in 

such conception, the population emerges as a problem of irregularity. However, as Foucault 

indicates, this problem of irregularity appears as a sign of a new type of regularity (STP 72). 

Foucault poses two important points to show how this irregularity leads us to a new type of 

regularity. Firstly, around the end of the eighteenth century, with the birth of statistic, those 

irregularities in population has begun to understand in the context of new regularities.    

Regarding the second point, Foucault draws our attention to the relationship between 

variety in population and the rising importance of desire as a basic essence of human beings 

(STP 72). In such new formulation of regularity, desire is a basic ground which unites all 

individuals. Because, for this understanding, “every individual acts out of desire. One can do 

nothing against desire” (Foucault, STP 72). This means that desire brings individuals together, 

who are separated by variety in the population. This is the point that Foucault recognizes the 

rising of new mentality of governing which is derived from the unitary of desire. The 

“naturalness of desire thus marks the population and becomes accessible to governmental 

techniques” (STP 73).  

I would like to stay little longer on this point, and dig up the relationship between desire 

and new techniques of government. First of all, we need to pay attention to the fundamental 

relationship between the self and desire. As Butler reveals in Subjects of Desires, there is a 

crucial correlation between desire and self-consciousness, especially in Hegelian model of self-

consciousness. In Hegelian formulation of self-consciousness, the desire is a basic marker that 

leads the self to the journey from in-itself to others. In other words, desire is a main component 
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or sense that opens the self its outside. However, this openness to the outside has also meaning of 

the construction of self as an inside which makes it different from all his/her outside. This point 

occurs as a problem of the opposition between self-interest and collective interest. Regarding this 

problem, Foucault makes the very interesting move and distinguish Hobbes and Rousseau’s 

social contracts tradition from the biomedical logic of governmentality. Foucault draws out 

attention to the distinction between the theories of natural law such as Hobbes and Rousseau who 

deals with the opposition of sovereign’s desire from individual’s desire by means of the 

construction of national interest in different terms and physiocrats who places the individual’s 

desire as a basis of the naturalness of population (STP 73). This is why Foucault does not see the 

current political problems as the problem of sovereignty in the terms of the distinction between 

individual and society. Rather it is a problem regarding the question of how the individual’s 

desire is designed and tied to the national interest as a not opposition but an essence.  In 

Foucault’s terminology, the relationship between the desire and population is not the problem of 

the opposition of individual’s desire and sovereign’s desire (or national desire), but reveals the 

fundamental point that the concept of desire appears at the center of the new technologies of 

government which control and organize the complex relationship between individual and the 

status of togetherness (or in Foucault’s terms: population).   

    As we see in Hegel’s self-consciousness, there is a fundamental relationship between 

self’s own realization and desire. In a general sense, the link between desire and the self has been 

placed into the separation of self from other. In this placement, desire activates such separation 

and make the self’s ownness possible. In other words, with desire, self finds itself as a particular 

inside. Self is distinguished from its outside by a determination of the self who want somethings 

as being-in-itself. In other words, self is the one who wants, and the outside of the self is the 
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object to the self’s desire derived from the status of being-in-itself. This placement of desire in 

the limits of self’s inside and outside carries the important conclusion: individual’s desire or 

interest is different that other’s interest. Simply put, desire is something which distinguishes the 

self from other, and the feeling of difference. However, this conception of desire does not 

account the possibilities of outside’s fundamental role in the inside’s own desire. Rather we can 

say that this distinction is not absolute, and there is not a certain status that we can determinate 

what individual’s desire is. Foucault takes our attention to this point, and show how the theories 

of populations (physiocrats) see this uncertain relationship between individuals’ desire and 

collective desire. In other words, when physiocrats argued “laissez faire,” they saw the regularity 

(or construction of the regularity) in the irregularities of the population.  Therefore, Foucault 

recognizes a shift from the understanding of sovereignty which only implies the power relations 

between subject and sovereign in terms of the opposition of individual desire and collective 

(sovereign’s ) desire to essentially different understanding which relies on the government 

techniques which assumes the new mentality of power as something within the population, not 

over it.  

However, we need to clarify that even though in the expression of “laissez faire,” 

physiocrats have assumed the different relationship between individual and collective regarding 

inside/outside placement of desire, they do not reveal a different perspective on the self which is 

considered the absolute distinction between its inside and outside.  In light of such issue, another 

important question regarding Foucault’s attention to such shift is how individual interest and 

national or collective interest can be thought as a kind of regularity if physiocrats do not put 

forward different conceptualization of self as being-in-itself than sovereign theories’ conception 

of self. In order to answer this question, we can appeal to Foucault’s critique of “human 
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science.” Foucault, in same pages which he discusses the rising importance of physiocrats in the 

emergence of a population as an object of governing, draws the attention to the term of the 

naturalness of population as an argument of physiocrats.  In those pages, Foucault reveals a 

fundamental link between the naturalness of population and human sciences. This means that 

when the populations, as a new type collectivity, is considered as a “natural thing,” there is an 

assumption that human is a kind organism which is strongly related to his environment. 

However, I believe that his/her relation to his/her environment or other human beings does still 

imply the argument that the self’s own interest might be different than other. However self and 

other are humans, and there is a common definition of human which ties the self and other in 

same kind scientific definition. In the definition of human, there is a commonality that individual 

and collective interests become same. This might be the point that Foucault recognizes the link 

between the emergence of “human science” and new biological techniques of government. This 

is a new way of governing procedures depends on an assignment of some standards to the 

collective and the populations.  

This Foucauldian attempt can be thought with how Hegel brings together the self with 

other in the process of self-consciousness. Hegel assumes that when self is going out itself and 

arrive to other, what s/he sees is another self in the process of self-consciousness. This is a 

moment that self-consciousness is moved to spirit’s consciousness, and the self is not singular 

and individual anymore. This is how Hegel links the individual to the unity. Similar to Hegel’s 

this logic, new technologies of population assume self-interest is linked to collective interest in 

the definition of human. In my opinion, in the framework of inside/outside of the self, this 

assumption has an attempt to tie self’s inside to its outside by producing another inside which 

includes various selves who are designed and destined to be inside a particular territory and 
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collectivity. In this term, the population is a new type of insideness which is originated in the 

sameness of various individual and desires by a common fate, future, and history. However, it 

does not mean that sameness always operates in totalitarian gesture, which does not depends the 

one-directed force to build same forms of members. In the Birth of Biopolitics, Foucault shows 

that “raison d’Etat” as “an internal regulation of governmental rationality” is strongly related to 

economic and social plurality and conflicts in the sense of personal desire and choices (10-12). In 

this vein, Foucault does not reveals the meaning of internal regulations as a domination of a 

group but implies the meaning of inside rationality regarding how to govern as a result of series 

of conflicts and agreements (Birth of Biopolitics 12). Following Foucault’s interpretation of 

internal regulation, one can argues that the relationship between state and society is not concrete 

in spatio-legal versions of sovereignty theories, but an ambiguous and is blurred in the plurality 

of inside.  

  In general sense, Foucault’s attempt to shoe the fundamental relationship between 

disciplinary technologies and the modern institutions (hospital, school, and prison) leads us to 

consider the joint of the state and the society. In the first instance, the disciplinary power can be 

conceived with its dependent on state apparatus. However, Foucault’s analysis of some 

institutions in the sense how they build some kind of truth regimes cannot be reduced to unitary 

nature of state. For Foucault, the state “is far from being able to occupy the whole field of actual 

power relations” (Power 123).   In this vein, Foucault thinks the issue in modernity is not the 

state’s taking over the society, but the “governmentalization of the state” (STP 109).  

This disconnection between the governmentality and the modern state theories in 

Foucault’s mentality of understanding the power leads us to see where Foucault draws our 

attention to conceiving the problem of modernity. When Foucault describes his concept of 
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governmentality, he points three things (STP 108). First, by the concept of governmentality 

Foucault understands ”the ensemble formed by institutions, procedures, analyses and reflections, 

calculations, and tactics that allow the exercise of this very specific, albeit very complex, power 

that has the population as its target, political economy as its major form of knowledge, and the 

apparatus of security as its essential technical instrument” (STP 108). As a second element of 

govermentality, Foucault states: 

the tendency, the line of force, that for a long time, and throughout the West, has 

constantly led towards the pre-eminence over all other types of power – sovereignty, 

discipline, and so on – of the type of power that we can call ‘government’ and which has 

led to development of series of specific governmental apparatuses… on the one hand, [on 

the other hand] to the development of series of knowledges (STP 108).  

Following these lines, one can think that the biological formation of this new power has 

covered all those different types of power. This means that this new power (bio-power) carries 

the features of those types of powers. This new power is disciplinary and has provided a kind of 

mentality of sovereignty. However, it cannot be reduced to the concept of sovereignty and the 

disciplinary apparatus. And eventually, by the concept of governmentality, Foucault points a 

historical shift (he call it, a process), "which the state of justice of the Middle Ages becomes the 

administrative state in the fifteenth and sixteenth century and was gradually 

governmentalized”(STP 108-109). I see the same shift as a kind of the appearance of insideness 

which implies the transformation of the ambiguity of world surface to the crystallization to a 

particular insideness.  

    I would like to articulate this appearance of insideness in the framework of Foucault’s 

analysis of the state’s embodiment by the placement of self-interest at the center. Foucault 



 

174 

  

recognizes this embodiment in the transition of the rivalry among princes to the competition 

among states (STP 294). Foucault defines this transition as “one of the most fundamental 

mutations in both the form of Western political life and the form of Western history” (STP 294). 

As we think this transition with Foucault’s other argument of the role of national interest in the 

formation of state completely new thing, the embodiment of state with the strong borders is not 

something that implies a kind of cover which just distinguish from other territories designed as 

other bodies, but a complex webs of relations in a kind of particular inside that connects all 

various agents, individuals, materials, bodies, and discourse in the name of an insideness.  The 

differences of all those agents, individuals, and bodies are bind to the interest that builds the self. 

This self is placed at a center of everything which is defined as being-inside. As I mentioned 

previous pages of this chapter, modern terminology of self is constructed around the fundamental 

correlation between the consciousness of self and the recognition of interest, and from this 

conception, national interest is something that constitutes the self as being-in-itself. But this 

constitution has a crucial tie that defines everything (which are inside the borderlines) in terms of 

the ontological status of their being-inside. There is no exception for this attempt of 

identification. All materials, bodies, individuals, and things should be identified with such 

insideness and selfness. 

Regarding Heidegger’s separation of “the categories of insideness” from “being-in-the-

world,” this insideness can be thought as synonymous with the categories of insideness. If we 

remember the example that Heidegger uses to explain how the categories of insideness work, in 

the categories of insideness, the water is only defined according to its status of being-inside the 

glass. In the first instance, this placement of water is not ontological but ontic in Heideggerian 

sense; however, such insideness of water begins to works as an ontological status of it in the 
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metaphysical analysis of this relationship between water and glass. Similar to the metaphysical 

conception of water and glass, such insideness of modern state has an ontological meaning for 

the new mentality of governing. As Foucault underlines, this new mentalities and technologies of 

governing does not just imply the one-sided relation of sovereign (person, state, or nation) and 

subject, but is something more complicated, and is about the governing of things. The 

government of things is a concern about not the obedience of men, but the control (not as a 

simple domination) of their relationship, bonds, and surroundings. However, we could not be 

confused with the simple meaning of control in the judicial-political mentality of sovereignty 

which attempts to find a legal reason of the obedience of men. This new mentality of control 

involves to not just individuals, but to their wealth, resources, climate, hygiene, “customs, habits, 

and ways of acting and thinking” (Foucault, STP 96). In this sense, such mentality is about the 

life itself. Putting simply, regarding to my project, this mentality of government is not toward to 

beings (things), but towards to the “with” of the status of “being-with”.  In this biological 

mentality of the government, the government is not a mentality depends on simple distinction of 

inside and outside of borderlines which is originated by the limit of sovereign’s power, but a 

more complex distinction of outside and inside which relies on a particular mentality of 

insideness as an ontological status of a moment of being-inside. Such insideness has a 

fundamental meaning of what the status of “with” should be like.  And the “status of with” in 

Heideggerian sense, is not just something ontic positioning of things according to their place to 

others, but an ontological placement of things based on their insideness of a particular space 

(which appears as territory and history). In this vein, this insideness is not just the categories of 

inside as an ontic sense, but becomes something that works as like an ontological status. In brief, 

I think that Foucault’s concern of new technologies of government corresponds to the control 
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and design of the status of “with” as which can work like an ontological status of “being-with” 

which happens in the particular inside. This conclusion brings us to the perspective that is able to 

see the mentality of “being-with” as a kind of insideness and leads us to another question of 

whether such insideness is something that unites the beings regarding their sameness. This 

question requires to think about in which terms this sameness can be considered, and this 

consideration has strong relation with Esposito’s concern which appears in his discussion of 

community’s transform to an immunity mechanism. Therefore, I would like to back Esposito’s 

argument of complex relation of community and immunity in terms of the modern 

individualization process as separated status from the status of common. 

5.3 Immunity of Being-with and International relations  

In modern times, Esposito discusses the liberal and biomedical construction of the 

individual by means of three “the historical-conceptual categories” - sovereignty, property, and 

liberty. The important point in this argument, for Esposito, the emergence of individual as a 

“subject” in the framework of those categories, is a “consequence of the modality of immunity” 

(Bios 56).  For Esposito, the relation of immunity and community in terms of the security of 

individuality (preservation of life) can be thought as a central figure of the modern epoch. Even 

more, the preservation of life is not just the figure that constitutes the modern state, but a figure 

that constitutes the essence of modernity as the central discourse of our life (simply we can call 

modern life). In other words, we can say that the preservation of life is a main meaning of the 

life. Which means that the life is only equal to the self-preservation.  Esposito draws our 

attention to this placement of self-preservation as an essence of modern epoch into two levels. 

First, Esposito, in the point of the critique of modernity, argues that this movement of self-

preservation to the center of the life (as a modern version) is negative sense. This negativity can 
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be found in the mentality of immunity which is derived from the modern biological conception. 

The modern biomedical conception of immunity is designed around the understanding of the 

body as the organism which means that it is a unity excluded from its outside. This exclusion is 

not just figurative, but a knowledge that depends on the equation of the self and body. The 

defense and preservation of self begin with the unity of body as a meaning that all parts of body 

link to this unity of body as being organism. However, the preservation of self does not just 

depend on the unity of body as its insideness but requires the control of its outside. This is the 

shift that Foucault mentions by the technologies of medical preservation of population. In this 

vein, the biomedical mentality of self-preservation stands in a need of the hygiene (in terms of 

healthy environment) of the outside for inside’s preservation. From this requirement of the 

biomedical control of outside, the biomedical meaning of self-preservation is not just about the 

defense of inside from outside, but the regulation of outside as the emergence of new kind of 

inside. The modern version of self-preservation is not only relevant to the self’s body but its 

whole environment (the regulation of this environment) in the Foucauldian sense, the population. 

However, Esposito adds a new viewpoint to this Foucault’s analysis of new mentality of self-

preservation as population: the immunity.  

Esposito’s analysis of immunity in terms of modernity provides the perspective to see 

how self-preservation can be tied to population. In addition to the transition of self-preservation 

from the body of the individual self to the broader body of the population, this mentality has a 

new meaning about the relationship between inside and outside. In such biomedical mentality of 

self- preservation does not demand the absolute distinction of the inside as a singular meaning 

from the outside. Rather, in the mechanisms of immunity, the threats of outside to united 

singularity of a body can be admitted in the inside of the in the limited sense. Those elements 
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that appear as an outside are not completely excludes as outside and are not completely included 

as inside. However, they are the outsiders of inside. They are necessary elements in order to 

sustain the singularity of a body as a self. But this sustainment of inside cannot be distinguished 

from the regulation of specific outside and transform this outside to a kind of inside which is still 

separated by another outside. In order to understand this transformation, we need to appeal the 

concept of immunity which is placed in the complex spot between individuality and community 

in the framework of Esposito as a negative procedure.   

A bit different from Foucault, Esposito thinks that the starting moment of modern 

immunization (as a central component of biomedical technologies) process can be found in the 

text of Hobbes. For Esposito, Hobbes, in the first instance, conceptualizes the naturalness of life 

as a self-destruction in the context of the “natural” possibility of killing each other. In Hobbesian 

account, the status of being-in-the-common is not natural but artificial. Regarding this mentality, 

self-preservation can only be provided by the artificial regulation of collective life. Esposito 

underlines the main assumptions of such mentality about life concerning the nature of self-

destruction.    

If life is abandoned to its internal powers, to its natural dynamics, human life is destined 

to self-destruct because it carries within itself something that ineluctably places it in the 

contradiction with itself. Accordingly, in order to save itself, life needs to step out from 

itself and constitutes a transcendental point from which it receives orders and shelter 

(Bios 58).  

Esposito describes the Hobbesian attempt to identify life in terms of self-destruction and 

find an artificial solution as a “move from nature to artifice” (Bios 58). Esposito points that, in 
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light of this shift, Hobbesian account of political state has been appeared something that is not 

“the continuation the reinforcement of nature”, but rather an artificial procedure (58). 

This artificial regulation of collective life is derived from the placement of the death at 

the center of common. Esposito uses the term of the-death-in-common to examine Hobbesian 

context of the status of being-with-other (Communitas 13). The strange point regarding 

Hobbesian the-death-in-common is that such commonality is not received from the difference 

between self and other, but their sameness in the point of their ability of kill each other. Similar 

to Hegelian self-consciousness, Hobbesian has the same way to unite self with other in term of 

their sameness in order to be reached the certainty that self is looking to define itself in the state 

of consciousness.  In Hobbesian analysis of coexistence, self and other are same in their potential 

to be killed. Regarding Esposito’s such account of community, the only gift that the individual 

can give is the death, and, for Esposito, Hobbesian account of the state of collectivity does not 

correspond to the community, but an immunization. Since Hobbes’s social contract depends on 

the “death-in-common” does not contain any openness of the action of gift giving, but the 

closeness of the absence of “munus” (Communitas 14-15).  

In Esposito’s context, “munus” means that the individual opens itself to its outside, and 

this outside does not correspond to any shared property that requires the action of giving back to 

such individual an identity that it should gain back. In this sense, a community cannot be defined 

by something, but a nothing. Esposito underlines such features of community in early pages of 

Communitas.  This nothingness means that there is not something that defines such 

commonality. However, for Esposito, the modern procedures of immunization reverses the 

nothingness of community to a property and a shared identity. This reversal is not just working 

as giving a meaning and identification to the status of being-in-common, but a transformation of 
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the openness of “munus” to the closeness of “immune” (in a negative sense). This transformation 

to the closeness of space has a double meaning. First is absolute individuality that implies the 

radical distinction of individual’s inside from its outside. And second is that the status of “be-in-

common” is closed to its inside as the sameness of self and other in terms of the death. Such 

closeness to a particular inside has been constituted with the invention of other outside. The 

concept of international as a necessity for such insideness began to operate. The relationship 

between immunity and international relations can be found in such emergence of the biomedical 

mentality of insideness. Esposito’s analysis on the modern conception that carries the knowledge 

of the scientific transition from the community as nothing to immunity as a property can be 

found as a similar procedure with an emergence of the ontological conception of being-inside a 

particular territory.  

The importance of the designing the status of being-with based on the construction of 

status of with in terms of the immunization of self can be found in how the other is tied to the 

self. The immunization of being-with delivers both the sameness of self with other self and the 

difference of self from the other.  It is to say that sameness and difference both operates in same 

time. The transition of being-with to being-with-other happens in two different meaning and 

ontological status of other.  The first meaning of other depends on the sameness of two selves. 

As we see in both Hegel’s self-consciousness and Heidegger’s Dasein, being-with other means 

the category of co-existence of two selves who are determined as same. Derrida’s critique of 

politics relies on this formation of politics. Derrida describes this status of being-with-other in 

terms of “the politics of friendship” which is embedded in the political perception of a friend 

who is loved (Politics of Friendship 8). At this point, there is an inside which contains both two 

selves in their sameness. This sameness does not imply that there is not any difference between 
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those two selves, but the difference between those is the closest thing to the self. This is an 

ontological nearness in Heideggerian sense. For Hegel, this is the spirit. Their sameness stands 

on their selfness which is the status of being-in-itself. Both those selves can present themselves 

in their self.  In this sense, they have their own ontological status. However, there is another 

category for the status of other in such existential moment.  

The second other in the status of being-with-other is the other who is different from the 

self, but this difference belongs to the inside of the self. In biomedical terminology, it is a virus 

which indicates the otherness to the body, but it is in the insideness of the body. It is a necessary 

otherness which helps to sustain the body. Most importantly, the meaning or the knowledge of 

virus is bound with how the health of the body is determined. The health of the body is not only 

the issue for the body of the being but also the healthy status of being-with.  

In Hegel’s terminology, this other is the slave’s self who is not able to be-in-himself. 

Therefore, this other self belongs to the self’s being-in-itself. In Heideggerian sense, it is the 

other who cannot hear the call of a homeland. Even though those others can be geographically 

near to the origin of the self, they are far from the homeland of the self. Therefore, In 

Heideggerian ontological analysis, even though Jews are born near to a particular inside, they do 

not hear the call of the homeland. Because Heidegger describes the Jews with their 

“worldlessness” (Escudero 26). The worldlessness of Jews means in Heidegger’s ontological 

terminology is that they fail to establish the authentic relationship with the world. In this logic, 

this authentic relationship with the world is only found in the relationship with the insideness of 

a particular land. It is to say that the ontological status of be-in-the-world which is an essential 

status of beingness of being has become the being –inside a particular insideness.  Following this 

perspective, the consequence of Heidegger’s such mentality of authentic relationship with the 
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world, “Germans are deeply rooted in their homeland (Heimatland) and in their native soil 

(Vaterland), while Jews are a people characterized by diaspora, migration, and exodus, that is, by 

groundlessness (Bodenlosigkeit)” (Escudero 35). Therefore, the Jews are worldless. In this sense, 

the Jews cannot be Dasein. Because the essential status of Dasein is being-in-the-world but the 

Jews are worldless. If the Jews are not Dasein, what is their ontological status in Heideggerian 

sense? Rather do the Jews have an ontological status? They are the other who cannot be in the 

authentic and proper status of being. They are improper who belong to the proper which is the 

immunized self.      

In light of these two placements of other on the central status of self in the ontological 

category of being-with, the concept of immunity provides a perspective that allows recognizing 

how the sameness and the difference are overlapped in the meaning of the self. However, this 

particularity and sameness in the process of modern immunization should be reconsidered with 

the immunization of self as individual from the “munus”. The immunization of self from the 

“munus” has a meaning that being immune from the obligation of gift-giving is not disciplined 

sameness. The sameness of the inside is not a result of a disciplinary procedure of making every 

people (every self) same in the definition of what being-inside means, but implies the 

technologies of government that provide the meaning of the ontological status of “with” of 

“Mitsein.” In such formulation of the status of “with”, as Foucault reveals, human sciences gives 

the meaning of “self” that basically makes the self and other same with the discourse of human. 

However, as Foucault shows, this sameness derived by human sciences is not something about 

the control of sovereign over the subject in terms of one-directed hierarchical domination but is 

about the government of the status of “with” by means of the normalization and naturalization of 

everydayness as a particular inside. More importantly, this insideness with such scientific 
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normalization and naturalization has been moved from the ontic status of metaphysics to the 

ontological status of existence. This transition of insideness as an ontological place has a direct 

relation with the self’s openness as an individual. As we see in Esposito’s “munus,” the 

disclosure or openness of an ipseity or a selfhood to space which is nothing-in-common can be 

thought in terms of whether is possible or not. In other words, if as I argue that there is a 

mentality of insideness that works like an ontological status of being, how the disclosure of self 

can be possible without sticking into a kind of closeness of such inside. Therefore, I believe that 

the inquiry of such disclosure can be the joint point that connects all different discussions that I 

try to reveal in this project. The discussion of the ontology of international relations, Heidegger’s 

“Mitsein”, and Hegel’s self-consciousness as being part of “spirit”, Foucault’s governmentality, 

and Esposito’s immunity can all be connected to the issue of the disclosure of the self. This 

question regarding the disclosure of the self is also strongly related to how I feel my otherness 

even I am in the status of the subject while asking the question regarding Ankara bombings.  

Such connections bring us to Nancy’s inquiry into the status of “being-with” in terms of the 

placing the disclosure of the self with new possibilities of some concepts: space, community, and 

subjectivity. 
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUDING THE INQUIRY OF BEING-WITH IN THE QUESTION OF 

DISCLOSURE 

6.1 Being-in-Common and the Impossibility of Disclosure 

 Nancy in the opening pages of Inoperative Community stresses the general assumption 

which relies on the ontological opposition between the state of being individual and being in 

common in both modern liberal and communist accounts of the ontological state of collectivity. 

However, Nancy’s intellectual engagement of the term of “community” provides quite different 

perspectives than those two popular approaches in the early 21st Century which assume the 

fundamental difference between the ontological status of being inside as an individual and being 

outside of such individuality. In such a modern formulation, inside and outside are two different 

ontological status – or two different categories of life – which can be described as a result of 

different temporal and spatial embodiments of different moments of the beingness of being.  In 

this sense, the individual and community are the terms that are against each other. However, 

Nancy re-conceptualizes the term of the community utilizing Heidegger’s “Mitsein” and 

Bataille’s conceptualization of community in its fundamental roots that can be found in the death 

of members.  

In this vein, Nancy’s account of community has two important components that allow us 

to recognize the status of being-in-common. First is that in light of Heidegger’s analysis 

concerning beingness of being, the facticity of being is directly related to its status of being-in-

there with other beings. It means that beingness of being does not have two different ontological 

moments of being-inside as an individual and being outside of such individuality. In this 
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conceptualization, being-inside is also the meaning of being outside or being exposed to 

exteriority. Therefore, the beingness of being cannot be separated from its status of being with 

other beings.  The second component of Nancy’s analysis is that by taking account of Bataille’s 

conceptualization of community, Nancy sees the fundamental relationship between the death of 

members of a community as being unsubstituted regarding their finitude and singular plural 

nature of being-in-common.    

According to the atomist65 version of individuality in both neo-communitarian 

approaches and liberalist account of individualism, “man” like the atom is “considered as the 

immanent being par excellence…”  (Nancy, Inoperative Community 3). The term of atomist 

individualism is used by Charles Taylor to show traditional version of liberalism which was built 

on the mentality of recognizing individuality as like atoms which are an absolute autonomous in 

the category of community and separated from the status of being-together in the matter of self’s 

authenticity (“Atomism”). According to Taylor’s neo-communitarian liberalism, on the contrary 

to such atomist liberalism, the community has a crucial role in self’s consciousness of who he is 

in the sense of Hegelian self-consciousness (“The Politic of Recognition”). Even though Taylor’s 

neo-communitarian liberalism attempts to fill the gap between the individual and the community 

in the fact of the impossibility of self’s absolute autonomy from the togetherness, in Nancy’s 

conceptualization of “immanentism,” in such communitarian liberalism, the man is immanent to 

the category of community. In the further step, this immanentism is even in operation in the 

communist discourse which is assumed to place the community prior to the individual. 

For both liberal and communist version of the duality between being-in-common and 

being individual, the universal concern of reaching humanness is a central issue, but the role of 

community is different. While one side considers community as an obstacle to reaching human 
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essence which is embedded in “being-in-itself,” others assume community as an essential status 

of humanness, and in order to reach such human essence, for this second logic, there is a 

necessity of a broader individual (as being another being-in-itself) which turns particular 

interests into collective interests (Nancy, Inoperative Community).  However, for both versions, 

the immanence of man is a central assumption. In light of such an argument, for Nancy, “what 

we have called ‘totalitarianism,’ but it might be better named ‘immanentism,’ as long as we do 

not restrict the term to designating certain types of societies or regimes but rather see in it the 

general horizon of our time, encompassing both democracies and their fragile juridical parapets” 

(Inoperative Community 3). In other words, for Nancy, totalitarianism cannot be reduced to some 

regimes and societies in the point of those regimes’ concern to build a homogeneity in particular 

space that aims at the similarity or harmony between the individual and the common, but in 

Foucauldian sense, the fixation of human essence as a formulation of subjectivity through human 

sciences. Such a formulation of subjectivity (which depends on the immanence of man as an 

origin of our life) is not just an issue for some totalitarian regimes but also for the democratic 

regimes.   

By the consideration of some secondary sources of Nancy, B.C. Hutchens, in his book 

Jean-Luc Nancy and The Future of Philosophy, summarizes that “there are three forms of 

immanence in Nancy’s work” (33). The first form is that “the immanence of an atomic 

individuals in closed association with one another” (33). While the second is that “the 

immanence of a group of individuals reflecting upon their cohesion as such; and [the third is 

that] the immanence of sense itself at the interstices of irreducibly open relations of sharing” 

(Hutchens 33-34). If we look at those three forms of immanence in detail, we can see that the 

first two forms of immanence have grounded in a similar tendency to conceptualize the “self” as 
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an essence which is immanence in time --being conceptualized as history-- and in space --being 

embodied as a territory. For Hutchens, these three forms of immanence are formed into two 

groups In Nancy’s terminology: “open” and “closed immanence” (Hutchens 34-36).  

In a general sense, closed immanence (both liberal and communist versions) relies on the 

opposition of ‘inside’ “to the outside of transcendence. It is an ‘immanence of mediation’, in 

which there is a ‘here’ and ‘there’, a becoming-other of the thing, the very formation of the 

subjective-objective dichotomy” (Hutchens 34). In a Hegelian sense, such a form of immanence 

can be detected within self’s transcendental unity as becoming a spirit. In such a Hegelian 

formulation of closed immanence, the self (as being substantial in itself) is a “unity of distinct 

moments of becoming… it involves the closure of the terms of any relation and reduction of 

plural singularities of beings to a general or universal foundation … (Hutchens 34).  This 

movement of Geist finalizes itself in a creation of “symbolic figures of immanence (mythic, 

communal, political, etc.) that are projected onto horizon of transgressibility, then reflected or 

played back mimetically for the purpose of self-identification ” (Hutchens 34). In light of 

Hutchens’ categorization, both totalitarian versions of immanence -- simply can be reduced to 

some regime types which are embodied in the dichotomy of liberalism and communism in early 

21st century-- create “figural immanence” (in Hutchens’ terms) --which appears as a nation, a 

group or an individual-- which works by means of the fixation of space and time into a ground, 

an origin or the end. Such fixation or replacement of some positions corresponds to the 

fundamental distinction of inside and outside in terms of the closure of the self as a result of the 

identification, realization, and recognition. In others words, while individual liberalism seals the 

doors of inside into the closed cohesion and autonomy of an individual, the communal66 version 

of immanence closes the doors of inside in a more extended dimension in the cohesion and 
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autonomy of groups of individuals. However, both insides’ relation to the outside is the same and 

depends on the coming out of fixed substantial inside into “their” exteriority through the 

determined and pre-decided ways.    

Regarding the totalitarian problem of the immanence of man as an origin in our time, 

Nancy distinguishes singularity from individuality to show where the modern gap between 

community and the individual begins and how such “immanentism” in our time builds a 

homogenous and totalitarian understanding of being together with other beings. In such (mostly 

modern) formulations of being with others, general issues can be found in the terms of otherness. 

Otherness is a positional placement, and requires the pinpointing of an individual as an origin or 

a center to such the state of “with.” Such status of “with” is designed and determined around the 

centricity of one of those individuals. The otherness of one of those individuals is a position 

which is pinpointed by the certainty --it is a consciousness of selfness as a totality of 

“immanentism”-- of the central individual. The difference --it has been considered as a 

singularity of a central individual-- between a central individual and other individual is an 

infinite which is embedded to such selfness --and its knowledge. However, for Nancy, 

“singularity never has the nature of the structure of individuality. Singularity never takes place at 

the level of atoms, those identifiable if not identical identities; rather it takes place at the level of 

the clinamen, which is unidentifiable” (Inoperative Community 6-7).      

The difference between individuality and singularity in Nancy’s work is grounded in his 

analysis of the fundamental relationship between the death of a member –finitude-- and 

community. In the first instance, Nancy calls our attention to what the modern paradigm thinks 

about “community.” That is to say that after the wake of society --the new formulation of 

togetherness--, the term “community” is used to imply the ancient close relationships of 



 

189 

  

members of tribe or family. In the wake of new forms of social bonds --the birth of city life-- for 

the modern paradigm, “society was not built on the ruins of community. It emerged from the 

disappearance or the conservation of something – tribe or empires- just as unrelated to what we 

call ‘community’ as to what we call ‘society” (Inoperative Community 11). However, Nancy 

rejects such modern assumption and argues that community is not something which is lost --or 

displaced or removed by society or the status of the social.  Contrary to the modern paradigm’s 

assumption, “community is not and never possible on the basis of an intimate and totalized 

sharing essence or identity” (James, Fragmentary Demand 175-176). In this vein, there is not 

any loss of a kind of totalized essence that gives the identity to the members of social 

togetherness. Similar to Esposito’s argument of “nothing in common” (Communitas 1), for 

Nancy, the ontological status of being-in-common is grounded in the nothingness of shared a 

figure or an identity among singular beings of the status of being-in-common. This nothingness 

of community does not mean that the status of common is empty, but is the emptiness of the 

figure which fixes the common as sameness.   

      Nancy’s analysis of “common” in terms of “nothing” – as an impossibility of totalized 

identity or figure which is shared by members – in a general sense is strongly related to Nancy’s 

conceptualization of a community of finitude – the fundamental meaning of the death in 

commonality. In the traditional meaning of community, there is the crucial relationship between 

the immanence of man and the death. In such a conceptualization of community, death “is not 

the unmasterable excess of finitude, but infinite fulfillment of an immanent life” (Nancy, 

Inoperative Community 13). The death of a member ties its finitude to community’s infinite. For 

example, the dead member of community continues to live in the infinity of community or 

nation. In this vein, there is a continuity of the identity of atoms as being an atom.  This can be 
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only possible with the substitution of individuals. It means that the death for such an assumption 

about community is the possibility of substitution of individuals who are dead with the other 

individual in the name of immanence of man. In such assumption of the death as a possibility of 

substitution or replacement, “generations of citizens and militants, of workers and servants of the 

State have imagined their death reabsorbed or sublated in a community, yet to come, that would 

attain immanence” (Nancy, Inoperative Community 13). However, for Nancy, “the death is not 

sublated” (Inoperative Community 13). The death is a moment in which the one who experiences 

it is alone. This means that all deaths are singular but not individual. The death of the member of 

a group cannot be substituted with another member’s birth. Nobody’s death is the same. Every 

death is different and singular. However, such a difference does not make the “ipseity” of an 

individual as a fixed or pinpointed substitute or essence which would evoke the absolute status of 

being-in-itself and being-as-such. However, this difference, which is revealed by death, is an 

impossibility.   

     The relationship between death and “being together” or “being with” reveals the motif of 

“the crystallization of community around the death of their members” (Inoperative Community 

14). Nancy defines this crystallization in those words:   

that is to say around the ‘loss’ (the impossibility) of their immanence and not around their 

fusional assumption in some collective hypostasis, leads to a space of thinking 

incommensurable with the problem of sociality or intersubjectivity… within which 

philosophy, despite its resistance, has remained captive (Inoperative Community 14).   

In this vein, for Nancy, the singularity of finitude (death) “ipseity” is different from the 

traditional individual subject who is immanent and infinite by means of the historical 

consciousness of humanity (“People” or “Volk”).  For Nancy, the death “exceeds the resources 
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of a metaphysics of subject” (Inoperative Community 14). In Nancy’s formulation of a death in 

the sense of constitute role in the status of being-with, for him, “community does not weave a 

superior, immortal, or transformal life between subjects, but it is constitutively, to the extent that 

it is a matter of a ‘constitution’ here, calibrated on the death of those who we call, its members” 

(Inoperative Community 14). However this calibration and constitution is not an operation 

around the future which is revealed to be based on some substances or subjects that appear as a 

meaning of “homeland, native soil, or blood, nation, a delivered or fulfilled humanity, absolute 

phalanstery, family, or mystical body” (Nancy, Inoperative Community 14). However, it is a 

constitution of sharing and exteriority which is not derived from any substance or exchange.       

     On the account of the death of member as a loss of immanence, for Nancy, “community 

is revealed in the death of others; hence, it always revealed to others” (Inoperative Community 

14). This statement brings us an important question and an issue that should be considered while 

deepening such analysis of Nancy. What does Nancy mean when he uses the concept of “other”?  

Rather it is better to ask the question in a different way: is such other a position that helps to 

identify the self and its place that is staked in spatial and historical terms? In the following 

sentence, Nancy seems to answer such question and attempt to clarify his analysis what he 

understand the “ipseity” regarding his separation of “I” from ego.  Nancy continues: 

Community is what takes place always through others and for others. It is not the space 

of egos – subjects and substances that are at bottom immortal – but of the I’s, who are 

always others (or else nothing). If community is revealed in the death of others it is 

because death itself is the true community of I’s that are not egos. It is not communion 

that fuses the egos into Ego or higher We. It is the community of others (Inoperative 

Community 15) 
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 With regard to the distinction of an “I” and “the” ego, Nancy reveals an important point 

for this project. In a simple way, for Nancy, the philosophical status of subject or ego is a further 

moment which implies something that is before it. And this further moment is, in Heideggerian 

sense, metaphysical and has a strong relationship with a particular end which is revealed as an 

immanent and transcendental substance. In a general sense, in Nancy’s terminology, there are 

two important concerns that help Nancy distinguishes himself and his analysis of ontology from 

such metaphysical inevitability. First is Nancy’s conceptualization of “becoming” which implies 

unfixed future and unarrived consciousness67 or the realization of the state of “I” or ipseity. 

Regarding restlessness of “becoming”, the second is the exposition of the state of “I” or ipseity 

to the exteriority which can be defined as nothing that is a groundless moment of sharing. Most 

importantly, in Nancy’s work, such the existential status of being exposed to exteriority is 

strongly related to what he understand with the sense. Nancy’s interpretation of sense as the 

disclosure to the exteriority leads us to a new meaning of the action of taking place, a different 

conception of space, and a new plural meaning of exteriority in the sense of the singularity of 

finitude. 

 6.2 Nancy and the Presence of Not Arrived 

Nancy in the introduction of his editorial book Who Comes after Subject, focuses on the 

issue of time in terms of what/who before/after the subject “is”. In such inquiry of Nancy, the 

issue of time is directly related to what Nancy understands “the presence.” For Nancy, the 

presence can only be understood as a “coming”, but not an identity as an essence. In this vein, 

the presence is a meaning of continuous arriving without any end, destiny or even identity. 

Nancy asks: “what, presence” (WCS 7)? For Nancy, in Heideggerian sense, there is no need the 

article of “is” in such question because the presence is “is”. However, for Heidegger, the 
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linguistic and ontological category of “is” is whether a “becoming” as being’s arriving without 

any end or a mode which is situated in the disjoint of space and time is not clear. Without 

referring such Heideggerian gesture, Nancy continues: 

It is the presence of existent: it is not an essence. Present is what occupies a place. The 

place is place – site, situation, disposition—in the coming into space of time, in a spacing 

that allows that something come into presence, in a unique time that engenders itself in 

this point in space (WCS 7). 

The most important gesture in these sentences that allows us to see more clearly what 

Nancy tries to do can be found in his argument of that even though the presence is a meaning of 

taking place, but this mode of taking place does not imply any essence. In other words, for 

Nancy, the place is not something that is constituted or emerged in the name of any essence or 

substance. Rather the presence as “being there” is nothing. However the use of the word 

“nothing” does not indicate any emptiness in Nancy’s terminology.  What Nancy means by 

“nothing” is the coming to presence but not arrived yet. Put differently, in the moment of 

“there,” there is not anything which arrives. In this sense, it is “nothing” as being coming. With 

parallel to my reading, Nancy continues that  

Presence takes place, that is to say it comes into presence. It is that which comes 

indefinitely to itself, never stop coming; arriving: the ‘subject’ that is never the subject of 

itself. The ‘ipseity’ of presence lies the fact that it engenders itself into presence: 

presence to itself, in a sense, but where this ‘self’ itself is only to (the taking place, the 

spacing) of presence (WCS 7).  
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As we see in these sentences, for Nancy, the presence is not the meaning of signification 

or appearance because the sign that we see in the appearance of -- taking place of the 

presentation of -- the being does not arrive yet as a sign and figure. What we see is the 

nothingness of the thing as a figure, or an identity or a certain meaning.   

If we turn back Nancy’s distinction of “I” from the ego, the status of “I” is an issue of 

time.  In consideration of Kant’s phrase “I engender time”, Nancy conceptualizes this phrase 

with the help of his analysis of “spacing” and his definition of place as an instance of “taking 

place” in terms of “arriving”. For Nancy, Kant’s such phrase means that “I engender myself as 

the ‘a priori form of internal meaning’ that is time. The ‘internal’ engender itself as exteriority – 

in order to be internal that it is, in order to exist” (WCS 7). However, as we talked earlier in this 

chapter, for Nancy, being inside and outside are not different ontological modes. Rather, in 

Nancy’s terminology, the mode of being inside happens -- or in Nancy’s terminology, taking 

place-- as being exposed to an exteriority -- as a mode of being outside -- at the same time. As an 

issue of time, in this two status, there is not any difference as an appearance of time. In other 

words, these two modes are not different places of time and space. Nancy’s such conception of 

the simultaneity of inside and outside can be traced in his next question when he asked after 

giving his analysis of what he understand from Kant’s phrase of “I engender time.”  

In the following sentence, Nancy asks “presence to: To what? To whom?” (WCS 7) And 

the answers to his question is “the world”. For Nancy, the presence is the being –toward-- the 

world. However, for Nancy, “the world is the shared taking-place of all places” (WCS 7). And 

this direction toward the world is not the formation of a particular mode of being-in-itself as a 

return to its self. In Nancy’s formulation, the self is not fixed position or place that makes able to 

comes out to its outside --as a spirit-- by coming to presence. For this reason, Nancy 
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distinguishes his position from Hegelian dialectic by saying that “this presence –to that is not to-

itself is not a ‘contradiction’ and does not imply a dialectical power that ‘would retain it within 

itself” (WCS 8). In other words, coming to presence is not totalitarian gesture which came, in 

Derridarian sense, as a result of fundamental relations between transcendental or particular --

individual-- signifier and signified68. Following Derrida’s critiques of the Western logo-centrist 

mentality of the signification, we can argues that Nancy thinks that the presence as a taking place 

cannot be conceived in the sense of the mimetic relationship between signifier and signified.  

Without deepening the discussion the issue by Derridarian critique of logo-centrism, I just want 

to stress that the notion of coming to the presence in Nancy’s philosophy is not a totalitarian 

gesture which can be reduced to the Western logo-centrist paradigms of the signification.  

For Nancy, coming to presence is “the spacing of the place where I (who) takes place, 

where I comes into presence (Who? I am coming – here I am). The “I” does not preexist [the 

schema of I engender time]... it does not come after it either” (WCS 8). Coming to presence 

through the state of “I” does not correspond to individualistic or totalitarian gesture. Because 

coming to presence in not presence to the self, but in each case of a state of “I”, it is that 

“presence in common”. In light of such perspective, for Nancy, “the coming to presence is 

plural, ‘in each case ours’ as much as mine. This community without the essence of community, 

without common being, is the ontological condition of existence as present-to” (Nancy, WCS 8).  

As Nancy indicates at the end of his introduction, such ontology requires a crucial perspective 

that defines the status of “is” by saying that “the plural liberates (or shares) singular, the singular 

liberates (or shares) the plural, in a community without subject” (WCS 8). However, this 

definition of the status of “is” brings us to very modern question: is the status of “is” --or maybe 

we call it “the existence”—singular or plural?  
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Unfortunately, this question is itself problematic. Since this question depends on a logic 

that separates the status of “is” into different moments or fixes the existence to some modes. For 

example, for this logic, being singular or individual and being plural or together are different 

modes or ontological status. In this vein, such logic tries to fix the existence into one of those 

modes. On the contrary, Nancy’s analysis about the status of “is” is monolithic that does not try 

to separate the status of “is” into different modes, but admit if there is a possibility to catch any 

moments of the existence, that moment is both plural and singular. For this reason, the beingness 

of being is both singular and plural, corresponds to the status of being inside and outside in same 

time, and has a meaning of being-in-itself and being-as-such.  In this vein, the status --or the 

presence-- of “is” correspond to the coming, but not an arrival to any destination or an identity.   

6.3 Nancy and the Space of Disclosure  

According to Nancy, “being is not a thing that we could possess in common” (OBC 1). In 

addition to such an argument, being is also not a thing that we could possess in a particular 

individuality. In other words, we cannot fix the being into a kind of insideness. This insideness 

cannot be fixed or positioned into a kind transcendental, metaphysical or even ontological 

position or place. However, Nancy defines the existence as “the simple position of things” (OBC 

2). The important question regarding Nancy’s use of the concept of position is whether Nancy 

implies an ontological “place,” “site” or “signifier” that make the thing presence in terms of its 

difference as a meaning from the positioning of another as an “other.” As I talked in early pages 

of this chapter, the otherness is a positioning which is required to be placed according to the 

position of the self. In such formulation of “being with other”, the difference that makes different 

and singular from the other can only be found in the terminology of self. Rather in this mentality, 

the self is the one who is asking about the other and define what the other is while defining 
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himself different than the other. Put differently, such formulation depends on the placement of 

the meaning of difference into the status of being-in-itself. It is obvious that we cannot reduce 

Nancy’s ontology or beingness of beings-in-common into such formulation of “being-with-

other.” In this vein, Nancy continues that “the verb ‘to be’ has transitive value of a ‘positioning’, 

but one in which the ‘positioning’ is based on nothing else but (OBC 2) in the Heideggerian 

sense, it is “being-there.” However, Nancy argues that such “there” in the status “being-there” is 

“not a grounding for existence, but rather its taking place… its coming – which also means its 

difference, its withdrawal, its excess, its ‘exscription” (OBC 2).  

       In Nancy’s analysis of existence as a positioning without any ground, the question of the 

positioning of the difference—or does Nancy consider any place for difference—can be an 

important lead to think of whether there is any location for the difference between two beings in 

the state of “being with”. Regarding this issue, first of all, it is not wrong to argue that for Nancy, 

the difference that separates two beings in the common is not “semantic.” In other words, the 

difference that separates two beings as their beingness is not related to the meaning of their 

beings. Since Nancy’s such analysis—derived from Heidegger’s ontology—considers that the 

meaning of being can only be found in the existence which means the priory position of “to be.” 

From this point, the difference is not an essence or the location that is the inside of beings. In 

other words, the difference does not belong to the being-in-itself. However, this does not mean 

that if we cannot find the location of difference in inside --as belonging to the ipseity--, the 

location of difference or the meaning of difference is related to the outside. On the contrary, for 

Nancy, the difference cannot be found in “the outside” either. Strictly speaking, the outside does 

not make the difference possible in terms of the being outside of some insides. This also means 
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that the outside is not the main signifier or substance that designs the difference and the 

separation of beings in the sense of the structuralist argument.   

In Nancy’s philosophy, the difference can be thought with its relation to what he defines 

the concept of the limit. Rather, in Nancy’s terminology, the difference or the distinction of 

beings as a singular from other beings can only be related to their finitude. In other words, the 

meaning of difference can be conceived through beings’ finitude. In the first instance, one can 

think that the limit means the border that separates inside from its outside as a different 

ontological mode. However if we remember Nancy’s gesture about the relationship between 

inside and outside, in contrast to this mentality, the limit can be considered as a possibility—or 

the state of “I”—that makes inside expose to the exteriority. In this understanding, the limit does 

not separate the inside from the outside, but it makes the inside’s exposition to the outside as a 

disclosure—the prior ontological moment of being—possible69. These inferences can be traced 

Nancy’s lines below: 

…the limit where partitioning and sharing are exposed (we should say: being is in the 

“in,” inside of what has no inside.) The limit is nothing: it is nothing but this extreme 

abandonment in which all property, all singular instance of property, in order to be what 

it is, is first of all given over to the outside (but not to the outside of inside…) (OBC 8).  

Following this paragraph, the important issue should be considered to give more detail on 

what the limits means in Nancy’s theory is how he underlines the different meaning of sharing 

while defining the limit. In the mentality of absolute separation of inside and outside depends on 

the understanding of sharing in terms of dividing the space in some positions, properties and 

territories.  However, the conceptual relation between a limit and a sharing in such paragraph lets 

us recognize that Nancy does not define the sharing regarding the proportion of property, an 
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identity or an essence. In this vein, the sharing in common does not correspond to a communion 

or partition of property.  

For instance, in light of Nancy’s analysis of sharing, the sharing the apple is not the 

dividing an apple to equal parts among members of the apple community. Rather Nancy’s 

sharing is something that all members are towards to the wholeness of apple. Even though they 

are eating some part of the apple, they are eating the apple as a whole in the sense of their 

relations with the apple. Which means that the eating apple cannot be found the thingness of 

apple – or identity and figure of an apple –, but it is a something which is regarding the status of 

“being-in-the-world.” However, this understanding of sharing requires the different 

conceptualization of the space of an apple. In Nancy’s works, my example can be understood by 

an assumption that an apple is not property, but a relation – better term can be the sense-- that the 

member of the state of being in common of those who comes together to share the apple and eat 

it opens itself through the action of eating and sharing the apple. In other words, the eating and 

sharing the apple is “spacing”, but not being participated into and the dividing to the united space 

which is conceptualized as a thing. In this vein, the status of “being in common” does not 

correspond to the relationship between the member and the common regarding a property. 

Nancy’s this logic is strongly related to what he understands with the status of “I” (ipseity) as a 

limit --which means a possibility of disclosure that implies being-in-the-world—and what space -

-as an exteriority that is strongly related his concept of sense—means for him. And these two are 

connected in Nancy’s work.   

The example that I give to explain what sharing means and how it is related to his 

conceptualization of spacing concerning the sense as a disclosure to the other delivers some 

issues about what the meaning of equality in Nancy’s philosophy. In a similar concern, 
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Christopher Watkin argues that Nancy’s understanding of equality provides an alternative 

perspective which is distinguished form the other two contemporary philosopher’s – Ranciere 

and Badiou-- understanding of equality. Watkin highlights the difference of Nancy’s 

understanding of equality from those two thinkers in his conceptualization of equality as not a 

human capacity (522). To comprehend the meaning of equality in Nancy’s works, the most 

important point is that an equality rests on a sense and his different conception of space. For 

Watkin, in pursuit to how Nancy interprets the equality, in the first instance, Nancy’s two 

essential insights should be taken into account. First, for Nancy, “singulars are not equal in some 

abstracted, capitola-democratic regime ‘equivalence generale’ where anything is exchangeable 

with anything else; any good, any value, any idea or any person can be substituted for any other 

according to the universal equality of market exchange” (Watkin 527) The second point is that, 

in Nancy’s understanding, “singulars have nothing in common” (Watkin 528) and do not share 

some abilities, capabilities or activities such as intelligence, intentionality, or the reason. The 

only thing which is in common among singulars is their finitude. Following this understanding, 

Watkin stresses how the equality can be perceived in the Nancy-ient sense by indicating that “we 

are all equal not because of our abilities but because of our limits, our needs, our incapacities – 

our finitude” (531). Following Watkin’s insights about Nancy’s conception of the equality, the 

crucial point in my example of sharing an apple is the limit of beings who eats an apple in the 

matter of their inability to possess the apple. In Nancy’s understanding, the relation with an apple 

in the action of eating is not possessing the apple, but a disclosure to the exteriority through the 

apple. Even though Nancy’s understanding of the equality in the sense of sharing as a whole 

brings some issues concerning the liberal’s fabrication of the exterior space based on territorial 

and categorical fragmentation, in this project, I would like to stick to Nancy’s radical perspective 
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on how the space can be comprehended in singular plural ontology and whether there is a 

possibility for the finitude openness to the singular exteriority.             

Nancy’s analysis of being-in-common is derived from his rethinking the concepts of 

space and spatiality. For Nancy, as I tried to clarify in the example of apple, the space and 

spatiality cannot be thought “as the objective measurable and three dimensional space of science, 

but rather as exteriority and as non-mathematizable ‘extension’ in which distinctions such as 

mind/body, sensible/intelligible, transcendent/immanent cannot operate properly” (James, 

Fragmentary Demand 60).  Nancy’s account of space is bound up with the status of “I” and its 

exposition to the exteriority as being the concurrence of inside and outside.  Implied also is a 

certain understanding of “sense” as a fundamental aspect of “being-in (toward)-the-world”.  

In the classical sense, one can argue that space is understood as being “inside” of a 

something that contains all things and beings.  In the geographical and geometrical 

understanding of space, we think that we experience the space and spatiality with the distances 

and positions of things (James, Fragmentary Demand 60). And the status of “I” --it becomes a 

subject which is immanent in time-- is the center of such distancing and positioning. In this 

traditional understanding of space, “we experience things in the world as spatially extended and 

as separated from each other by distance or volume of emptiness…” (James, Fragmentary 

Demand 60). In this sense, space is more like a container that puts inside things or connects the 

thingness of things to each other. In this definition, space is a kind of “insideness” of placing and 

positioning. In other words, such conceptualization is being extended to the logic of sovereignty 

and regarding such extension; space becomes only visible as a territory70—as geographical 

separateness—with the globalization71, in the sense of the forming the world as the unity. In 

addition to this “birth of territory” in the modern sense, the formulation of space has been 
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constituted with the center of a particular definition of self. In such perception, self has been 

assumed a position which is fixed in space and time as an individual or spirit (as broader 

collectivity such as nation, human, or the West, etc.). The fundamental relationship between the 

self (conceptualized as a subject) and space reveal a particular understanding of inside and 

outside. However, Nancy, with rethinking Heidegger’s concept of being-in-the-world, provides a 

new perspective that allows overwhelming the distinctions of subject/world and 

empiricist/idealist72.  

Heidegger’s phenomenological analysis of the ontological status of being which 

correspond to the prior status of “being-in-the-world” can be thought as one of the milestones in 

Nancy’s rethinking of the space. For Heidegger, in order to understand the ontological status of 

being, space has a fundamental importance. In Heideggerian sense, the facticity of being cannot 

be separated from the space in which the being has been thrown. However, this thrownness of 

being does not mean that being is thrown to an inside of something called “the world”. The 

important aspect of Heidegger’s such analysis of fundamental relationship between space 

(“world-hood”) and being can be found in his radical explanation of what the meaning of being-

in—in terms of being-in-the-world—is. In Heidegger’s formulation of being-in, the ontological 

status of being—which Heidegger finds in the article of “is”—the status of being-in is not 

different modes of the existence. In other words, the ontological status of being corresponds to 

being-in --the-world. In this vein, the world is not another thing that is separated from the beings, 

but it is an openness of being as being-in-the-world.   

However, such openness of beings as being-in-the-world has been conceptualized by the 

ontological definition of nearness. Even though Heidegger does not use the term of nearness as a 

geographical concept, Heideggerian logic of nearness requires an ontological site or place where 
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Dasein should be settled as its proper origin. As we see in Heidegger’s analysis of Holderlin’ 

poets, this ontological and proper site where Dasein is settled has become more visible and has 

been embodied in the term of “Volk.” This shift73 in Heidegger’s work is bound up with 

Heidegger’s account of everydayness and his conceptualization of being with the space of 

“there” in his terminology of “Dasein”. However, in Foucauldian sense, the times that Heidegger 

wrote was the epoch of a kind of historicity had reached the pike point, which separates “Volk” 

as the temporal and spatial site from the universal history. Rather the discourse of race struggle is 

not a dividing of the universal history into national histories, but is more like a constitution of the 

universal history in the center of “Volk”74. It is a transformation of universality to a new kind 

universality which is designed in the center of Volk, which results from an inside as a 

constitutive center that reveals the universality. Most importantly, the emergence of new 

universal history in the center of “Volk” delivers a conversion of unclear definition of the “there” 

to clear and apparent insideness of “here.”       

This historicity and the designed everydayness of such insideness operate in the subtext 

of Heidegger’s ontology of experience and dwelling. The closeness of national insideness and 

the familiarity of the everyday fabricated and designed by such insideness “dominate 

Heidegger’s phenomenological description of the experience. This reflected in a number of 

motifs which recur in his thinking, centering on the notion proper, the originary, and the 

primordial in terms of certain belonging which is rural domestic, and indeed German in nature: 

the Rhine, Holderlin, Swabian peasants, the family table, the heart” (James, Fragmentary 

Demand 87). In brief, the issue Heidegger’s ontology is bound with how Heidegger defines or 

sees the space of “there” which is essential to the ontological status of “with” which is prior to 

the ontological status of being.   
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 Nancy begins his redefinition of Heidegger’s Mitsein with his attempt to deepen the 

analysis of the space of “there” of “Dasein”.  In this vein, for Nancy, Heidegger’s originality can 

be derived from his attempt to establish a standpoint that leads us to the “existential with.” For 

Nancy, Dasein is essentially “Mitdasein” (TBBT 3). It means that Mitsein essential to Dasein: it 

is a being-with unlike the putting together of things, but an essential with” (Nancy, TBBT 3).  

For Nancy, Heidegger, first of all, “determines the first characteristic of the with as the refusal of 

simple external ‘with’ of things which are only put together, only contiguous to one another” 

(TBBT 3).  However, Nancy takes our attention of Heidegger’s second move which is that he 

introduces existential status of with to the category of people. Nancy thinks that this second 

move changes the direction of Heidegger’s ontological analysis of being and “crystallize the 

possibility of Dasein to historicize itself” (TBBT 3). Nancy is proposing a rethinking of 

Heidegger’s Mitsein and especially the status of “with” by keeping and even retracting 

Heidegger’s ontology in the essential characteristic of Mitsein which implies (for Nancy) the 

existence of together in (as) a space as being exposed to other. However, the questioning the 

essential or originary status of “with” brings another issue that is discussed with the question of 

whether the ontology is prior to the political status of being. Nancy’s rethinking of Mitsein and 

attempts to find an originary status of “with” in terms of singular plural ontology can be 

examined in terms of whether Nancy’s concern and interest of Heidegger’s ontology supposes a 

prior status for the ontology of being-with before the status of political.  

6.4 The Politics of the Disclosure 

One of the authors who stresses the replacement of ontological status of “with” as prior to 

politics in Nancy’s work is Oliver Marchart. For Marchart, Nancy tends to focus on the 

ontological and (ethical) status of being together with others, but he avoids to formulate his 
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ontology of singular-plural by giving priority over the ontic dimension of the “with”.  Marchart 

argues that Nancy’s singular plural ontology “can never be a political concept, but only an 

ethical one” (183). In other words, Nancy’s ontological conceptualization of “being-with” does 

not give enough credit to behave toward the problems of an ontic and institutional situation 

because it is just ethics, not politics.  Marchart goes a step forward and argues that Nancy does 

not offer any tangible status for the problems that are fed by ontic and institutional dimension. 

Put differently, for Marchart, Nancy’s giving prior to the ontological dimension of “with” over 

political situatedness which is constituted by ontic dimension of political is not able to consider 

such “primary antagonism” (Crowley, 132). According to Marchart, the reason why Nancy’s 

singular plural ontology of being-with should be reframed is that “…as soon as we agree to think 

the being as being-with, we also have to think it as relation” (183). By the same token, what 

Marchart means by a kind of equation of the status of with and the term of relation which is 

derived from what he understand the notion of relation which gives completely different 

conceptualization of inside/outside as absolute separation than what Nancy thinks about where or 

when inside and outside is becoming.  For Marchart, “every relation is always less than 

symmetrical, for the simple reason that it only becomes relation by being articulated politically, 

that is, by being established against a constitutive outside, thereby suppressing alternative 

configurations” (183). For this reason, Marchart argues that in order to introduce Nancy’s ethics 

--singular plural ontology-- to politics --ontic and institutionalized situation--, Nancy’s ontology 

of being with should be reframed as being with against. However, this redefinition of Nancy’s 

singular plural with antagonism causes a disruption of Nancy’s central ground of his work which 

is derived from the ontological state of being inside out.  
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Even though, I believe that Marchart’s critique about Nancy’s intentionally avoiding of 

institutional situatedness of category of “with” has some fair points, I think that the reason 

behind Nancy’s bypass --becomes an deficiency for Nancy’s work-- on ontic75  dimension of 

politics roots in his singular plural ontology of “being with” is not related to Nancy’s version of 

conceptualization of inside/outside as Marchart argues, but more likely such deficiency is 

derived from Nancy’s formulation of problem only in terms of the dilemma between 

individuality and commonality.  In other words, Nancy, in a general, reduces the problem of 

“being-with” into the intellectual and philosophical battle of two versions of collectivity. In this 

vein, Nancy reformulates the status of “with” which is not just reduced to the categories of being 

individual or being common. He tries to show that our existential status cannot be conceived by 

the terminology that discusses the issue of being-in-common --the status of being-in-common 

can be defined as categories of social or political-- only regarding where the limit of outside and 

inside starts and ends. There is a blind spot in Nancy’s analysis of two possible configurations of 

inside and outside. Since there is another configuration of inside and outside which is derived 

from the paradigm of immunity. In the further pages of the chapter, I will be back to this 

deficiency regarding Nancy’s analysis of “being-with”; however, I would like to continue with 

Nancy’s analysis of inside and outside and try to deepen whether we can consider Nancy’s 

ontology as apolitical.       

For Nancy, the borderlines of inside and outside --we generally define the term of 

relation in terms of such borderlines-- is just a state that allows the inside being exposed to its 

exteriority --being exposed to other. In this vein, the inside and outside are not the existential 

statuses which are against each other. They are just simultaneous, and being inside is also 

meaning of being outside. For this reason, for Nancy, the status of political or social can be 
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understood only with the exposition or disclosure as being opened to (toward) the world. There 

are some conceptualization and the categories of immanence that locks up such openness to 

some identities as an absolute destination. However, Nancy does not define those categories of 

immanence concerning ontic status of improper.  In pursuing this position of Nancy, the politics 

cannot be distinguished ontic and ontological categories in terms of Heideggerian sense improper 

and proper. However, the crucial issue is still unclear in Nancy’s singular plural ontology. Does 

Nancy’s ontology of singular plural can behave toward the institutional dimension of politics 

instead of just distinguishing his understanding of politics from current perception of politics 

designed in the framework of power relations?   

For Nancy, the relationship between politics and the ontological status of being-with is 

bound with the space of “with” which is neither entity nor relationality. Such spatiality and 

temporality of an existential status of “with” can be found what Nancy call “common space” 

which is exteriority of the singular states of “I.” The old “cosmo-theo-ontological” version of 

space supposes the “conquest of space” in terms of “mastery and possession of the universe” 

(Nancy, SW 38). In this version, space becomes the territory which implies the entity or 

relationality. However, for Nancy, space is common, and is constituted through the sensing.  In 

other words, space is an opening of sense which is not fixed to any subjectivity, entity, or 

relationality.  Nancy defines such spatiality of sense as “a spatiality or spaciousness before any 

distinction between time and space: and this archi-spatiality is marticial or transcendental form 

of world “(SW 14). 

In addition to fundamental relationship of sense with space, Nancy uses the concept of 

sense with its relationship with multiplicity. In Nancy’s own words,  
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Sense does not take place for one alone. Because sense is ‘being toward,’ it is also 

‘being-toward-more-than-one,’ and this obtains even at the heart of solitude. Sense is a 

tensor of multiplicity. A sense-for-one-alone, if one could even speak of it, would reduce 

to a truth closed in on itself, in-different and immediately imploded, not even ‘true.’ 

Sense is the fact that sense begins or begins again with each singularity and completes 

itself neither in any singularity not in the totality, which is itself nothing but the 

enchaining of renewed beginnings(SW 88).   

In Nancy’s account, politics has a crucial role in an opening of the multiplicity of sense. 

Putting differently, in Nancy’s formulation, politics is availability for the opening of a 

multiplicity of sense or the immanence of sense. However, politics is losing this specificity by 

the totalitarian configuration76 of space regarding the assumption of common identity which is 

articulated as an end and a destination. In his “Annaxe” with Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe, Nancy 

argues that politics has been losing its specificity which can be summarized with the term of 

space (139). However, Nancy’s account of political space is not equivalent to such totalitarian 

political configuration. It is a spacing of plural. In Nancy’s words, the space of political --which 

is the status of with-- “would trace the form of being-toward in being-together without 

identifying the traits of the towards-what or toward-whom, without identifying or verifying the 

‘to what end’ of the sense of being-in-common—or else, by identifying these traits as those of 

each one: a different ‘totality’ a different unicity of truth” (SW 90).  Nancy’s space “may be 

understood here then as the inexhaustible delineation of co-exposure the inoperative opening of 

the political” (McMahon 625).  

Nancy’s political space can be more precise with his example that he uses to clarify what 

he means by “being-with.” For Nancy, the logic of being-with can be conceived with the 
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example of the unorganized togetherness of people in a train (OBC). Passengers in the same train 

are simply seated next to each other in an unorganized manner and accidental. Those passengers 

are not linked to each other, but they share the togetherness in the same train. They are together 

in this same space and a period. Nancy defines a category of relation as “a relation without 

relation, or rather, being exposed simultaneously to relationship and to absence of relationship” 

(OBC 7). The togetherness of passenger is not a relation, because, for Nancy, the status of being 

the passenger in the space of train is not their ontological status. Rather the being-in-the-train-

with-other is an (their) ontological status, but this category of being-in cannot be articulated by 

the identity of passenger or totalitarian common space of passenger-ness which tied to the 

unitary space of train.  For this reason, the togetherness between passengers is not a relation in 

the sense of the identity of the passenger.  If the togetherness of passengers is determined by the 

common identity of being a passenger, the meaning of the relationship between passengers is 

fixed by the identity of passenger and the territorial or geopolitical space of train. In a general 

sense, the terminology of relation carries the tendency to think the status of “relation” in terms of 

figural or identity. In the example of a train, the relationship between people who are in the train 

is articulated even fabricated by the identity of the passenger. In this logic, being passenger 

comes with some particular forms of relationship. In this vein, passenger’s being-with other 

passengers is reduced to the relationship which is identified as a passenger.  In my opinion, this 

is the reason behind why Nancy uses the phrase: “a relation without relation” (OBC 7). Because 

it is a relation --open to others without the meaning of passengers as an identity--, but not a 

relation as a fixed or articulated in the meaning of passenger. In the first use of the term of 

relation, it implies the exposure and openness of the status of “I” who is in the train with the 

“other” which is not defined as a passenger. Also, it does not make those two the same in the 
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identity of the passenger. Rather it does not make the other stranger in the meaning of passenger. 

However, in the second meaning of relation, the togetherness of two people is determined by the 

identity of the passenger, and in this use, there is a tie which makes those two same or different 

in the framework of the passenger. I think, in Nancy’s logic, the only ground that makes those 

people passenger is their destination. However, this is groundless ground because each passenger 

is singular about their destination. Even though they all have a destination as being finitude, but 

they are alone toward to this destination. It means while they are together in their becoming --

they cannot be individual--, but they are alone in their own death --which means they are 

singular and unsubstituted.    

Following Nancy’s definition, what we understand as a politics today corresponds to 

nothing other than losing the specificity of politics which is the closure of sense into an 

insideness, but this type of politics is not opening to the exteriority and alterity. In Nancy’s 

terminology, the losing specificity of politics is bound with the configuration of the space as a 

territory or a place in the center of the identity. If we return to the example of a train, the losing 

the specificity is a transformation of the openness of singular plurality of sense to the 

management of the wholeness of a train. It this vein, being-with is not a singular and a unique 

moment that cannot be substituted with other moments but a repetition of the moments as same 

moments of the relationship. In this kind of logic, all passengers’ being-with has a figural 

meaning or identical immanence that allow managing such status of “with” in terms of the 

peaceful and comfortable --the wealth and the comfort in a Foucauldian sense-- a journey in a 

minimum risk. Crowley states that Nancy in his interview published in 2011 clearly stresses how 

such specificity of politics regarding its role to sense has been disappeared in the current 

definition of politics. In this interview, Nancy underlines that “as politics seeks to arrogate to 
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itself the management of existence as a whole, it loses its role as an effective articulation of 

relation to sense an in a way – perhaps surprisingly, given the totalizing ambition of this 

arrogance—becomes of red herring” (Crowley 125).   

Regarding Nancy’s arguments of the losing the specificity of politics, one can assume 

that Nancy’s commitment to politics is not based on the separation of politics from ontology. 

Rather a specificity of politics is bound with his ontology. In this vein, his definition of politics 

as ontological status of openness is not about the bifurcation of proper and improper but a 

conceptual inabilities of disclosure or openness to surprise exteriority. Regarding similar 

concern, Crowley attempts to show how Nancy’s ontology can coexist with the political situation 

that supposes the homogenous “being-with.” The co-existence means that even though there is a 

political situation that produces the proper and homogenous meaning of being-with, there is a 

possibility for the existential exposure that denies such situatedness of being-with.  Crowley tries 

to provide an alternative perspective to response the criticisms of Nancy in regard to his” 

minimizing the importance of politics in favor of ontological exposure” (124). However, against 

to those critiques77, Crowley points some findings of the possible mutual exposure of politics and 

ontology in Nancy’s works, especially in Identity (Crowley 138).  In the general sense, I agree 

with Crowley’s position that supposes that the critiques toward Nancy do not take account of 

Nancy’s politics as a specificity which is not conflicted to his ontology. Crowley reminds 

Nancy’s argument of retreating of politics which implies an attempt to show that “politics has 

extended beyond its specificity and in so doing, has lost this specificity” (125). In Nancy’s 

works, “this specificity implicates the political as a space...[which is] separate and distinct from 

other components of social whole” (Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy 139). However, we should not 

read this separation in liberal sense of categorization of existential status of human live in 
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different forms. Nancy’s concern regarding the political should be thought with his opposition to 

all forms of totalitarian interpretation of space in terms of identity, figure or substance. In other 

words, in consideration of his singular plural ontology, I believe, Nancy does not think ontology, 

politics, and ethics as different realms and his understanding of ontology which can be found at 

the moment or becoming of being-with does not assume politics and ethics different from the 

status of being-with. All such forms of “being-with” should just be thought to the point of 

“being-with.” Regarding this point, ethics, politics are bound to the ontology of being-with, and 

this bound-ness is not the temporal or spatial priority of the ontological category of being-with. 

Rather politics and ethics is all about this ontological status of being-with. For this reason, the 

accusation to Nancy as being apolitical is not fair critique when we consider his singular plural 

understanding which means that everything can be reduced to the becoming of being-with which 

is just about “this” world.  

Even though Crowley’s article emphasizes an unfair point about those criticisms, it does 

not ask the question of whether there is a deficiency in Nancy’s analytic of “being-with” 

regarding the politics of “being-with,” which causes ambiguity in Nancy’s conceptualization of 

status of being-with. In his article, Crowley just considers Critchley’s critique of Nancy in the 

dimension of whether there is any fundamental priority of ontology over politics; however, I 

think that Critchley more focuses on Nancy’s analytic of being-with in terms of how Nancy 

proposes a kind of ontological constitution of “we” as a kind of spirit, which is a mediation 

without mediator, and—following Derrida’s critique of politics—a kind of fraternity among 

singulars.  
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6.5 The Proper Outside and the Impossibility of Singular Self-Disclosure 

Critchley underlines Nancy’s problematic perception of “self”: the ipseity or the status of 

“I” might be better terms for Nancy’s terminology (EPS). Even though Nancy does not reduce 

the sense as a human ability, the ipseity has a crucial role that is centered on the ontological 

status of being-with. This central role of ipseity makes the issue complicated whether the sense 

belongs to the status of I or not. Critchley reveals the question of where the meaning belongs to 

in Nancy’s analytic of being-with. In a general sense, in Nancy’s work, the sense --which is 

related to the meaning or the appearance as a meaning--“is dependent on the self and that self is 

always already co-existentially mediated is to say that being-with…” (EPS 248). However, 

Nancy defines this mediation as a “mediation without a mediator” (EPS 248). In this picture 

drawn by Critchley, Nancy seems more like Hegelian. For Critchley, “Nancy would appear to be 

committed to the subjective ideality of meaning, namely that meaning comes into being through 

the creative activity of what Hegel would call the subject, a self that is for-itself in being-for-the-

other” (EPS 248). However, Critchley draws our attention two important issue in Nancy’s 

ontology of being singular, regarding what he defines it as Nancy’s “mediation without a 

mediator.”(EPS 248) In Critchley’s reading, he argues that Nancy first places other as a form of 

mediation (EPS 248).  Regarding to the first issue, even though Nancy attempt to deal with the 

logic of a mediator which can appear as an identity (Christ, God, nation, or the state), Critchley 

reveals that the mediation without a mediator has a fundamental similarity with Hegel’s concept 

of “spirit”(Geist) which is depended on the status of “we” as being-with.  With the concept of 

“Aufhebung,” Hegel attempts to tie to the individual self to the broader self “we”. Hegel’s such 

attempt also is a result of the concern of how the individual (self) achieve its certainty or 

meaning through the journey from the “I” to the spirit which can just be found as “we.” As I 
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discussed in the third chapter in detail, in Hegel’s self-consciousness, the self’ action of being-

out of itself which meets the other finishes with the meaning of that the other is a self like me. 

However, it seems that Hegel proposes an equal co-existence of two beings in “being-with,” as 

we see in more obvious in his master/slave dialectic, the otherness is just a dependence to the self 

which appears a “spirit” of us. In the final instance, Hegel’s meaning of being-with is a status 

being-with-other. In this formulation, the ontological status of “with” is a meaning that reveals 

itself as a spirit which becomes in the history. This is a becoming of the contradiction between 

the self and other in terms of the knowledge of self. Other’s ontological status belongs to the self 

and its certainty.  

It is obvious that Nancy’s whole project is an attempt to show the multiplicity of “we” as 

an ontological status. In addition, for Nancy, there is not any identity or destiny (end) around 

which the “we” is constituted. In this vein, even though Nancy’s Hegelianism causes some 

ambiguity in his analysis of being-with, especially, as Critchley shows, in the point of the 

problematic relationship between the “we “and the” I”, Nancy’s analysis of being-with cannot be 

reduced to a form of Hegelianism. Without deepening the discussion about Nancy’s problematic 

intellectual engagement with Hegel’s literature, I would like to reveal my critique against 

Nancy’s analysis of being-with that is developed around Derrida’s critique that depends on 

Nancy’s use of the term of fraternity and Critchley’s critiques, especially developing to the point 

of other’s ontological dependent to the self which disappear as sameness in the status of “we”.  

I think that my position regarding to Nancy’s analysis of being-with is more likely not 

being critical of Nancy’s singular plural ontology, but an attempt to show a deficiency in 

Nancy’s works about the ontological status of being-with. In other words, as Critchley puts 

forward, Nancy’s conceptualization of being-with provides a “reciprocal intersubjectivity” (EPS 
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251). And this reciprocal positioning of beings has a meaning—as Derrida takes our attention to 

this risk—of fraternity, which means that Nancy’s being-with is not about asymmetrical relations 

of the self and other, but “the other becomes my colleague, my comrade, my semblable, perhaps 

also my lover” (Critchley, EPS 251). However, even though this is a symmetrical relationship 

between two beings (they are multiple) in the status of “we”, but the other is still “my other or 

other for me” (Critchley, EPS 251). In further analysis, the other is belong to me or the “I”. 

However, in this formulation of being-with, there is an issue that Derrida formulates with circle 

of self (return the self).  I will return to Derrida’s point the end of this chapter, but before 

Derrida’s such analysis of democracy and his alternative of democracy to come, I will continue 

with Nancy’s bifurcation of the status of “I” and “We”, and Nancy’s missing point of modern 

immunity paradigm which blurred such bifurcation of the “we” and “I”.  

 If we are going back to Nancy’s discussion of being-in-common, Nancy stresses a 

shortfall in thinking regarding the matter of “being-in-common” in the tradition. Traditionally, 

for Nancy, the state of being-in-common has been considered “between two subjects, the first 

being ‘the person’ and “the second ‘the community,’ there is no place left for the ‘with’… 

(TBBT 5). However, the “with” corresponds something that cannot be reduced to a subject or a 

simple thing (Nancy, TBBT 5). For Nancy, if we draw our attention to the “with” instead of two 

subjects, we can able to conceive the singular plural category of “common”.  From this point, 

one can assume that Nancy’s analysis of being-with-in-common is based on singular plural 

ontology of status of “I” which is open to the “we” that cannot be conceived as an identity, 

entity, or a thing. In this vein, for Nancy, the plural ontological co-existence of the “we” might 

be a response to totalitarian cosmo-theo-ontology of politics. In other words, Nancy defines a 

new space of politics which is more plural as not in terms of plural spaces of individuals --
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separated being-itself from its outside—but in terms of singular plurality of finitude. Putting 

differently, such space --politics-- of the “we” is neither plural as an appearance of individual 

spaces whose inside is separated from its outside nor a totality as an identity which means --in 

Nancy’ terminology-- that  there is not any inside of the “I” but just only outside of togetherness 

or the “we”.  

In Nancy’s such formulation, there is a deficiency that Nancy does not take account of it 

when he establishes his analysis of being-with-ness of the “we.” It is the paradigm of modern 

immunity which operates as a kind of subjectivity that mixes the categories of “I” and the “we”. 

In other words, to explore the problem of community the analysis of tradition bifurcation of the 

individual and community (liberalism and communism) is not enough to overcome the 

totalitarian gesture of atomistic individualism and communist totalitarianism. There is another 

modern element that operates in both two realms of intellectual tradition. This third element is 

the modern immunization which blurs two side of Nancy’s analysis of being-with: individual and 

collectivity. In general sense, the paradigm of immunity produces different kind of inside/outside 

relations, and transforms of the inside of self (or the status of “I”) to the broader inside of “we”. 

Put simply, the immunity as a mechanism in the collectivity is a projection of the inside of the 

“I” as a broader insideness which can be found as the status of “we.”  This is an immunization of 

the self or the category of “I” from another outside which is not a part of the “we.” For this 

reason, this immunization is negative and suicidal. This means that this immunity is auto-

immunity—similar to Derrida’s assumption—but not Esposito’s conceptualization of the 

immunity as a positive gesture. 
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION 

7.1 Autoimmunity, the Sense of International, and the Disclosure as “We”  

To finalize this project, I would like to deepen my position regarding why Nancy is 

important and his works should be considered with the issue of the presence of international 

relations. To consider Nancy’s philosophy with a third element, the mechanisms of immunity, 

first of all, we need to consider that the current formulation of our everydayness and the design 

of our being-with is tended to auto-immunization. In this sense, Derrida’s analysis of immunity 

as a suicidal gesture is more helpful than Esposito’s analysis of immunity that is still conceived 

as positive structure. The modern mechanisms of immunity78 correspond to an auto-immunity 

and do not allow positive possibilities of immunity. This means that the “we” is only meaningful 

if there is an “I” which is circled in the broader sense of the “we.” The “we” only makes sense if 

there is the “I.” If there is not the category of “I,” we cannot talk about the ontological status of 

“we” in modern sense. In this modern formulation of “we,” the status of “I” is every time prior to 

the category of the “we”. It does not matter whether the status of “we” (demos) can be conceived 

as an entity or identity. Because this “we” is about the circle of self—the ipseity. For this reason, 

Derrida talks the issue of democracy in terms of the wheel that depends on the return to the self.   

Regarding the discussion of democracy, Derrida provides an alternative concept: 

“democracy to come.” I believe that Derrida, with this concept, tries to reveal two important 

points. First, the democracy as what we understand today regarding the “demos” as “we,” is 

designed or conceived with the clarity and consciousness of self. As we see in Hegel’s self-

consciousness, how “we” – as an outside-inside – operates the meaning and clarity of the self. In 
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such formulation, self-consciousness is a roundness or a circle which begins with the state of “I” 

and consciousness is received by otherness. It is a return to the self. Alternative to this definition 

of democracy, Derrida provides the concept of “democracy to come” that shows the 

impossibility of return.  For Derrida, “neither the word nor the thing ‘democracy is yet 

presentable” (Rogues 9). In other words, for Derrida “democracy to come” does not mean that 

there is a meaning of democracy that has not yet arrived. Rather for Derrida, in the sentence of 

“democracy is x,” the x is not the part is coming, but the democracy itself is coming.  

There is the second point that we can take from Derrida’s concept of “democracy to 

come.” Even though there is a fundamental relationship between self-consciousness and 

democracy, this consciousness is bound with the self’s circling into the “we” as a form of 

consciousness.  I would like to deepen this point. Derrida’s concept of “democracy to come” is 

related to his conceptualization of democracy as an impossibility of returning to the self.  He 

uses the term of “wheel” to describe modern understanding of democracy. However, his use of 

this term does not imply the “geometrical figure of the circle or the sphere…Rather earlier to the 

roundness of rotating movement, the rondure of a return to self before physis and tekhne, physis 

and nomos, physis and thesis, and so on” (Derrida Rogues 10). This self is not meaning or 

sematic figure, but it is an activity. It is a priority to any meaning and fixed position. However, it 

is fixed to the circulation of the self. There is a self which circles as a self that can appear as an 

individual or group, but this self is before the meaning of how it signifies. It is the “I” that is 

placed before the “X” in the sentence of “I am x”. It does not matter of whether X is conceived 

as an identity or clarity. Such the state of “I” comes first to the identity of “X.” For Derrida, this 

“I” is a trace in the sense of difference, and it is ambiguous from the beginning (Of 

Grammatology 18). Put differently, from the beginning of the sentence, for Derrida, this “I” is 
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ambiguous. However, for Nancy, the ambiguity in the sentence just starts after the “I.” The 

ambiguity is placed more into the “X.” In this vein, one should consider the difference between 

Derrida’s term of “to come” and Nancy’s becoming or “to come.” While Derrida tries to show 

the impossibility of return as an impossibility of an arriving by the term of “to come”, Nancy’s 

the state of “I” is circling into the “we.” However, as I tried to show past pages, the problem 

regarding the “we” is that the modern category of “we” and “I” are not just separated modes, but 

their borderlines (which are articulated as where  inside/outside begins and ends) might be 

blurred through the mechanism of immunization of the “self.” In this vein, the “I” cannot be 

separated as a being absolute inside from the outside as “we” or the “we” is not just outside that 

invades the inside of “I.” The immunity of the self is the circulation of “self” as the inside is 

transformed to insideness which corresponds to the state of “I.” Also, this state of “I” is beyond 

any meaning even before and after the circulation. This is the fixed position of the circle which is 

prior to the meaning and identity as a fixation. In such modern circulation, the “we” can only be 

possible with the existence of “I,” and the “I” can return from the “we” as a self. More 

importantly, the “I” is fixed to “other,” and results on the outside that is dependent on the inside 

of “we.” The “I” is prior to the meaning because it is fixed to other/otherness. This causes the 

totalitarian gesture in the status of “I” which is prioritized and fixed in the status of being-with in 

modern circulation of self-consciousness.  

The totalitarian gesture in the relationship between the category of “I” and “We” cannot 

only be found in the homogenous perception of the “We” through any identity and a figure, but 

also in the pre-existence of self as a center of the ontological status of being-with. Because the 

ontological priority of the category of “I” has a strong relationship with the modern 

immunization of a particular self which corresponds to the meaning of the category of “I.” This 
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argument might be clearer if I back to my example from the introduction. When I ask the 

question of will you be Ankara, my category of “I” refers my otherness. In the question, while I 

am the self of the question, what happens to me is that I am only the other of the question. Even 

though I ask the question as a self, my otherness in the question implies the existence of the other 

self which is pre-existing before my question.  In consideration of my otherness in the question, 

the essential issue regarding Nancy’s philosophy is that I am not able to open my singularity to 

the exteriority. My disclosure to the alterity is stuck with my sameness as being other. In such 

example, I am not the one who ask the question; I am the one who is found himself in the 

question as the other.  

This issue can be followed in other examples I used in this project. For example, the 

death of Aylan is not singular as Nancy can argue. The death of Aylan can be substituted by the 

deaths of other immigrants. What Aylan opens in his death is not his finitude as a self but the 

infinity of his transcendental otherness. Therefore, for Charlie Hebdo, even his death is not the 

sign of three years old boy, but a death of an immigrant boy who will be a molester. Aylan is not 

able to be-in-itself and die in his singularity because he is just the other. This is also the similar 

issue in Rodney King’s arrest. According to some of the jury, King’s attempt to protect himself 

from police’s violence is not considered a sign of self-preservation, which is the central element 

of being-in-itself as a self for most of the literature. The presence of Rodney King in the event is 

just bound with his otherness. He is not allowed to be-in-itself as a self, and his presence and 

visibility belong to the transcendental self which places Rodney King as an other. Rodney King 

opens himself to his otherness but not his singularity. The only alterity in the event is the 

otherness of Rodney King but not his singularity.  
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The racial issues in those examples bring some similar insights with Utz McKnight’s 

critique of Nancy’s perception of the race, which is bound with the popular conception of race in 

terms of defining it as an individual problem. However, for McKnight, “race is described as an 

individual problem but is actually collective decision” (81). In McKnight’s formulation of race, 

“people learn to race not as a part of insulating themselves from the world, but as a way to make 

sense of the world” (80). In this sense, there are strong relations between our daily practices and 

the collectivity of race. The reason behind this collectivity of race lies in the modern constitution 

of being-with by means of immunization of a particular self that is prior to everydayness of 

being-with. The immunization of self in the ontological category of being-with conveys the 

meaning of otherness which is tied to the status of “I” who is able to ask and define what the 

other is based on his/her beingness. The otherness in the ontological category of being-with is 

not absolute and certain but a kind of measurement which is attached on the nearness of the 

beingness of self. This ontological placement of nearness diversifies the other based on the 

consciousness of self. Therefore, there is not only one and absolute other but multiple placements 

of the other.   

In light of the diversification of the other, one can easily recognize that the otherness in 

all examples is not the otherness of fellow friends, citizens or neighbors, but the otherness of the 

exterior other which is not immunized by a particular inside. There are at least two different 

others in the ontological category of being-with. One is a fellow other, which is another self. 

This fellow other has an ability to be-in-itself and can be a singular in his ontological status and 

his finiteness. However, the second other is an inauthentic and improper one that belongs to the 

meaning of the authentic and proper self.  This other is not able to present itself as a self and 
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singular being. This other’s presence and ontological status of being-with are tied to the proper 

self’s ontological status of being-with.  

Regarding this project, all those issues can be situated in the question of where the 

international relations can be in this ontological category of being-with. International relations as 

a concept operates in this otherness. International relations is not just in operation in the 

construction of being-with as an inside but also a procedure which is related to the diversification 

of the other in the ontological category of being-with.   

To sum up, even though new definitions of community concerning the nothing-in-

common provide important insights to rethink the ontological status of being-with in new 

perceptions of common, Derrida’s concern regarding the issue of fraternity in politics and 

democracy still remains operational in the category of being-with. One of the reasons behind 

why those approaches are not able to satisfy the Derrida’s point is that the issue in the 

collectivity is not just derived from the opposition between the status of “I” and “we” or the 

sameness of those ontological modes, but also embedded to the status of “I” whose other is stuck 

with the definition of my other.  In this point, Derrida’s fraternity politics is still in the game and 

the defining of the common as nothing—the emptiness of figure and identity—does not really 

help to overwhelm it. The second reason is related to the general attitude in the literature of 

political theory. In the general sense, in political philosophy, international relations is not 

considered an element or component in the ontological status of being-with.  Both international 

relations and political theory literature do not take account of international relations as a sense 

that is already in the status of being-with as a concept that delivers the meaning of insideness and 

nearness.  Besides, according to those approaches, international relations is described as distant 

from the everydayness of being. For this reason, the presence of international relations and these 
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symptoms is generally confused with some signs of the globalization. However, international 

relations presents itself in our everyday life with its nothingness of a particular insideness. 

Furthermore, international relations is available in our everydayness as a particular sense of 

insideness and nearness. That’s why international relation should be considered as an element in 

the ontological status of being-with to overwhelm some issues of the politics of friendship that 

are still effective in our current political situation in spite of globalization’s erosion of territorial 

insideness.      

7.2 Conclusion 

Where do international relations present? The discipline of international relations avoids 

this question because the answer is so obvious from the literature. What constitutes the discipline 

of IR is an attempt to localize the place of international relations as a form of politics which has 

unique characteristics. The characteristics of international politics refer to the limits of the 

politics. In this sense, international relations as a form of politics is an outside of the politics 

where the self of politics find its certainty of what politics means. It is a projection of the 

transformation of the universal politics to the inside politics which relies on the mentality of 

sovereignty.  Following this tendency, political theory ignores the international relations as an 

element in the ontological status of being-with while the discipline of IR does not take account of 

the everydayness of being-with as a concern for international politics or translates our everyday 

encounter into the particular language of international relations. This project attempts to reverse 

this common mentality of both disciplines and to treat the international as a sense that produces 

specific meaning of nearness and a particular version of being-inside and that operates in the 

ontological status of being-with. 
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This operation of international relations in our daily encounter can trace back in two great 

philosophers – Hegel and Heidegger – and their respective totalitarian and racist interpretations 

of being-with. The sense of international relations is overlooked in Esposito’s and Nancy’s 

attempt to define the ontological status being-with in more plural terms. This ignorance in those 

new perceptions of community causes a crucial deficiency in those works even though they have 

provided an insightful perspective to understand the common place in different terms. In order to 

explore the international relations as a sense in our daily encounters, we need to liquidate the 

disciplinary thingness of international relations. Therefore, in this project, except first chapter, I 

strive to keep my discussion within a different philosophical interpretation of being-with and 

intentionally ignore the literature of international relations that returns the thingness of 

international relations in one way or another. Thus, this project does not attempt to place itself in 

the literature of international relations or in traditional political theory, which reproduces the 

specific mentality of sovereignty regarding inside politics.   

The main importance of this project can be found its attempt to deal with the issue of 

international relations in the sense of the nearness of international relations instead of the 

remoteness. In this sense, international relations is not considered as a different thing which has 

its own ontology, but a sense which operates in the modern constitution of our everydayness that 

assumes a particular ontological status of being-with. In this sense, if there is a possibility for a 

new international which does not produce a proper common place which depends on the 

technologies and mechanism of inclusion/exclusion, this research can start not from the 

remoteness of international relations as a thing but the liquidation of international relations 

which flows in our everyday encounters. The ontological inquiry of international relations should 

not seek to determine what the ontological status of the thingness of international relations but 
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how international relations operates as a sense in the ontological status of being. Most 

importantly, the ontological inquiry of international relations should consider how international 

relations produces a particular meaning of the ontological status of being-with.   

In consideration of this concern, this project opens new doors to rethink the ontology of 

international relations. The ontology of international relation is not just a question toward the 

discipline of IR, but also an issue for the literature of political theory. Therefore, this project 

allows the literature to recognize the presence of international relations as not only a topic and 

issue for the discipline of international relations but a fundamental issue for the political theory. 

This project helps the future studies to consider international relations as an element to explore 

the status of collectivity and individuality in the literature of political theory. 
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NOTES 

1 For an examples for the relationship between everyday life and international relations, see  

Elizabeth Dauphinee’s The Politics of Exile, which develops an influential language and an 

insightful analysis that questions the relation between daily narrative of warzone and academic 

investigation in terms of research ethics and life. And also see in Iver Neumann’s Diplomatic 

Sites: a critical enquiry, which focuses on the relations between daily practices and the 

diplomacy.  

2 For an example of alternative cosmopolitan analysis of international ethics, see Antony Burke, 

Katrina Lee-Koo and Matt McDonald’s Ethics and Global Politics, which emphasize the 

weakness of cosmopolitism in the sense of wholeness of the world as totalitarian terms and 

establishes an alternative global sense and ethic which is more plural. However, in this project, I 

do not try to build a new global sense and ethics in new terms of broader meaning of 

globalization and cosmopolitism. The issue of globalization is only related to the concern of how 

the rising global sense is bound with a kind of insideness.  

3 We can see this approach in early forms of posts-structuralist IR theories. See in R.B.J. 

Walker’s Inside/Outside and David Campbell’s Writing Security. 

4 Even though traditional approaches of international are based on the concept of territorial and 

sovereign states, I believe that using the term of nation instead of state in literal term has an 

important meaning regarding to such “insideness” which also refers national “insideness” in the 

framework of national immunized self. In addition, this national insideness of everydayness has 

an ability to operate beyond the territorial state in some situation.  
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5 In the further, I will discuss detail this point with regard to attempts to explain the thingness of 

international relations in terms of the substance or non-substantial relations.   

6 This argument shows how Walker’s theory depends on globalization and the possibilities that it 

offers. 

7 I use the term of “conceptual ontology of international relations” in order to refer that the 

ontology of international relations is conceptual. This means that the ontology of international 

cannot be found the question of what the facticity or authenticity of international relations as an 

ontological status. This kind of question is derived from the pre-acceptance of the “thingness” of 

international relations.  

8 Walker’s concern is more to conceptualize the international relations as a political theory in 

order to get international relations closer to political theory. My concern in this project is not to 

develop a link between international relations and political theory, but provides an critique 

against political theory by means of the nothingness of international relations. 

9 Jayan Nayar treats the terms of sovereignty as “philosophical invention” and stress the 

important relationship between philosophical interpretation of sovereignty and the beingness and 

reality of sovereignty in his article, “On the Elusive Subject of Sovereignty”. Similar to Nayar’s 

interpretation of sovereignty, there is a strong link between the discipline of International 

Relations and the beingness of international relations and world politics as a thing in the analysis 

of such relations.   

10 I refer ontological inquires that are based on Heidegger’s analysis of ontology and non-

substantialist version of ontological explanation in the literature. 

11 For an example of states accorded such priority, see Wendt’s 1992 article “Anarchy is what 

States Make of it”.   
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12 The reason behind my thought is that her analysis on ontology of international relations is 

directly related to ontological status of co-existence of self and other. Odysseos attempts to 

provide an ontological standpoint which is constituted by the co-existence (as existential 

category) instead of Hobbes’ ontological understanding based on the impossibility of co-

existence.   

13 I would like to stress the point that for Odysseos, the question of ontology is question of 

discipline in terms of mainstream theories who assume a conceptual ontology in order to build 

something (as a reality which is happening) called a type of relations.  

14 I will give more detail in the following chapters. This notion has an important place in my 

research in the point of the fundamental relationship between insideness as providing a new 

meaning of being-in-the-world and existential category of “being-with”.  

15 Phenomenology is used by different scholars and philosophers in different sense. Therefore 

there is not unique understanding about phenomenological analysis. However, main basis of 

Heidegger’s phenomenological understanding can be found in an attempt to understand things in 

itself instead of things’ positional relations each other that can be emerged from historical 

comprehension as a repetition. 

16 In early page, I tried to explain the problems of thingness of international relations as being 

distance from everydayness because of disciplinary constitution of international relations. 

17 In Hobbesian co-existence in terms of absolute againstness, the distance between self and 

other is absolute in terms of the interest. Which means that self’s inside is separated from the 

outside in absolute sense and such inside is constituted by the term of interest as being different 

from the outside. However, I believe, this is not only relation that can be found in the definition 

of modern subject. Rather modern subject’s relation to its outside corresponds to more 
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complicated relations than such atomist understanding. Especially, in terms of modern practices 

and mechanisms of recognition, the self’s internal relation to the outside cannot be reduced to 

such atomic reading of self /other relations. Considering the practices of international relations, 

the relation between inside and outside are more complicated than most post-structuralist’s 

critiques who delivers the duality of inside and  outside as a central constitutive point for the 

practices of relations.          

18 I do not use the ontology in terms of facticity or authentic terms what it should be. In other 

words, my question is not what the facticity or authentic relationship between self and other is. In 

this project, I attempt to show how a kind of assumed status of being-with works as an ontology.  

19 In addition to Odysseos’s Heideggerian analysis of Hobbesian ontology of self and other,   

Blaney and Inayatullah in International Relations and the Problem of Difference and Hartmut 

Behr in Politics of Difference: Epistemologies of Peace discusses the issue of ontological 

conceptualization of self and other in terms of the difference and otherness.  Both of these 

studies reveal insightful perspective which show that the constitution of international relations 

depends a particular understanding of the otherness and the problem of difference has important 

role in such constitution of international relations as a concept and discipline. 

20 I do not argue that those critiques are not able to see this complicated relations of inside and 

outside but the problems are reduced to the critiques against the discipline. 

21 In this sentence, I do not try to establish the birth moment of international relations as like a 

building a kind of historicity of international relations as a chronological design of the time of 

international relations. 
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22 The critiques (we can include most post-structuralist critiques in this logic) of traditional 

relations are stuck into this duality of inside and outside which are tied to the seventeenth 

century’s terminology of sovereignty.  

23 The West first found the object (the nature), and the meaning of subject came after this 

finding, as a response to the whatness of such “it” (as an invention of object).   

24 In the further pages of the chapter, I will discuss more about this term. However, I just want 

to remind that this insideness does imply a category of being-inside as being separated from the 

outside. Rather, it means the simultaneity of being-inside and outside.  

25 In order to clarify this argument, it is better to remember how Heidegger distinguish ontic 

status of being from ontological status of being. In other words, the ontic status of being is an 

issue for the ontological analysis but the ontological analysis cannot be reduced to this ontic 

appearance of being. Ontic existence of being is one of affairs of the ontological existence of 

being. See in Being and Time p.11-12.   

26 In Heidegger’s terminology, the distinction between ontological and ontic analyses of being 

has a crucial role in order to characterize the question of being. In general sense, ontic analysis 

relies on the thatness and whatness of being in the examination of the meaning of being. 

However, Heidegger’s ontological analysis is seeking to understand being in its ontological 

status which can only be grasped in the existential category of “to be”. In this sense, Heidegger’s 

distinction is more like a methodological differentiation to approach the question of being. See in 

detail Being and Time p. 8-13.   
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27 Heidegger’s touching is strongly related with Nancy’s understanding of limit. Heidegger’s 

radical and ontological reading of touching provides an important intellectual background for 

Nancy in order to develop a different interpretation of limit.    

28 For Nancy, the disclosure should be understood with his term of spacing which means that 

taking place is not singular but plural which depends on temporality. See more detailed 

discussion in sixth chapter in this project.     

29 In secondary literature of Heidegger, some scholars attempt to distinguish Heidegger’s early 

writing especially Being and Time from his later writings which are mostly relies on his attempt 

to develop authentic and proper perspective on technology, humanism, art and homeland. One of 

the most important example for this literature is  William J. Richardson’s Heidegger: Through 

Phenomenology to Thought, which distinguishes Heidegger’s early writing from his late works. 

The detailed discussion regarding Kehre (turning) in Heidegger’s works can be found in 

Laurence Paul Hemming, “Speaking out of Turn: Martin Heidegger and die Kehre”, 

International Journal of Philosophical Studies, Volume 6, Issue 3, 1998.  

 

31 The concept of thrownness (Geworfenheit) is introduced to reveal the facticity of our status of 

being-in-the-world. In other words, in Heidegger’s ontological analysis, there is strong 

relationship between his concept of being-in-the-world and thrownness. Dasein always finds 

itself in different situation and states of life which are already pre-situated. This givenness of 

Dasein in its everydayness is one of the central issue in Heidegger’s terminology which is 

required to be discussed along with Heidegger’s phenomenology. French contemporary 

Philosopher Jean-Luc Marion stresses the fundamental relationship between givenness and 

phenomenology in Being Given. Besides, Hubert L. Dreyfus takes our attention to the givenness 

 

http://www.tandfonline.com/author/Hemming%2C+Laurence+Paul
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of Dasein and argues that when we interact with things, we already are in a meaning world which 

is prior our interaction (144). I will discuss this issue in further pages of this chapter.    

32 Even though Heidegger moves the discussion of subject from the ancient problematic of the 

essence of beings as meaning of being to the ontological concern of beingness of being, with the 

question of modern technology, he seems to get back to questioning the essence of beings. I will 

discuss this point in more detail in the further pages of the chapter, but I just want to begin 

questioning such essence (happens in terms of authentic and unauthentic) in order to not get 

away my position regarding to such Heideggerian essence. First of all, Heidegger’s essence is 

ontological and not substantialist. In this sense, the essence is not substance but the nearness of 

the beings. This ontological nearness reveals some fundamental problems in Heidegger’s 

ontological insideness. For example, the ideality of Germany is not substance but the 

everydayness of Heidegger. Heidegger creates an ontological insideness that his “ipseity “is 

center of such insideness. The idea of German is settled to the center of such ontological inside.   

33 Heidegger’s analysis of how we approach the things is strongly embedded with his different 

conceptualization of intentionality. He distinguishes his understanding of intention from 

Husserl’s use and expose this difference in his two concepts of environmental and natural things. 

See detail discussion in his book History of Concept of Time. In addition, for more detailed 

discussion regarding the comparison between Husserl’s intention and Heidegger’s one, see 

Dreyfus’s Being-in-the-world p.2-4, and Critchley’s “Heidegger for Beginners”. Heidegger’s 

those concepts are also strongly related to his other two concepts of ready-at-hand and present-

in-hand which are discussed in Being and Time, especially in between pages.   
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34 Human’s new dialogue with nature. Prominent scientists Ilya Prigogine and Isabelle Stengers 

defines the scientific revolution as a new dialogue with nature in Order out of Chaos. However, 

this dialogue relies on the invention of man as a central position who can develop a dialogue 

with nature in the sense of defining nature as an outside reality. For detailed discussion about 

new form of man and the scientific revolution, see Prigogine’s and Stengers’ Order out of 

Chaos. 

35 That is to say, the status of “I” is not a category based on the event—not being immanent in 

becoming a moment--, but it is a universal and immanent status that help us to understand the 

intersubjective relations.   

36 For detailed discussion regarding space and Heidegger’s locality, see Malpas’ Heidegger’s 

Topology which provides broad and detailed discussion regarding the importance of the concept 

of place in Heidegger’s work. In addition to his article discussed in this project, see Stuart 

Elden’s Mapping the Present: Heidegger, Foucault and the Project of Spatial History which 

draws our attention the importance of place in Heidegger’s theory. 

37 For Heidegger, “Man’s relation to locations, and through locations to spaces, inheres in his 

dwelling” (“Building Dwelling Thinking” 335). In this sense, dwelling is a concept which cannot 

be conceived other than the relationship between space and man (“Building Dwelling Thinking” 

335). Therefore, Heidegger thinks dwelling with other term: bauen (to build). In Heideggerian 

sense, dwelling is a kind of building. Following the fundamental connection between dwelling 

and building in Heidegger’s mind, nearness is most important aspect of dwelling which is mostly 

about being neighbor to other beings (“Building Dwelling Thinking” 325).   
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38 Even though Heidegger’s nearness cannot be thought in geographical terms, such ontological 

nearness carries some crucial meaning of geography. That is to say that Heidegger’s ontological 

nearness cannot completely distinguished from the geographical nearness. This argument can be 

reasonable with Heidegger’s relation with modernism. Julian Young underlines Heidegger’s 

worry of the collapse of yesterday’s world by modernism which establishes a broader sense of 

world in the matter of internationalism and universalism (41). For Young, there is solid lead in 

Heidegger’s mentality, which reveals the relationship between Heidegger’s cultural anti-

Semitism and Heidegger’s description of Jews’ universalism and modernism as a parallel. In this 

sense, the overlap between Heidegger’s critique of modernism and Heidegger’s Dasein’s locality 

in the sense of authentic relationship with world is not coincidence.  

39 Heidegger’s nationalism can be thought with his relationship with Nazism. This relationship 

is embedded to whether Heidegger is anti-Semitic or not. For Young, Heidegger is cultural ant-

Semitic which is different than Nazi’s racial anti-Semitism (41). In spite of Heidegger’s 

difference from Nazi’s anti-Semitism, for Young his cultural anti-Semitism is as bad as Nazi’s 

racial anti-Semitism (41). Besides, Luc Ferry and Alain Renaut argues that Heidegger’s 

traditionalism as a critique of modernism distinguishes Heidegger’s National Socialism (Nazism) 

as a response to the modernity from Nazism as an achievement of modernity and technology. See 

detailed discussion in their book “Heidegger and Modernity”.         

40 This critique can be conceived in broader sense as a critique against modernity. 

41 For detailed discussion, see in note 29.  

42 Therefore, in early pages of this chapter I used to the term of “through” instead of the term of 

“toward”.   
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43 The issue in this categorization cannot be conceived as a territorial separation, but more likely 

an ontological category in terms of authenticity and unauthenticity.  

44 The question should be asked is whether this losing in the popular attachment is a kind of 

naive deficiency in Heidegger’s personal life or not. It is a very controversial question in the 

secondary literature of Heidegger and is a difficult question to answer. However, at least I can 

argue that Heidegger’s interpretation of Jews as “worldless” is a good example to traces the 

fingerprints of anti-Semitism. In light of his interpretation of Jews, it is difficult to define 

Heidegger’s engagement with Nazis as a simple mistake in his personal life.  

45 This property can be physical, ideal or fugirative.  

46 For example, when we consider Heidegger’s “Mitsein”, the crucial issue or deficiency can be 

found in  whether the ontological status of being-with-other in the situation of the togetherness of 

two Germans and the togetherness of German and Jews who is a German Citizen are same or 

not.   

47 It is a fair critique to argue that from the beginning, Heidegger does not have any concern to 

develop an ontological status of being-with which cannot be reduced to nationalistic 

identifications which is overlapped with the locality in Heidegger’s terminology.  

48 Nancy deepens the concept of surprise in one of the chapters in Being Singular Plural on the 

basis of his reading of Hegel and the concept of becoming. See detailed discussion in Being 

Singular Plural between pages 159-176.      

49 Nancy of course is aware of the current political state which is embedded to figurative 

construction of being-with. Besides, he attempts to develop an alternative reading of the 

temporality of being-with which is beyond the identical reduction of moments of togetherness. 

However, Nancy does not take account the presence of international in the status of being-with 

 



 

245 

  

 

and how this presence operates as a identical and historical construction of the status of with by 

immunized self. In the sixth chapter of this project, I explore this deficiency in Nancy’s reading 

of Heidegger in detail.   

50 Jew’s birth in the land of German is not enough to be considered as German.    

51 Even though, Heidegger attacks modern substantialist analysis of existence in the duality of 

subject and object, he basically transforms metaphysical substance to ontological substance by 

defining it both spatiality and temporality.     

52 This assumption of international relations can be related to the avoidance of the distinction 

between the phenomenon and the appearance. In this assumed perception of international 

relations, appearance and phenomena have been considered in same terms.  

53 For Nancy, self is not different than the sense of mineness which is restless in the temporality 

of “each time”. For detailed discussion see first chapter in the basis of Nancy’s reading of 

Heidegger‘s mineness. In this sense, for Nancy, a self is not an identity or property, but a 

becoming finitude which is not arrived any end and an identity.    

54 In this sense, one can argue that Modern political philosophy has been constructed by the 

rhetoric of war in terms of defending the lines of inside from the outside. For detailed analysis, 

see Foucault’s Society Must be Defended which allows us to recognize how politics can be 

considered as a continuation of war.   

55  Because of this definition of difference, Deleuze argues that Hegel’s contradiction 

correspond to nothing other than sameness. For his detailed critiques, see his Difference and 

Repetition, especially first chapter.   
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56 Therefore, Hegel requires the role of the State in his latter text (especially in Philosophy of 

Right) as a mechanism (or stabilizer) in order to tie individual self’s insideness to Volk’s 

insideness.  However, in this project, I try to avoid the role of state in Hegel’s ethical order of 

society in order to not reduce my project to an issue of how the state as a mechanism constructs 

the status of being-with. For the detailed discussion of the role of state in Hegel’s philosophy, see 

Shlomo Avineri, Hegel’s Theory of the Modern State.  

57 Malabou argues that for Heidegger, “Hegel never speaks about future amounts to saying that 

Hegel does not have a future” (The Future of Hegel 5). 

58 See the detail discussion in Malabou’s Self and Emotional Life: Philosophy, Psychoanalysis, 

and Neuroscience 

59 The meaning of self does not correspond to an identity, but an ability to be free which implies 

to be able be-in itself in order to come out of itself as a desire to determine the outside.   

60 This point should be thought with Nancy’s argument of singularity of finitude as essential 

structure for the ontology of singular plural. See the detailed discussion in last chapter of this 

project.   

61 Aylan’s death in nowhere delivers an important insight for the nature of international and how 

international relations operates in such nowhereness. When Aylan was dead, he did not belong to 

any territorial insideness or state. He was escapee and refugee. However, the death of Aylan was 

not read by his death in nowhere. In other words, nothingness of international relations as a space 

operates in the replacement or definitions of his death in a particular insides. He can be a Kurdish 

boy, or refugee, but not a being-in-the-world. Our ready-at-hand of the image of his dead body is 

embedded to one of such insideness. Our encounter with the image of dead body of three years 

old boy is appeared in the first sense as a pain in our hearth, but it takes only several seconds, 
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and we ask our “essential” question: who is that boy? International relations begin to operate in 

that question and Aylan cannot be just a three years old boy who is in-the-world, we should 

determine him in one of those insides. For some, he is a part of the insideness of refugee or for 

some others, he belongs to the insideness of Kurdish or Syrian. Therefore, some Turkish twitter 

users lost their sadness of this event when they learnt his identity, and immediately talked about 

boy’s identity and the faults of his parents.   

62 In the first chapter, I discussed the argument which is originated in the perspective of how 

international relations is constituted as a result of the dichotomy of inside and outside. See 

detailed discussion in the second chapter. 

63 Ranciere illustrates the locating two different social roles in terms of categorization of the 

activity and passivity in his two different books which are interested two different social areas: 

education and art. While, Ranciere shows the active/passive relationship between ignorant and 

schoolmaster in The Ignorant School Master, he takes our attention to how artistic performance 

is located as an activity over spectator’s individual performance of viewing as passive in The 

Emancipated Spectator. 

64 The term of liberal in this sentences has broader meaning than what we commonly understand 

it as a political or philosophical positioning in terms of one of the possible ways of modernity. 

As Esposito and Nancy show, there is a liberal essence or core that includes positive and 

negative definitions of freedom in modernity, and this line depends on such argumentation of 

ontological tension in absolute separation between being-in-itself as an individual in its certainty 

and outside’s uncertainty.  
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65 I don’t use the term of atomist version of individuality in order to stress the absolute 

distinction of individual from its outside (nature or community). Rather such term indicates the 

immanence of man as a reason of the world and the life. 

66 This term refers both communist approaches and liberal version of communal reading of 

collectivity.   

67 This consciousness (is better to consider as an sensual realization of state of “I” without 

unchanged substance or essense that ties the state of “I” to next moments continuous self)  can be 

found in the term of logic but more likely in his concept of sense. 

68 For an insightful analysis and a critique of Western logo-centrism, see Derrida’s Of 

Grammatology.   

69 The term of possible in this usage can be thought as “coming to presence”.   

70 For detailed discussion and analysis, see Stuart Elden’s, Birth of Territory. 

71 I do not use the term of globalization in popular sense. Nancy, in The Creation of the World 

or Globalization, distinguishes the term of mondialisation from the globalization. According to 

him, globalization produces a uniformity with global economic and technological advancement. 

In addition, it reveals a closed form of being-in-the-world. In this form of being-in-the world 

means being inside of the thing that we call the world. In this logic, the world is a property which 

has an identity that makes everything united as being-inside of the world. In addition to Nancy’s 

distinction, I believe that globalization is not contemporary issue which means that the epoch of 

globalization is going back to very past. And if we are looking any epoch for globalization, the 

modernity can be available time line. However, this globalization cannot be reduced to the 

modernity and modern epoch.   
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72 For more detailed discussion, see Ian James’ Fragmentary Demands which provides a 

stimulating discussion line (which begins with the discussion between Newton’s substantialist 

definition of space and Leibniz’s relational space (idealist), and continues with 

phenomenological conceptualization of space), especially in his chapter titled “Space” in pages 

from 67 to 80.    

73 This shift can be recognized even between early and later chapters of Being and Time. 

However, such shift get obvious and finds the ontological destination in his writing on 

Holderlin’s poets which are generally about one’s emotional journey regarding to his/her 

homeland. Critchley provides similar critique in order to show Heidegger’s transformation of 

being-with as Volk. This means that Being and Time can be thought into two divisions. In First 

division, Heidegger defines and conceptualizes being-with as essential status of Dasein, and in 

the second dividion of the book, he moves further his definition by determining being-with as 

Volk. See page 247 in Critchley’s Ethics.   

74 Foucault defines such historicity with the emergence of racial histories and their struggle in 

Society Must be Defended. 

75 I do not think that the use of “ontic” is fair in order to criticize his ontology, because I don’t 

think Heidegger’s ontic/ontological distinction are very influential to Nancy’s understanding of 

singular plural ontology.   

76 Nancy’s this assumption is strongly related to his understanding of the totalitarian forms of 

immanence which is mentioned in early pages of this chapter. 

77 Crowley attempts to provide a response to Marchart and Critchley’s critiques. However, I 

think, there is an little connection in the dimension of both authors’ accusation of Nancy in terms 

of the gap in the political situatedness of being-with, Critchley’s critique is more related to 
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Nancy’s intersubjectivity which seems that it cannot escape the fraternity (similar to Derrida’s 

critique in Rogues) logic of the category of “with”. In the following pages, I will discuss more 

about Critchley’s critiques. 

78 I do not argue that Esposito does not agree with modern mechanism of immunity is negative 

and might be suicidal. However, I think that Esposito’s argumentation of immunity does not give 

enough credit to the issue of autonomy or the circle of self which operates between the “I” and 

the “we”. In other words, Esposito’s concept of immunity is not effective for my concern which 

can be found into the autonomy of the self in the emergence of the “we”  


