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This paper expounds an aspect of Heidegger’s corpus with the ultimate objective of his enlightening management practice. It begins with a summary of Heidegger’s practical involvement in management, particularly his experience as a university manager in Nazi Germany. Further, it suggests an area of Heidegger’s theory that might be of serious interest to practical managers who seek to understand management. This is Heidegger’s distinctive theory of Dasein and the paper introduces the notion of Dasein-manager. The paper does not assume that all its readers are familiar with Heideggerian ontology and accordingly takes a pedagogical approach. Finally, the paper provides a rudimentary ontological analysis of customers. It argues that customers are inevitably equipment. The paper will succeed if it wedges open a door to a radical re-interpretation of management founded upon the concept of Dasein-manager. 

A move to expand our understanding of management
Heidegger’ theory of Dasein enables us to discuss management in new ways. For example, the manager who deals with crisis and pace with apparent ease, and whom we often see as the ideal employee, is difficult to understand if you restrict yourself to the theory in management textbooks. Such people may well not be a triumph according to the theory of motivation. Yet this is an example of the very situation that Heidegger understands and makes foundational to his distinctive phenomenological theory. Likewise, we find managers who are highly successful without ever having a university education. How can such managers hold the abilities necessary when so much is invested in the training and education of managers? Why do academic researchers struggle to adequately describe – let alone prescribe actions for - managers? Why do managers sometimes muse that the theory of management is one thing but real world practice another? Further, what are we to say to the many managers who tell us that they precede by instinct and intuition and that they find themselves in situations and work through them as best they can without really knowing how they manage? These managers are involved and competent, and management theory struggles to explain even one part of their situation. The logical, scientific, researched theories that abound do not assist us and one consequence of this is the myriad of fads and popular theories with catchy titles. As Heidegger described a similar situation in a broad manner: 

“A strict ice-cold logic is inimical to the refined feeling of the modern soul. Thinking can no longer be confined within the unshakeable eternal limits of fundamental logical positions” ("On a Philosophical Orientation for Academics" translated in Theodore J. Kisiel & Sheehan, 2007, p.14). 

Thinking can, and should, move beyond the narrow scientific confines that currently bind our deliberations about management. The theory of Dasein is Heidegger’s response to this call and it provides critical insight into a wide range of issues and problems in management. 
The foundation of all this alleged insight is a rejection of our usual way of seeing human beings that is as persons like ourselves who carry rights and have minds and bodies. We must relearn out foundational understanding of the human being. We must understand a “mind-independent reality” (Theodore J. Kisiel & Sheehan, 2007, p.18).
Heidegger’s thought is today beginning to have an impact in several practical disciplines, such as nursing, teaching, and psychiatry. It holds relevance in the explication of institutions. If the task is to think afresh an area of human activity then one move you can make is to turn to Heidegger and his distinctive ontology. 

Examining Heidegger’s corpus in the context of the philosophy of management is appropriate at this time. The philosophy of management is an emerging discipline. Institutions that teach the disciple in one form or another include the Open Polytechnic of New Zealand, the Copenhagen Business School, the Free University of Amsterdam, Georgia South Western, and the Royal Holloway University of London. The situation is akin to developments over 20 years ago when the philosophy of education began to appear as a new formal discipline in Western universities involved in the pre-service preparation of teachers (For a broad account of the intellectual advances, see Waks, 2008). The curriculum subject philosophy of education inherited the techniques of philosophers, and the divisions within philosophy, and worked these with examples that related to schools and education. It was never that new for there are few major philosophers who have not had relevant things to say about education. The relevance and the opportunity afforded by continental philosophy became apparent as analytic philosophy (largely as a series of techniques) fell into disrepute and the names of Foucault, Derrida, and more recently, Heidegger emerged. The Heideggerian theory of skill acquisition developed by Dreyfus has been prominent 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Dreyfus, 1967; Dreyfus, 2001; Dreyfus, 2002; McPherson, 2005)
. 
The notion of crisis stands linked to Heidegger’s name. There are two aspects of what he terms the crisis of Western metaphysics. The first is that which shows itself in philosophy, and the second is that which shows itself in the common way that we approach problems and live our lives. Heidegger’s concern with the immediate and the practical may well appeal to realistic managers, and the linking of this to philosophical endeavour holds a promise of relevance. 
To advance any interest in Heidegger’s work, one must reflect on the concept of being. According to Dreyfus, the most helpful account of what being is, is that which relates it directly to the word “intelligibility”:

“At the foundation of Heidegger's new approach is a phenomenology of ‘mindless’ everyday coping skills as the basis of all intelligibility. Since Descartes, philosophers have been stuck with the epistemological problem of explaining how the ideas in our mind can be true of the external world. Heidegger shows that this subject/object epistemology presupposes a background of everyday practices into which we are socialized but that we do not represent in our minds. Since he calls this more fundamental way of making sense of things our understanding of being, he claims that he is doing ontology, that is, asking about the nature of this understanding of being that we do not know…” (Dreyfus, 1991, p.3).
Our deliberations – common people and academics alike – found themselves on presuppositions about the human being that do not withstand scrutiny. The vehicle of proper scrutiny is Heideggerian phenomenology, that it itself a variant of Husserl’s phenomenology and is distinguished from Husserl by its rejection of the subject-object dichotomy that today pervades our thinking. 
The present paper has a focus on one aspect of the theory of Dasein and shows its relevance to management as a human practice. The presentation of that aspect is pedagogical, meaning that it assumes that the reader is not already familiar with Heideggerian ontology. It was over 80 years ago that his landmark publication, Being and Time (The work was published in three successive forms in the 1920's, Heidegger, 1962), appeared and there is still considerable academic debate about what he said and what he meant. The present paper draws upon the theory of 80 years ago and only touches on his latter work. A more extensive modern introduction to Being and Time is provided by Blattner (2006).

Seeking to extend the potential theoretical foundations of thinking about management and business is a popular move at present (A review around the notion of decision-making is provided within a framework by Agarwal & Malloy, 2000). Bolle explores the potential of Being and Time and Heidegger’s bibliography to improve managerial leadership. His conclusion that it “is not difficult to recognize in Heidegger's remarks the way managers think” is correct (Bolle, 2006, p.266). This encourages the phenomenological approach in the present paper and its focus on beings within the theory of Dasein. 
Heidegger’s practical experience
Heidegger was a spectacular failure in the only management position he ever held. It is reasonable to make this assessment both in terms of the ethos of his day and drawing upon modern ideas. Beyond his competence were the short-term challenges of management in a university enduring a crisis generated by extreme ideology and political callousness. He was, however, adept at advancing himself in the hierarchy of management. Perhaps one of his classmates from primary school accurately reveals his temperament when he said that whilst Martin was the smallest person in the class he organised everyone. As a young university lecturer, Heidegger’s ideas challenged students, yet his delivery and countenance were uninspiring. One senior student wrote a description of Heidegger’s face, saying:
“… what was natural for it was the expression of cautious mistrust, at times full of peasant cunning” (Löwith, 2007, p.425). 
Heidegger actively sought the position of rector at Freiburg University and worked with a small group of Nazi sympathisers to achieve that ambition. Later, he argued that it was more thrust upon him on 21 April 1933 ("How Heidegger Became Rector", in Ott, 1993, pp.140-148). The previous rector, the anatomist von Möllendorff, had resigned because he refused to accept Nazi control over the university and to discriminate against Jews. A colleague noted that Heidegger was “hardly the man for the administrative and business side of things” (Ott, 1993, p.143). The only opportunity that Heidegger had previously to be responsible for people was for a few weeks as a corporal in the army (Safranski, 1998, p.87). 

Heidegger brought to the rector’s job a powerful mission statement that contained two elements. The first element was publicly declared, and related to the willingness of staff to be:

“… led on by the inexorability of that intellectual and spiritual mission which forces the destiny of the German nation into the mould of its history” (Ott, 1993, p.148).

The second element was initially unseen by some of his colleagues. It was nevertheless consistent with his long-standing ambition to see the German university transformed from within, a form of ambition that has currency today (According to Milchman & Rosenberg, 1997). He intended to bring his university, and indeed the whole of the Nazi movement, to align itself with his theory of being and to have that theory become foundational for the reform of Germany. This specifically meant adherence to Heidegger’s concept of truth, which would become foundational for students and staff as they interpreted their duty towards the military and the nation. This was to be an historical turning point for Germany, if not the West. Hitler was, he later said to the denazification commission of Freiburg University, to “grow beyond the party and its doctrine …. the movement could spiritually be guided onto other tracks, so that everything would come together on the basis of a renewal and concentration for a Western responsibility” (Safranski, 1998, p.232). That philosophers should have such ambitions was not as quaint in those times as it may appear today. They saw themselves as drawn into politics, perhaps following Plato’s foray (Safranski, 1998, p.225).

The National Socialist Workers Party endorsed Heidegger’s appointment for its own reasons: 
“It is unfortunate but in retrospect undeniable that Heidegger’s brief but very public tenure as the first Nazi Rector of Freiburg University in 1933-4 helped to cast an early sheen of intellectual legitimacy over the brutal regime …” (Thomson, 2005, p.32) .

His abrupt resignation came once his failure became obvious to himself and others, and once he suffered “mental torments” (Ott, 1993, p.239). In the unsettled period after the Second World War, which for Heidegger included an investigation into his conduct, Heidegger said his greatest mistake as rector was to trust his colleagues, and he wrote to his former student mistress:

“I dread all contact with anything ‘academic’ and with the ‘university’. People say it is a hidden grudge and a sign of my insuperable pique” (Arendt & Heidegger, 2004, p.98).
Introducing Dasein-manager
Heidegger will never obtain a position in management based on his demonstrated skills, his countenance, or his moral character. His theory, his corpus, however, remains unconsidered. This section introduces one specific concept drawn from his published works of over 80 volumes. The concept is central to the whole collection. It is his notion of Dasein and the other beings integrally a part of Dasein’s world.
When Heidegger looks afresh at human beings, he determines that their most foundational nature is that they are the beings that are involved with themselves. This involvement is though understanding including particularly an understanding of what might be their future situation. Further, human beings are always a part of a world that is integrally a part of their own being. By “world”, Heidegger refers to their ontological world and not the physical world. Your ontological world includes all that you find as significant and accordingly is a part of yourself. When the human being is cast this way, Heidegger says she is an example of Dasein, the form of being that has its being there (in-the-world) as its way of existing. 
Take care to appreciate that there are already two of us in this drama. You are here, the reader, the observer, and thinker contemplating the Dasein-manager. [The term “Dasein-manager” is used to refer to the ontological form of the manager, in other words as a particular being within an existential analytic.] You are Dasein and for you the Dasein-manager is another being in the world. Again, it may be tempting to read this as meaning that this manager is a physical entity, an object, available to you through your senses. However, this is not what is meant. Dasein-manager is the totality of understandings that you hold about it: there are physical things, but there are also the complexity of relationships, position, power, circumstances, home life, moral character, and so on. The Dasein-manager is an ontological entity. When you observe its actions, the word “comportment” should be used, and not “behaviour”. We must learn to see the entity as it is without importing into our thinking the tradition of Western philosophy. 
The Dasein is not a settled entity in Heideggerian scholarship. Sheehan says:

“Well into it seventh decade, Heideggerian scholarship in America has yet to reach a firm consensus on what Heidegger’s main topic was” (Sheehan, 2005, p.193).

Accordingly, it is not possible to take from the shelf an account of Dasein and apply the definition therein in an investigation. Instead, the investigator must expound an interpretation of Dasein. This may then form the base of a phenomenological investigation of management.

One way of saying that Dasein is always concerned with itself is to say that its own being (its existence) is always an issue for it. When you sit in the manager’s chair, you must do something. You cannot be like a stone. You must “press into the future”. Read this expression across the whole spectrum of the human being’s concerns. When Heidegger uses the expression “mere consideration” in the quotation below, he refers to our cognitive thinking about ourselves:

“Dasein exists as an entity for which, in its Being, that Being is itself an issue. Essentially ahead of itself, it has projected itself upon its potentiality-for-Being before going on to any mere consideration of itself” (Heidegger, 1962, p.458).
We can further orient ourselves to his theory by considering its origins. The emergence of the theory of Dasein was under development in Heidegger’s thinking from before about 1924, as was shown in his talk to the Marburg Theologians (Der Begriff der Zeit, page 13):

“This still quite nascent phase in the discussion of In-Sein, the equiprimordial constellation of involvement with the world and self through affective disposition, understanding, and discourse … .(Theodore J Kisiel, 1993, p.317)
As already indicated above, whilst we may describe the structure of Dasein, there is no sense in which this structure is to be found physically within a human being. Kisiel’s expression (using the same word Heidegger might use), “equiprimordial constellation of involvement” indicates that each of the components of the Dasein that are identified are to be seen as essential and constitute of the Dasein. We are trying to “look inside” the Dasein as an ontological structure, and determine that the comportments we observe seem to be explicable only if we consider the Dasein as a “constellation” of factors. Heidegger issued this as a one possible way to discuss beings starting with Dasein. Wittgenstein thought it impossible to say anything at all in this way about the entity that is us. For him, there was little chance of our looking inside our own being and behaviour: 

"Not to explain, but to accept the psychological phenomenon - that is what is difficult" (Paragraph 509 I, Wittgenstein, 1980a, p.97).

Wittgenstein considered the problem of explaining behaviour within the framework of a dichotomy that Heidegger denied:

“The words which we describe what we see are properties of things. We don’t learn their meaning in connection with the concept of “inner seeing”” (Paragraph 268 II, Wittgenstein, 1980b, p.13).

Heidegger says we can say a great deal about the structure of human “behaviour” when the direction of enquiry is ontological, but his discussion fails to locate any grounding that is more foundational than “constellation” and “equiprimordial”.

The meaning of being is what is at issue. To progress on this issue, our thinking must move away from presuppositions that make us think in accordance with our Western philosophical tradition. Heideggerian thought starts with that “wonder of all wonders” the fact that things are full of meaning. This is such an important matter that the present paper must provide the relevant translations by Sheehan:

“… a meaning giving context constitutes the meaning of everything around us”.

And, the wonder is:

“… the fact that things are meaningful” (Both these translations he gives in footnote 22, Sheehan, 2005, p.209) .

Ironically, Sheehan has to develop his own paper by contrasting Heidegger’s founding questions with those of the tradition. Here we must show the confidence necessary not to look backwards into the tradition:

“Looking at something, understanding and conceiving it, choosing, access to it—all these ways of behaving are constitutive for our inquiry, and therefore are modes of Being for those particular entities which we, the inquirers, are ourselves” (Heidegger, 1962, pp.26-27).

 When we are told, “understand and conceive”, we are (more precisely) being told to tentatively interpret, chose, and thus access what is apparently there. What is more, we are involved in the enquiry ourselves. We “tarry amidst” (W. Blattner, 2006, p.11; Not "alongside" as in the Macquarie and Robinson translation, Heidegger, 1962, p.88).

That is sufficient to indicate the broad approach to the structure of Dasein that Heidegger developed, and its standing as an interpretation. The plan now is to consider understanding/intelligibility, and how that is what decides for us the kinds of being that there are in our ontological world.
Understanding determines the kinds of being
Intelligibility appears in two ways in Heidegger’s explication: as a notion when we seek to make Dasein intelligible, and as the structure of Dasein that develops as ‘understanding’. Here we are concerned with understanding as the Dasein’s ownmost, the second way. 

Dasein-manager understands herself and the other beings that constitute her world. Another way of saying this is to say that she makes sense of her situation, including particularly the potential in that situation regarding her future. Our task is to make sense of Dasein-manager’s making sense. 

Understanding is always the understanding of beings by Dasein. According, to Heidegger there are only four kinds of beings that we may identify. These kinds are the result of his own classification of phenomenological examples. There may be other kinds of being, but, so far, only four have appeared. The classification is from the point-of-view of Dasein. What are the four kinds of being in the manager’s world?
A phenomenological search of the environment (“environment” in Heidegger’s sense of what is close to us and considered within an existential analytic) to identify the kinds of being in the manager’s world accords with Heidegger’s directive in Being and Time. The search ought to focus on what is closest to us all the time in unexceptional circumstances:

“The Being of those entities which we encounter as closest to us can be exhibited phenomenologically if we take as our clue our everyday Being-in-the-world, which we also call our ‘dealings’ in the world and with entities within-the-world. Such dealings have already dispersed themselves into manifold ways of concern (Heidegger, 1962, p.95).

The office is a place of ordinary everydayness. In that space and thinking of ourselves as managers, we can undertake a phenomenological study. If we proceed with the kind of “seeing” that is required, beings are identified and they can be grouped into:
1. Zuhandenheit: ready-to-hand beings, equipment or paraphernalia
2. Unzuhandenheit: unready-to-hand beings, inadequately functioning equipment
3. Vorhandenheit: presence-at-hand beings, other things that are just around
4. Dasein: other beings like us.
1. Zuhandenheit: ready-to-hand beings.
When it is with familiar things, the Dasein copes with, or deal with, these beings. For the Dasein everything encountered in this way is for practical use, it is equipment (Zeug). 

“Only because equipment has this “Being-in-itself” and does not merely occur, is it manipulable in the broadest sense and at our disposal” (Heidegger, 1962, p.98).

One leading feature of this mode of being is that the Dasein most genuinely with such beings has no conscious thought about them. The manipulation and control of the beings so encountered is achieved without their being present to the Dasein. Another way of saying this is that these beings are not distinguished from their background, both being familiar. When the expression “ordinary everyday coping” or “ordinary everydayness” are used they refer to Zuhandenheit.

The manager copes effectively with many diverse tasks automatically, immediately responding in the appropriate way, and without dwelling upon them. However, managers when subsequently asked about such occurrences will “fill in the gaps in their story” about their performance: managers will in all honesty create a story about what they think actually happened. In all cases when a manager produces a report, it is a re-construction after the event 
A further example of a being-at-hand is writing using a key board and computer. The focus can be entirely on what is being written and the somehow the fingers seem to find and push the correct keys. The manager cannot give an account of how the individual keys were identified when the sentences were flowing. This example is informative because the transparency of keyboard carries through to a transparency in relation to spelling (it may be noticed after the sentence is written that the words seem to have spelt themselves). It is possible that this phenomenon of spelling has some ancient association with the German origin of the word that relates to the spell-like arts (See for example, the first appearance of the word "spell n" in the Oxford English Dictionary, 1989). When Heidegger develops his earlier “sketch” of the ready-to-hand he specifically considers symbols and signs (Heidegger, 1962, p.107). 

One word that is a reasonable synonym to “equipment” is “paraphernalia.” “Paraphernalia” draws attention to the collective and relational aspects of equipment. The word comes from Haugeland’s “free-wheeling” (p.15) article. In a discussion of chess, he refers to Heidegger’s exemplar: 

“Heidegger makes these points in terms of the equipment and paraphernalia of everyday life; but the upshot is the same. Hammers, nails, boards, and drills, screwdrivers, screws, and glue are all bound together in a (large) nexus of intertwined roles, instituted by the norms of carpentry practice; and that's what makes them what they are” (Haugeland, 1982, p.17).

Haugeland goes on to translate Heidegger on the way that computers, and other office tools, are transparent to the manager. He then develops the notion that specific items of equipment appear within the office (“environment’ in the ontological sense) and they together constitute a wholeness, that we might call the office (and which itself contributes to the intelligibility of specific items of equipment). He also emphasises that way that this whole environment, because of the way that it associates with the manager, is the manager’s means to achievement (in-order-to):
“Taken strictly, there “is” no such thing as an equipment. To the Being of any equipment there always belongs a totality of equipment, in which it can be this equipment that it is. Equipment is essentially “something in-order-to . . .” [‘etwas um-zu. . .’]. A totality of equipment is constituted by various ways of the “in-order-to”, such as serviceability, conduciveness, usability, manipulability” (Heidegger, 1962, p.97).

This introduces the notion of Dasein as one of the four kinds of being (see later). The 1927 version that Haugeland draws upon:

“In the 'in-order-to' as a structure there lies an assignment or reference of something to something. Only in the analyses which are to follow can the phenomenon which this term 'assignment' indicates be made visible in its ontological genesis. Provisionally, it is enough to take a look phenomenally at a manifold of such assignments. Equipment—in accordance with its equipmentality—always is in terms of [aus] its belonging to other equipment: ink-stand, pen, ink, paper, blotting pad, table, lamp, furniture, windows, doors, room” (Heidegger, 1962, p.97)
He describes his office, but he could have been describing your office. The essential point is that beings that are equipment depend on an “assignment’ by the Dasein. The nature of each assignment at a particular time is critical and there is a multitude of assignments. 
2. Unzuhandenheit: unready-to-hand beings.
The most direct way to see into this category of being is to consider what occurs when zen-like everyday coping is interrupted for the Dasein-manager. A contrast breaks into the normal flow,. This alters some of the multitude of assignments. Heidegger cites three forms of example: With reference to equipment with insufficient usability: 

When its unusability is thus discovered, equipment becomes conspicuous. This conspicuousness presents the ready-to-hand equipment as in a certain un-readiness-to hand (Heidegger, 1962, pp.102-103). 

The computer ceases to work as expected. Work stops, the computer becomes the centre of attention. The management task is no longer the business task – it is to fix the office equipment, that is seen as a problem and a nuisance. The computer itself becomes unready-to-hand, which means its form of being is unready-to-hand. This temporary breakdown Heidegger calls “obstinate”. If the computer of its own accord suddenly works again (systems management fixed it, or the power was restored), the manager says “relax it is working again” and her computer’s way is again inconspicuous paraphernalia. Heidegger would say the temporary malfunction made the computer “conspicuous”. 

If you have ever arrived at your workstation in the morning to discover your computer has disappeared, you will have experienced an “obtrusive” break down in the paraphernalia. This is effectively permanent, and what you see is not the computer itself, but the space where you expect to see the computer. The computer is for you present by its absence. Heidegger describes your situation and your frustration, which is most intense when your need for the computer is greatest:

“When we notice what is un-ready-to-hand, that which is ready-to-hand enters the mode of obtrusiveness” (Heidegger, 1962, p.103). 
The more urgently [Je dringlicher] we need what is missing, and the more authentically it is encountered in its un-readinessto-hand … (Heidegger, 1962, p.103).

3. Vorhandenheit: presence-at-hand beings.
This is the ontological presence of an entity. The entities may be, for example, some ideas in mathematics or the objects of perception. However, do not construe them as being purely mental or purely physical. They are ontological, which means they are their full understandable complement of associations for the Dasein. 

According to Heidegger, our preoccupation with equipment overshadows our awareness of the being of entities as Vorhandenheit. Everything for us is about its use. In a powerful section of Being and Time, Heidegger identifies the loss of this concept, Vorhandenheit, with Aristotle and then he continues:

“… that simple awareness of something present-at-hand in its sheer presence-at-hand, which Parmenides had already taken to guide him in his own interpretation of Being - has the Temporal structure of a pure “making-present” of “something” (Heidegger, 1962, p.48).

Parmenides, the first philosopher to write, was concerned about that which was present-at- hand, but by the time of Aristotle, the direction of thought had changed, and we remain in the tradition of Aristotle. 

Macquarrie and Robinson in a footnote, seek to resolve the “confused case” referred to above, although they do not mention your computer. The resolution develops through a consideration of Vorhandenheit.
“The adjective “vorhanden” means literally “before the hand”, but this signification has long since given way to others. In ordinary German usage it may, for instance, be applied to the stock of goods which a dealer has “on hand”, or to the “extant” works of an author …” (Heidegger, 1962, p.48).

At least two forms of Vorhandenheit that emerge from the unready-to-hand. The first form is apparent when the manager rests and looks at the computer itself with apparent interest. This is not a part of the job; it is an idle contemplation of the computer as it appears. She “drifts” to consider marks on the case and buttons that are unused. An arm and a hand may extend and a finger rubs the bump on the case. Ostensively, she gathers information without the use of a business plan or a purpose. The manager sees the computer now in the same way that the manager sees a picture on the wall or watches children play outside her window. Such contemplation need not be about the physical object, it might be about how this very computer will end its life crushed and as human rubbish that requires disposal, or about how she loves her children.

The second form of Vorhandenheit is that which emerges as the manager considers the funding of the computer - would it be cost effective to replace the disk top machines with laptops. Now the computer has properties, its own history, and it appears in accounts and company reports. The properties now include the version of its operating system, its age, and other things that might be important when the decision is made to replace the computer. The computer is no longer in its being the used entity – instead its being is that of an object of theory. 

If the information technology helpdesk replaces the manager’s desktop machine with a laptop then from the point-of-view of Dasein-manager nothing has occurred. After a short period of adjustment (unready-to-hand) the computer slips away into the background and the manager “gives it not a thought”. As an object present-at-hand, the laptop is different from the desktop, and the staff might say they “look better” or make the office look “modern”.
4. Dasein: other beings like us.
The Dasein-manager we observe, according to laudatory literature, shall treat others with respect and as human beings who are the bearers of rights. Apart from the popular press, the theory of management and legislation provide examples of laudatory literature. Yet, these alleged ideals are not what we observe in business practice. If they were, there would not be any place for the laudatory literature. Instead, the manager sees customers, and staff, and her family, and people who come and go at the office all day.
Heidegger argues that for the most part – in ordinary everydayness – Dasein-manager sees others as beings like herself. This means (drawing on the earlier discussion about intelligibility) that she understands what they are about in the sense that she accepts them without thought - the information technology person comes and looks at wires and connection points, the mail is collected by a Dasein, other Dasein are working in the office. None of this is exceptional and Dasein-manager simply allows these beings like herself to be.  
These ideas develop more formally in Being and Time. It is important to understand this passage is drawn from his theory of ontology and thus it does not refer to “mattering” in the sense of how things most usually in common parlance matter to us (for example, they might be valuable, or a worry, or things that need special attention). 

“Being for, against, or without one another, passing one another by, not ‘mattering’ to one another—these are possible ways of solicitude. And it is precisely these last-named deficient and Indifferent modes that characterize everyday, average Being-with-one-another. These modes of Being show again the characteristics of inconspicuousness and obviousness which belong just as much to the everyday Dasein-with of Others within-the-world as to the readiness-to-hand of the equipment with which one is daily concerned” (Heidegger, 1962, p.158).
The nub of his account of Others is their uniqueness as a kind of being:

“These entities [Others] are neither present-at-hand nor ready-to-hand; on the contrary, they are like the very Dasein which frees them, in that they are there too, and there with it” (Heidegger, 1962, p.154).
The Others that are most important for the present investigation are das Man, “the anyone” or “the everyone”. Macquarrie and Robinson translate “das Man” to “the they” and want there readers not to take the translation “too literally” (Heidegger, 1962, p.149). The term was introduced by Heidegger in October 1922 to refer as a pronoun to the “subject” of the averageness of the public (Theodore J. Kisiel & Sheehan, 2007, p.436). Translations that use the expression “the they” according to Kisiel and Sheehan:

“… suppress … the key note of generality and generic universality that governs the everyday discourse of the general public …” (Theodore J. Kisiel & Sheehan, 2007, p.436).

It is apparent that ordinary everydayness springs from the togetherness of Dasein and that it is not a phenomenon essentially derived spatially. Consequently, wherever Dasein gathers there is scope for ordinary-everydayness; for das Man to assert. 

The transmutation of beings

The most remarkable feature of beings is that they transmute. Beings are at one time of a particular kind, and then they suddenly alter their kind. The description of each kind above makes this point apparent, and now it must be explicit. There may be more truth than we think in the adage “we live in different worlds”.

Heidegger makes the transmutation of being explicit. After he says the alteration he describes is not merely of the properties of an object, he continues: 

“… it seems to lose its character of readiness-to-hand. It reveals itself as something just present-at-hand and no more …” (Heidegger, 1962, p.103).

This transmutation is of being. The key expression in the quotation is “and no more”. The discussion is ontological and it is not about the way that the Dasein might perceive or interpret objects. Nor is it about what someone might call the “mode of being” of objects. Nor is there one “real” computer that appears to us in different modes. If there was such a single real computer, we would have to confront the difficult task of saying what the real being of the computer was in a manner that was independent of Dasein-manager. Not one of us yet has managed to move away from our being as Dasein to catch a glimpse of this real computer. We cannot step outside into a world that is beyond ourselves. 
Sheehan develops the same argument from a negative starting point:

“In any case, there is no such thing as the being of entities; there is only the current being of entities… which is simply the present ‘Sein’ from among an infinite number of ‘Sein’s’ that an entity might have. The current being of an entity is what and how I happen to take this thing as at the present moment” (Sheehan, 2001, p.190). 

A challenging passage regarding the question of transmutation and Dasein-Others is:

“Dasein understands itself proximally and for the most part in terms of its world; and the Dasein-with of Others' is often encountered in terms of what is ready-to-hand within-the-world. But even if Others become themes for study, as it were, in their own Dasien, they are not encountered as person-Things present-at-hand: we meet them 'at work', that is, primarily in their Being-in-the-world. Even if we see the Other 'just standing around', he is never apprehended as a human-Thing present-at-hand, but his 'standing-around' is an existential mode of Being—an unconcerned, uncircumspective tarrying alongside everything and nothing ...” (Heidegger, 1962, p.156).
Possibly the paragraph begins by asserting that we often encounter Others as ready-to-hand (as equipment). Next, if we encounters Others as present-at-hand (as we do, say, in behavioural psychology) we still understand that they are like ourselves, which means that they proceed in the world on the basis of their own attempts to organise and bring about their own future. Next, even if the Other is “just standing around” and encountered by Dasein-manager as present-in-the-world, Dasein-manager still understands the Other (finds it intelligible as) a Dasein, and not as, say, a physical object. Accordingly, whist the category of being of a Dasein may alter for us, we still do not lose touch with the intelligibility that Dasein is like us and comports based on its “in-order-to”s (Or "towards which"s to use the wording from (for example), Heidegger, 1962, p.99)
We can now proceed to consider an example using the four categories of being and appreciating that they transmute. 

Customers are equipment
We may re-conceive customers using the theory of Dasein. Let us say the truth about customers is that we seek to gain from them. We also seek to process them with the minimum of bother. They are the routine of business. Accordingly, we as Dasein must at some time see their being in a manner that makes them the paraphernalia of business. The customer - in the close selling process, not always - is a part of the equipment. This may be most obvious in over-the-counter sales where the care lavished on customers is always with the genuine intention of having them buy. When a Dasein makes a sale, the customer is a being that is ready-to-hand. That is, they are a part of the equipment of a situation that is about Dasein’s pressing into a future state. The “for-the-sake-of-which” chain for Dasein-manager must include a provision that relates to the generation of income from the customer. 
Someone may think that the description here is of a changing role for customers, perhaps customers come to play different parts in the business transactions. Or, they may think that it is just a matter of perception. It would be a mistake to think either of these things. The kind of being that the customer is for Dasein-manager depends on Dasein-manager, not the customer. The kind of being of the customer is integrally a part of Dasein-manager and the situatedness of the total ontological circumstance. There is a grounding that renders itself through the wider situation (“world” in Heidegger’s fourth sense, the ontological world) and through the form of being that the customer inevitably is. Dasein-manager has no choice about, or conscious input into, what occurs once the forms of beings available are rendered in accordance with the understanding that associates with the mattering that aligns to Zuhandenheit. That is not to say that the Dasein-manager does not appreciate that the other entity is Dasein (as per the Dasein-with quotation above), but just that the being is Zuhandenheit. 
Regarding the idea of “perception” - the being of the customer does not render itself to Dasein-manager through the senses. They may provide some intelligence or meaning but the ontological customer is the total understanding that Dasein-manager holds of the customer. That goes well beyond mere physical description. By instinct, the superior sales person knows who has money and whether they might buy. The skill of selling holds forth without thought. The customer is a part of the paraphernalia of a busy workplace.

The ready-to-hand customer might become disgruntled. They break down in a manner akin to the break down of the computer described earlier in the present article. They become un-ready-to-hand, which means Dasein-manager focuses on them and sees them in a new way of being. The customer’s being is now of a different kind. From there it is a small step to see them, indeed the whole situation, in a theoretical frame. Dasein-manager then relates what is before her to a theory from the literature of psychology and seeks to apply that theory. 

Those who seek to sell the laudatory literature to us require that we see our customers in a manner that associates with morality. This means we must see them as present-at-hand. This is fine whilst the manager reads the laudatory literature, but it is not going to be the situation when the manager must in practice process customer after customer. 
As there is little likelihood that a Heideggerian theory of customers will take hold in business practice, the industry around the production of laudatory books, and let it be bluntly said, the associated research into customer behaviour, is going to continue as a profitable industry. 
This paper argues for a radical re-conception of management based upon the early work of Martin Heidegger. It provides a sketch of his theory of Dasein to introduce managers to some of the key concepts and as a scaffold for examples. The final example is that which relates to the being of customers. There is a place for Heidegger in management.   
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