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Translator’s Note

Translating Heidegger or an exposition that stays close to
Heidegger's own words, like this one, poses problems which have
often been noticed, though not as yet investigated in depth. An
added complication arises from the fact that much of Heidegger’s
thinking, apart from its explicit and implicit concern with the
phenomenon of translation in the broadest sense, is itself a mode
of translating, a motion within language, a pressuring of language
and an experiencing of its pressure. The translator himself is
drawn into the very movement of the thought he is seeking to
render from one language into another, and is committed to adopt-
ing a “philosophy” of translation that is in tune with the con-
cept of translating implicit, though constantly changing, in
Heidegger's work. Far from functioning as a neutral agent, the
translator has to be something of an advocate seeking to involve
the reader in this movement and in the movement taking place
in the act of translating, not making it smooth for the reader but
rather making him experience the difficulties, the jolts and the
strangeness of what is going on here. This is what reading
Heidegger is, or should be, in any language.

Where translations of the writings quoted in this book are
available, they have been used and referred to. The reader may
find it instructive, however, to go back to the original German.
Such a movement in search of meaning, too, is part of the Sache
that is Heidegger's. The difhiculty inherent in this whole “matter,”
of which a translation is itself a part, cannot be lightened by try-
ing to develop a glossary of technical terms used by Heidegger, for
there are none.

J. L. Mehta



Introduction

Before we begin with the exposition, a word of explanation may be
allowed regarding what is sought here. In a monograph one usually
expects an account of unusual events in the life of the author.
With this is connected the expectation that these events will
furnish a key to the understanding of the creative achievement of
that person. It is a widespread view that through the life of a
person we can gain access to, even explain, his work—be he a poet,
a composer, a painter, a sculptor or a philosopher.

This is not to deny that in certain cases a knowledge of bio-
graphical facts can provide considerable insight into the genesis
of these productions, though never an explanation. (This term
might safely be left to refer to the activity of grasping natural
processes, as Wilhelm Dilthey did when he distinguished explain-
ing and understanding.) In the case of Martin Heidegger, how-
ever, we are disappointed in this respect. It is not his life from
which we can learn something about his work; his work is his life.
Gaining access to his life means, therefore, following his creative
activity, trying to grasp the leading idea behind this activity, un-
derstanding what it is that this activity opens up, how it unfolds,
how it is in constant flux. That which his questioning is about
must be of concem to us; far from appearing to be just one among
many subjects about which questions might be asked, it should
exhibit itself as that on which all our questioning and seeking are
ultimately grounded, even though we may not be aware of it.

Instead of the capricious occurrences we so often come across
in the lives of most people, we find in Heidegger a unique and
resolute consistency of creative work, in the service of which is
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placed everything that ordinarily constitutes material for biographi-
cal reporting. This begins to happen quite early in his life, with
the present of Franz Brentano’s Von der mannigfachen Bedeutung
des Seienden nach Aristoteles (On the Manifold Meaning of Being
According to Aristotle), which the student received from Conrad
Gréber, later to be Bishop, and which was to become the shock, as
it were, and the impetus that drove him on to his own quest. It
was a process that continued with the stimulus he received from the
“Ontology” (see pp. 9-10) of Carl Braig, a professor of dogmatics,
and the attempt to come to grips with Edmund Husserl’s Logische
Untersuchungen (Logical Investigations), with his habilitation
thesis, Die Kategorien- und Bedeutungslehre des Duns Scotus (The
Doctrine of Categories and of Judgment in Duns Scotus), written
in 1916, the Aristotle interpretations of the early twenties, down
to Sein und Zeit (Being and Time), published in 1927, and Zur
Sache des Denkens (On Time and Being), published in 1969. The
building of the cottage in Todtnauberg in 1922 was also in the
service of this creative work. For it was in the stillness of the Black
Forest that he worked with utmost concentration, and it was here
that the lectures and lessons were prepared and the works written,
the impact of which is felt throughout the world.

Except for the period in Marburg from 1923 to 1928, Martin
Heidegger lived and worked in Freiburg or Todtnauberg. The
few journeys that he undertook were also in the service of his
creative work and were primarily lecture trips. The political error
of 1933 was of short duration, for he resigned his office as the
elected Rector soon after in 1934. Hannah Arendt compares this
error, not unjustly, with Plato’s error. It is superficial to pounce on
it in order to discredit Heidegger. Had the error been a result of
his philosophical thought, this thinking itself would have come
to an end with the correction of the error. What actually happened
was just the opposite, for it was after 1934 that his thinking really
began to unfold. His long years of university teaching were devoted
solely to the task of communicating his experience of thinking.

Our curiosity thus meets with disappointment, as in the case
of Immanuel Kant’s life, with its outward monotony and uniformity.
Is there, then, anything that remains to be said? An attempt must
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be made to lay bare the exciting experience of thinking behind the
apparent monotony of this life.

This cannot, of course, be done simply by picking out some of
the results of Heidegger's passionate wrestling and reducing his
creative achievement to them. Hegel's dictum that, without the
paths that led to them, the results in themselves are lifeless, is pre-
eminently true of Heidegger. Near the beginning of the lecture
“The Principle of Identity” he says, “When thinking attempts to
pursue something that has claimed its attention, it may happen
that on the way it undergoes a change. It is advisable, therefore, in
what follows to pay attention to the path of thought rather than
to its content” (Identity and Difference, p. 23). We shall try to
follow some of the thought paths opened up by Heidegger. While
doing so, we must keep in mind two things. First, these paths
were not already in existence and simply trodden by Heidegger.
Coming after him, we find it dificult to imagine that these ways
did not exist, because it was through them that we came to know
Heidegger; the philosophical landscape has changed completely
because of Heidegger. Second, the paths sketched here, as on a
chart, are only suggestive examples of what sustains them all.
Heidegger’s thought cannot be circumscribed by them; on the con-
trary, these paths are only fragments of a unitary thinking that, in
all its intensity of concentration, unfolds itself into a network of
inquiry not fully understood even today, despite the vastly in-
creasing literature on Heidegger.

The reader must clearly understand that only fragments can
be conveyed here. This exposition will have fulfilled its task if it
enables the reader to see that Heidegger's creative achievement is
not reducible to these examples, and to regard these only as ex-
amples of a work that is itself without precedent and parallel. One
of the difficulties with such an exposition is that it must confine
itself to the examples and is at the same time meant to lead the
reader out of this confinement. We shall attempt to accomplish
this by showing how these examples lead us on to the central idea
in which they all have their origin, or to put it differently, by
showing how this central idea always recurs as a leading motif,
though not in the sense of bare repetition but rather as a recapitu-
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lation which is transformed each time it is taken up anew and
which remains always in flux. Heidegger’s thinking never comes
to a rest, although it always revolves round the same thing. Every
time we think we have finally reached the destination and can
firmly grasp it, we are thrown into a new questioning that leaves
no foothold unshaken and which turns what seemed to be the
goal and conclusion into the starting-point for a new questioning.
If René Descartes was in search of an unshakable foundation for
philosophizing, Heidegger was concerned with putting just this
into question. This is not simply an incidental difference between
them but is at the root of the distinction Heidegger makes be-
tween philosophizing and thinking, as it is clearly formulated at
the end of his path of thinking (see Chapter 10). The temptation
to make this procedure intelligible with the help of Hegel’s dialec-
tic must be avoided. With Hegel, the course of the dialectic is
consummated in the return of the Absolute to itself. For Heidegger,
there is no such consummation and perfection. His concept of his-
toricity cannot be understood in the Hegelian sense of a return
from self-estrangement.

The following exposition is not an interpretation and expla-
nation of Heidegger's thought, but only an attempt to lead the
reader to it. Only when each reader comes to grips with this
thoughtwork can he judge for himself whether this attempt to
guide him was a help rather than a hindrance.



MARTIN HEIDEGGER



Heidegger’s Influence

Regarding Heidegger’s influence, we may adduce here the testi-
mony of a contemporary voice. It is a voice that carries weight, that
of Hannah Arendt. We quote some passages from her article.**

“Heidegger’s ‘fame’ predates by about eight years the publication
of Sein und Zeit (Being and Time) in 1927; indeed it is open to
question whether the unusual success of this book—not just the
immediate impact it had inside and outside the academic world
but also its extraordinarily lasting influence, with which few of the
century’s publications can compare—would have been possible if it
had not been preceded by the teacher’s reputation among the
students, in whose opinion, at any rate, the book’s success merely
confirmed what they had known for many years.

“There was something strange about this early fame, stranger
perhaps than the fame of Kafka in the early twenties or of Braque
and Picasso in the preceding decade, who were also unknown to
what is commonly understood as the public and nevertheless ex-
erted an extraordinary influence. For in Heidegger’s case there was
nothing tangible on which his fame could have been based, noth-
ing written, save for notes taken at his lectures which circulated
among students everywhere. These lectures dealt with texts that
were generally familiar; they contained no doctrine that could
have been learned, reproduced, and handed on. There was hardly
more than a name, but the name traveled all over Germany like
the rumor of the hidden king.

“This was something completely different from a ‘circle’
* Numbered notes are to be found at the end of the text on pp. 179-80.
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centered around and directed by a ‘master’ (say, the Stefan George
circle), which, while well known to the public, still remained apart
from it by an aura of secrecy, the arcana imperii to which pre-
sumably only the circle’s members are privy. Here there was
neither a secret nor membership; those who heard the rumor were
acquainted with one another, to be sure, since they were all stu-
dents, and there were occasional friendships among them. Later
some cliques formed here and there; but there never was a circle
and there was nothing esoteric about his following.

“To whom did the rumor spread, and what did it say? In the
German universities at the time, after the First World War, there
was no rebellion but widespread discontent with the academic
enterprise of teaching and learning in those faculties that were
more than professional schools, a disquiet that prevailed among
students for whom study meant more than preparing for making
a living. Philosophy was no breadwinner’s study, but rather the
study of resolute starvelings who were, for that very reason, all the
harder to please. They were in no way disposed toward a wisdom
of life or of the world, and for anyone concerned with the solution
of all riddles there was available a rich selection of world views
and their partisans; it wasn’t necessary to study philosophy in order
to choose among them.

“But what they wanted they didn't know. The university
commonly offered them either the schools—the neo-Kantians, the
neo-Hegelians, the neo-Platonists, etc.—or the old academic disci-
pline, in which philosophy, neatly divided into its special fields—
epistemology, aesthetics, ethics, logic, and the like—was not so
much communicated as drowned in an ocean of boredom. There
were, even before Heidegger's appearance, a few rebels against
this comfortable and, in its way, quite solid enterprise. Chrono-
logically, there was Husserl and his cry “To the things themselves’:
and that meant, ‘Away from theories, away from books’ toward the
establishment of philosophy as a rigorous science which would
take its place alongside other academic disciplines.

“This was still a naive and unrebellious cry, but it was some-
thing to which first Scheler and somewhat later Heidegger could
appeal. In addition, there was Karl Jaspers in Heidelberg, con-



(5

sciously rebellious and coming from a tradition other than the
philosophical. He, as is known, was for a long time on friendly
terms with Heidegger, precisely because the rebellious element in
Heidegger’s enterprise appealed to him as something original and
fundamentally philosophical in the midst of the academic talk
about philosophy.

“What these few had in common was—to put it in Heidegger’s
words—that they could distinguish ‘between an object of scholar-
ship and a matter of thought’ (Aus der Erfahrung des Denkens,
1947; [“The Thinker as Poet,” in Poetry, Language, Thought,
1971]) and that they were pretty indifferent to the object of scholar-
ship. At that time the rumor of Heidegger’s teaching reached
those who knew more or less explicitly about the breakdown of
tradition and the ‘dark times’ (Brecht) which had set in, who
therefore held erudition in matters of philosophy to be idle play
and who, therefore, were prepared to comply with the academic
discipline only because they were concerned with the ‘matter of
thought’ or, as Heidegger would say today, ‘thinking’s matter’
(Zur Sache des Denkens, 1969; [On Time and Being, 1972]).

“The rumor that attracted them to Freiburg and to the
Privatdozent who taught there, as somewhat later they were at-
tracted to the young professor at Marburg, had it that there was
someone who was actually attaining “the things” that Husserl had
proclaimed, someone who knew that these things were not aca-
demic matters but the concems of thinking men—concerns not just
of yesterday and today, but from time immemorial-and who,
precisely because he knew that the tradition was broken, was dis-
covering the past anew.

“It was technically decisive that, for instance, Plato was not
talked about and his theory of ideas expounded; rather for an en-
tire semester a single dialogue was pursued and subjected to ques-
tion step by step, until the time-honored doctrine had disappeared
to make room for a set of problems of immediate and urgent
relevance. Today this sounds quite familiar, because nowadays so
many proceed in this way; but no one did so before Heidegger.

“The rumor about Heidegger put it quite simply: Thinking
has come to life again; the cultural treasures of the past, believed
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to be dead, are being made to speak, in the course of which it
turns out that they propose things altogether different from the
familiar, worn-out trivialities they had been presumed to say. There
exists a teacher; one can perhaps learn to think.

“The hidden king reigned therefore in the realm of thinking,
which, although it is completely of this world, is so concealed in it
that one can never be quite sure whether it exists at all; and still
its inhabitants must be more numerous than is commonly believed.
For how, otherwise, could the unprecedented, often underground,
influence of Heidegger's thinking and thoughtful reading be
explained, extending as it does beyond the circle of students
and disciples and beyond what is commonly understood by
philosophy? . . .

“. . . People followed the rumor about Heidegger in order
to learn thinking. What was experienced was that thinking as pure
activity—and this means impelled neither by the thirst for knowl-
edge nor by the drive for cognition—can become a passion which
not so much rules and oppresses all other capacities and gifts, as
it orders them and prevails through them. We are so accustomed
to the old opposition of reason versus passion, spirit versus life, that
the idea of a passionate thinking, in which thinking and aliveness
become one, takes us somewhat aback. Heidegger himself once
expressed this unification—on the strength of a proven anecdote—
in a single sentence, when at the beginning of a course on
Aristotle he said, in place of the usual biographical introduction,
‘Aristotle was born, worked, and died.’

“That something like Heidegger's passionate thinking exists
is indeed, as we can recognize afterward, a condition of the possi-
bility of there being any philosophy at all. But it is more than
questionable, especially in our century, that we would ever have
discovered this without the existence of Heidegger’s thinking. This
passionate thinking, which rises out of the simple fact of being-
born-in-the-world and now ‘thinks recallingly and responsively the
meaning that reigns in everything that is’ (Gelassenheit, 1959,
p. 15; [Discourse on Thinking, 1966, p. 46]), can no more have a
final goal—cognition or knowledge—than can life itself. The end of
life is death, but man does not live for death’s sake, but because he
is a living being; and he does not think for the sake of any result
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whatever, but because he is a ‘thinking, that is, a musing being’
[Gelassenheit, p. 15; Discourse on Thinking, p. 47].

“A consequence of this is that thinking acts in a peculiarly
destructive or critical way toward its own results. To be sure, since
the philosophical schools of antiquity, philosophers have exhibited
an annoying inclination toward system.building, and we often
have trouble disassembling the constructions they have built, when
trying to uncover what they really thought. This inclination does
not stem from thinking itself, but from quite other needs, them-
selves thoroughly legitimate. If one wished to measure thinking, in
its immediate, passionate liveliness, by its results, then one would
fare as with Penelope’s veil-what was spun during the day would
inexorably undo itself again at night, so that the next day it could
be begun anew. Each of Heidegger's writings, despite occasional
references to what was already published, reads as though he
were starting from the beginning and only from time to time
taking over the language already coined by him—a language, how-
ever, in which the concepts are merely ‘trail marks’ by which a new
course of thought orients itself.”

Those who know Martin Heidegger only through his published writ-
ings can hardly form an idea of the unique style of his teaching.
Even with beginners, he was able in no time to coax them into
thinking, not just learning various views or reproducing what they
had read, but entering into the movement of thinking. It seemed
as if by some miracle the Socratic practice of address and rejoinder
had come to life again.

We know that Husserl was so completely possessed by his
own ideas that in reality he was engaged in a continuous mono-
logue. There is an anecdote to the effect that after a seminar meet-
ing for advanced students, Husserl said to Heidegger that it had
turned out to be an exceptionally successful session. To the ques-
tion, “In what respect?” Husserl replied, “In regard to the active
participation of the students.” Actually, only Husserl had talked
during the entire period. In Heidegger’s seminars there was no
such indulging in monologues; indeed, we were specifically warned
against it. When we were dealing with a text on which Heidegger's
comments were available in his published writings, citing these
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interpretations was never permitted. Heidegger wanted to listen
not to what he had said about it, but to what we were capable
of eliciting from the text. These seminars were therefore never
lectures under a different name, but they involved working directly
with a text. It sometimes happened that, in one semester, we read
and tried to understand only two or three pages of a philosopher.
But through these pages, which Heidegger had selected carefully,
he was so able in leading us to the very core of the thinking of the
philosopher we happened to be studying that we achieved greater
understanding of it than some gain through years of study. And
this, not only of the individual philosopher but also of the his-
torical stream in the midst of which he stood. Without such
historical insight, without this historical dimension, no under-
standing is possible. This was something we experienced quite
directly in these seminars, seminars which were so exciting that we
left the small seminar room on the first floor of the Freiburg Uni-
versity building as though electrified. The preparation for the next
class kept us engaged actually the entire week, and all other seminars
and lectures automatically receded into the background. And when
a student was asked to prepare a report on the seminar meeting,
which was subsequently recorded in the little black progress-report
book, our excitement was still more heightened as we waited
eagerly for the next session, which Heidegger started off by read-
ing the report and offering his own critique of it.

The keen interest with which Heidegger followed for decades
the career of each participant in his seminars was truly amazing,
as was the fact that he never failed to remember any one when,
years later, his name was mentioned in conversation.

Heidegger was very painstaking in his preparation for these
seminar meetings. He left nothing to the inspiration of the mo-
ment, to flashes of sudden insight, but worked out carefully the
course of thought to be followed during each seminar. Thus we
find in his manuscripts explicit plans and notes for these seminars.
Although he was thoroughly versed in the texts to be studied, this
preparation was carried out by him each time, as was the selection
of the particular portion of the text, so that it always led to the
heart of the problem posed for discussion.



The Development
of Heidegger's Thought

Heidegger himself has discussed his university education and his
development in “My Way to Phenomenology” (“Mein Weg in
die Phinomenologie”). Originally written as a contribution to the
presentation volume (1963) for Hermann Niemeyer, the essay was
published in On Time and Being (Zur Sache des Denkens).

“My academic studies began in the winter of 1909-10 in theology
at the University of Freiburg. But the chief work for the study in
theology still left enough time for philosophy which belonged to
the curriculum anyhow. Thus both volumes of Husserl’s Logical
Investigations lay on my desk in the theological seminary ever
since my first semester there. These volumes belonged to the uni-
versity library. The date due could be easily renewed again and
again. The work was obviously of little interest to the students.
But how did it get into this environment so foreign to it?

“I had learned from many references in philosophical periodi-
cals that Husserl’s thought was determined by Franz Brentano.
Ever since 1907, Brentano’s dissertation ‘On the Manifold Meaning
of Being According to Aristotle’ (1862) had been the chief help and
guide of my first awkward attempts to penetrate into philosophy.
The following question concerned me in a quite vague manner: If
being is predicated in manifold meanings, then what is its leading
fundamental meaning? What does Being mean? In the last year
of my stay at the Gymnasium, I stumbled upon the book of Carl
Braig, then professor for dogmatics at Freiburg University: ‘On
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Being. Outline of Ontology.” It had been published in 1896 at the
time when he was an associate professor at Freiburg’s theological
faculty. The larger sections of the work give extensive text passages
from Aristotle, Thomas Aquinas and Suarez, always at the end,
and in addition the etymology for fundamental ontological concepts.

“From Husserl's Logical Investigations, 1 expected a decisive
aid in the questions stimulated by Brentano’s dissertation. Yet my
efforts were in vain because I was not searching in the right way.
I realized this only very much later. Still, I remained so fascinated
by Husserl’s work that I read in it again and again in the years to
follow without gaining sufficient insight into what fascinated me.
The spell emanating from the work extended to the outer ap-
pearance of the sentence structure and the title page. . . .

“After four semesters I gave up my theological studies and
dedicated myself entirely to philosophy. I still attended theological
lectures in the years following 1911, Carl Braig’s lecture course on
dogmatics. My interest in speculative theology led me to do this,
above all the penetrating kind of thinking which this teacher
concretely demonstrated in every lecture hour. On a few walks
when I was allowed to accompany him, I first heard of Schelling’s
and Hegel’s significance for speculative theology as distinguished
from the dogmatic system of Scholasticism. Thus the tension be-
-tween ontology and speculative theology as the structure of meta-
physics entered the field of my search.

“Yet at times this realm faded to the background compared
with that which Heinrich Rickert treated in his seminars: the two
writings of his pupil Emil Lask who was killed as a simple soldier
on the Galician front in 1915. Rickert dedicated the third fully
revised edition of his work The Object of Knowledge, Introduction
to Transcendental Philosophy, which was published the same year,
‘to my dear friend.” The dedication was supposed to testify to the
teacher’s benefit derived from this pupil. Both of Emil Lask’s
writings—The Logic of Philosophy and the Doctrine of Categories,
A Study of the Dominant Realm of Logical Form (1911) and
The Doctrine of Judgment (1912)—themselves showed clearly
enough the influence of Husserl’s Logical Investigations.

“These circumstances forced me to delve into Husserl’s work
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anew. However, my repeated beginning also remained unsatis-
factory, because I couldn’t get over a main difficulty. It concerned
the simple question how thinking’s manner of procedure which
called itself ‘phenomenology’ was to be carried out. What wor-
ried me about this question came from the ambiguity which
Husserl’s work showed at first glance.

“The first volume of the work, published in 1900, brings the
refutation of psychologism in logic by showing that the doctrine of
thought and knowledge cannot be based on psychology. In con-
trast, the second volume, which was published the following year
and was three times as long, contains the description of the acts
of consciousness essential for the constitution of knowledge. So it
is a psychology after all. What else is section 9 of the fifth investi-
gation concerning ‘The Meaning of Brentano’s Delimitation of
“psychical phenomena” ’? Accordingly, Husserl falls back with his
phenomenological description of the phenomena of consciousness
into the position of psychologism which he had just refuted. But
if such a gross error cannot be attributed to Husserl's work, then
what is the phenomenological description of the acts of conscious-
ness? Wherein does what is peculiar to phenomenology consist if it
is neither logic nor psychology? Does a quite new discipline of
philosophy appear here, even one with its own rank and precedence?

“I could not disentangle these questions. I remained without
knowing what to do or where to go. I could hardly even formulate
the questions with the clarity in which they are expressed here.

“The year 1913 brought an answer. The Yearbook for Phi-
losophy and Phenomenological Investigation which Husserl edited
began to be published by the publisher Max Niemeyer. The first
volume begins with that treatise of Husserl’s, of which the very
title proclaims the distinctive character and range of phenome-
nology: ‘Ideas Concerning a Pure Phenomenology and Phenomeno-
logical Philosophy.’

“ ‘Pure phenomenology’ is the ‘fundamental science’ of phi-
losophy which is characterized by that phenomenology. ‘Pure’
means: ‘transcendental phenomenology.” However, the ‘subjectivity’
of the knowing, acting and valuing subject is posited as ‘transcen-
dental” Both terms, ‘subjectivity’ and ‘transcendental,” show that
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‘phenomenology’ consciously and decidedly moved into the tradi-
tion of modern philosophy but in such a way that ‘transcendental
subjectivity’ attains a more original and universal determination
through phenomenology. Phenomenology retained ‘experiences of
consciousness’ as its thematic realm, but now in the systematically
planned and secured investigation of the structure of acts of ex-
perience together with the investigation of the objects experienced
in those acts with regard to their objectivity.

“In this universal project for a phenomenological philosophy,
the Logical Investigations, too—which had so to speak remained
philosophically neutral—could be assigned their systematic place.
They were published in the same year (1913) in a second edition
by the same publisher. Most of the investigations had in the
meantime undergone ‘profound revisions.” The sixth investigation,
‘the most important with regard to phenomenology’ (preface to
the second edition) was, however, withheld. But the essay ‘Phi-
losophy as Exact Science’ (1910-11) which Husserl contributed to
the first volume of the new journal Logos also only now acquired
a sufficient basis for its programmatical theses through the Ideas.

“Also in the year 1913, the publisher Max Niemeyer brought
out the important study by Max Scheler: On the Phenomenology
of the Feelings of Sympathy and of Love and Hate, with an
Appendix on the Reason for Assuming the Existence of Other
Minds. .

“. . . At that time the rather obvious idea was current that
with ‘phenomenology’ a new school had arisen in European phi-
losophy. Who could have denied the correctness of this statement?

“But such historical calculation did not comprehend what had
happened in virtue of ‘phenomenology,” that is, already with the
Logical Investigations. This remained unspoken, and can hardly
even be rightly expressed today. Husserl’s own programmatical ex-
planations and methodological presentations rather strengthened
the misunderstanding that through ‘phenomenology’ a beginning
of philosophy was claimed which denied all previous thinking.

“Even after the Ideas was published, I was still captivated by
the never-ceasing spell of the Logical Investigations. That magic
brought about anew an unrest unaware of its own reason, although
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it made one suspect that it came from the inability to attain the
act of philosophical thinking called ‘phenomenology’ simply by
reading the philosophical literature.

“My perplexity decreased slowly, my confusion dissolved
laboriously, only after I met Husserl personally in his workshop.

“Husserl came to Freiburg in 1916 as Heinrich Rickert’s suc-
cessor. Rickert had taken over Windelband’s chair in Heidelberg.
Husserl’s teaching took place in the form of a step-by-step training
in phenomenological ‘seeing’ which at the same time demanded
that one relinquish the untested use of philosophical knowledge.
But it also demanded that one give up introducing the authority of
the great thinkers into the conversation. However, the clearer it
became to me that the increasing familiarity with phenomeno-
logical seeing was fruitful for the interpretation of Aristotle’s
writing, the less I could separate myself from Aristotle and the
other Greek thinkers. Of course I could not immediately see what
decisive consequences my renewed occupation with Aristotle was
to have.

“As I myself practiced phenomenological seeing, teaching and
learning in Husserl’s proximity after 1919 and at the same time
tried out a transformed understanding of Aristotle in a seminar,
my interest leaned anew toward the Logical Investigations, above
all the sixth investigation in the first edition. The distinction which
is worked out there between sensuous and categorical intuition
revealed itself to me in its scope for the determination of the
‘manifold meaning of being.’

“For this reason we—friends and pupils—begged the master
again and again to republish the sixth investigation which was
then difficult to obtain. True to his dedication to the cause of
phenomenology, the publisher Niemeyer published the last chap-
ter of the Logical Investigations again in 1922. Husserl notes in
the preface: ‘As things stand, I had to give in to the wishes of the
friends of this work and decide to make its last chapter available
again in its old form.” With the phrase ‘the friends of this work,’
Husserl also wanted to say that he himself could not quite get
close to the Logical Investigations after the publication of the
Ideas. At the new place of his academic activity, the passion and
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effort of his thought turned toward the systematic development of
the plan presented in the Ideas more than ever. Thus Husserl
could write in the preface mentioned to the sixth investigation:
‘My teaching activity in Freiburg, too, furthered the direction of
my interest toward general problems and the system.’

“Thus Husserl watched me in a generous fashion, but at the
bottom in disagreement, as I worked on the Logical Investigations
every week in special seminars with advanced students in addition
to my lectures and regular seminars. Especially the preparation
for this work was fruitful for me. There I learned one thing—at
first rather led by surmise than guided by founded insight: What
occurs for the phenomenology of the acts of consciousness as the
self-manifestation of phenomena is thought more originally by
Aristotle and in all Greek thinking and existence as aletheia, as
the unconcealedness of what-is-present, its being revealed, its show-
ing itself. That which phenomenological investigations rediscovered
as the supporting attitude of thought proves to be the fundamental
trait of Greek thinking, if not indeed of philosophy as such.

“The more decisively this insight became clear to me, the
more pressing the question became: Whence and how is it de-
termined what must be experienced as ‘the things themselves’ in
accordance with the principle of phenomenology? Is it conscious-
ness and its objectivity or is it the Being of beings in its un-
concealedness and concealment?

“Thus I was brought to the path of the question of Being,
illumined by the phenomenological attitude, again made uneasy
in a different way than previously by the questions prompted by
Brentano’s dissertation. But the path of questioning became longer
than I suspected. It demanded many stops, detours and wrong
paths. What the first lectures in Freiburg and then in Marburg
attempted shows the path only indirectly” (On Time and Being,
pp. 74-80).

This text has been quoted so extensively because it is one of
the few in which Heidegger speaks about his own development. It
is true that he did this in the context of an appreciation of
Niemeyer’s services to phenomenology, but it also bears upon the
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significance of phenomenology for Heidegger's own work and
quest.2

Seen from the perspective of his entire teaching career, the
Marburg period (1923-28) has been described by Heidegger as
“the most stimulating, composed and eventful,” a period which
also includes the holidays which he always spent at his cottage
in Todtnauberg. No lectures belonging precisely to this period
have yet been published, though we do have, of course, Being
and Time, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, What is Meta-
physics?, and The Essence of Reasons. The beginnings of Being
and Time can be traced back to the winter of 1923-24. That
Being and Time contains the most significant impulses of his
thinking since its very inception may well be taken for granted3

Heidegger was appointed professor at Marburg especially on
the recommendation of Paul Natorp, who had requisitioned for
the faculty a manuscript by Heidegger, a manuscript dealing with
his interpretation of Aristotle. Till the death of Natorp (1924),
the two met almost every week, mostly on Wednesday afternoons,
going together on silent walks in the neighboring forests. For both
Natorp and Heidegger lived not so much in the exchange of argu-
ment as in the written, carefully thought-out word, in contrast
with someone like Scheler, who shone in discussion. The frequently
circulated view that Heidegger received the stimulus to write
Being and Time from Protestant theology, in particular from
Rudolf Bultmann, is without foundation. It would be truer to
say, on the contrary, that it was theology that received a new
impulse from Heidegger, a theology that was in the midst of a
deep crisis.4 Certainly the recommendation to appoint Heidegger
did not come from the theologians.

In Marburg, friendship developed between Heidegger and
Bultmann, and they sometimes attended each other’s classes and
had students in common. It was a lasting friendship. The philos-
opher Nicolai Hartmann was also in Marburg in this period. Hei-
degger, Hartmann, P. Friedlidnder, the archaeologist Jacobsthal and
the church historian Hans von Soden had established a Graeca in
which Homer, the tragic poets, Pindar and Thucydides were read.
Hans Georg Gadamer correctly points out that this was the time
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when the Marburg school broke up because Neo-Kantianism had
lost all influence.® It should perhaps be added that this was the
time when the influence of phenomenology was spreading rapidly
and when, as just indicated, Heidegger had given it a new turn.
What Heidegger offered by way of phenomenological exercises had
little to do with Husserl’s analyses of constitution and reduction,
but a great deal with his motto “To the things themselves.” This
concern for the “things themselves” was so effective in his in-
terpretations that, through them, philosophers who seemed to
have been long “obsolete” suddenly woke up to a new life, and
their thinking was rendered so vividly present, and in such original
fashion, that the effect was nothing short of revolutionary.® Spe-
cially worth mentioning for the Marburg period are the Plato and
Aristotle interpretations. In the winter semester of 1924-25
Heidegger held a lecture course, four hours a week, on the dialogue
Sophist. As an introduction, he provided an exegesis of Book VI of
the Nicomachean Ethics, of which the focal point was the inter-
pretation of dAndevewv (disclosing). Here, Aristotle expressly
makes the subject of inquiry the different modes of being dis-
closed or revelatory, with a view to characterizing the highest, the
most pre-eminent mode. An understanding of this book thus also
opens up access to Aristotle’s thought as a whole (see also Being
and Time, footnote xlii (H.225) on p. 494 of the English
translation).



The Twofold Leitmotw

of Hadegger's T hinking:

The Question about Bemg and

the Question about Truth (Aletheia)

When we try to get to the core of Heidegger’s questioning, to that
in it which vivifies his thinking, which does not let his seeking
come to rest, we come upon the astonishing fact that this core is
in itself twofold. It is an inquiry into Being and at the same time
an inquiry into aletheia. We cannot, here and now, fully grasp
how this twofoldness is to be understood. It will be our task in this
monograph, however, to investigate this doubling and to trace this
interconnectedness in some of Heidegger's writings. We shall try
to see how this happens, first in Being and Time (Chapter 4),
then in “On the Essence of Truth” (Chapter 5), in “The Origin
of the Work of Art” (Chapter 6), in the “Letter on ‘Humanism’ ”
(Chapter 7), in “The Question concerning Technology” (Chapter
8), in “The Nature of Language” (Chapter 9) and in “The End of
Philosophy and the Task of Thinking” (Chapter 10).

By way of a preliminary elucidation of aletheia, a word may be
offered in advance. Aletheia is translated by Heidegger as unhidden-
ness. It is a basic word in the Greeks’ comprehension of Being. Any
commerce with an entity* is possible only insofar as it is drawn
out of hiddenness and has become unhidden. It is by no means

* Das Seiende has been rendered variously as “a being” or “beings,” “an
entity” or “entities,” “‘what is” or “that which is,” throughout this trans-
lation (Tr.).



(26

through an act of judging that unhiddenness is first bestowed upon
an entity. On the contrary, any statement can be made about an
entity only insofar as it has already become unhidden. Unhidden-
ness is a feature of the entity itself. It is for this reason that Aristotle,
for example, can equate unhidden, GAndég, and being, dv. A being is
thought as what is present, in the sense of something that is stable
and constant. This implies that it has a determinate form and fixed
boundaries. That which is pre-eminently present in this sense is
physis.

Man is the only being with the ability to perceive an entity in
its unhiddenness, and this ability allows man to gather himself
and concentrate on its unified character—Aéyewv. Aéyerv means col-
lecting, in the sense of gathering together. The logos makes this
unified character manifest. In Greek experience, it is not man who
occupies the central position, but that which is, a being, itself in
its unhiddenness, to which man can admit himself by virtue of the
logos, and to which he is capable of responding. At the same time,
this aletheia, which sustains the Greek experience, is not, accord-
ing to Heidegger, expressly subjected to thinking. We shall return
to this later. It functions like a horizon or boundary of vision,
which renders an entity accessible to us; the less it explicitly stands
out as a horizon, the better it can do so. It was therefore not at all
necessary from the standpoint of the Greeks that aletheia should
have become thematic or focal in the sense of being reflectively
inquired about. On the other hand, it later became possible for
daletheia itself to undergo a mutation in its nature. The clearest
expression of this is to be found in the fact that “truth” was made
dependent upon human apprehension.

As Heidegger himself says, his thinking has been set in motion,
on the other hand, by the question about Being as it was suggested
to him by the work of Brentano (see p. 9) and the “Ontology” of
his teacher Braig. In what follows, we shall try to find out how the
inquiry into daletheia and the inquiry into Being are related and
how Heidegger arrives at the point of being able to think about
this intimate connection. We shall also seek to explain why Hei-
degger’s questioning leads back to the Greek experience and results
in the course of metaphysics as such becoming the subject of in-
quiry.
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The Question about Being n the
Horizon of Tume (Being and
Time, 1927)

The following exposition of Heidegger’s epoch-making work Being
and Time is confined to four points: (1) its theme and arrange-
ment; (2) Dasein as being-in-the-world; (3) the existentialia and
temporality; (4) the problem of truth (§ 44).

It is not easy to reconstruct, after the event, the effect pro-
duced by the publication of Being and Time. Such an unusual
work, in such independent language, was at first bound to appear
strange to Heidegger’s contemporaries. A series of time-honored,
favorite problems of “classical” epistemology was simply swept
aside by it. Even phenomenology, which was, after all, already a
quarter of a century old, was suddenly given a novel definition—so
novel that Husserl, to whom the work was dedicated, could not
really comprehend it.

Husserl thought very highly of Heidegger and saw in him his
most important pupil, one who would continue his work. Now he
was suddenly disillusioned. This was not phenomenology as he
conceived it. Heidegger saw in Husserl a renovator of the philosophy
of the twentieth century and over and over again held seminars on
the Logical Investigations, especially Investigation VI. But he was
no disciple. On the contrary, he initiated a revolution in philosophi-
cal thinking for which Husserl was not at all prepared.

Although Being and Time was hardly understood (actually,
because of the numerous misunderstandings, Heidegger himself
wrote a pseudonymous critique of it, but then did not publish it}),
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its influence began to spread increasingly, particularly among the
younger generation. It became the most exciting text of our time
and its impact, as Otto Poggeler aptly remarks, “did not remain
confined to the narrow circle of philosophers.”?

All at once the whole set of problems in contemporary philos-
ophy, from Neo-Kantianism to value-philosophy, became stale and,
simultaneously, metaphysics from Plato to Nietzsche emerged in a
new light. The customary separation of systematic and historical
modes of inquiry became untenable, for the systematic method of
inquiry can be grasped only in the context of history, being itself
always historically conditioned.

ON THE SUBJECT MATTER AND ARRANGEMENT OF THE WORK

Being and Time is not a difficult work to read. Heidegger’s lan-
guage is clear, if one is prepared to listen to it. It proves to be
more difficult, it is true, when we try to grasp the work in regard
to its basic intention—to grasp, that is, the problem of the inner
coherence of Being and Time as the central question. For that, it
is necessary to have a clear idea of the general problem of Being,
so that we may be in a position to understand why time can be
described as the horizon for the question about Being. To be sure,
there existed quite a number of investigations on time (to mention
here only Bergson’s and Husserl's), but the question of Being it-
self was not seen in all its trenchancy or even posed, despite the
prevailing concern with all kinds of ontology. Heidegger himself
has held back from publication his treatment of “Time and Being”
(Part One, Division Three, p. 64*) and the work remained a torso.
The missing parts were the most crucial. Most difficult of all is the
task of understanding and interpreting retrospectively the unfold-

* Unless otherwise mentioned, page references in this chapter are to Being
and Time, translated by John Macquarric and Edward Robinson (New
York: Harper & Row, 1962). In some cases, their translation has been
modified.
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ing of Heidegger’s thinking from the perspective of its concluding
phase, so that with the reading of this work we are challenged to
move beyond it, annulling it as finally valid, and to subject it to a
process of transformation, respectively. And this means at the same
time to acquire insight into the necessity of the particular form it
actually has. This has not been achieved so far, unless it be by
Heidegger himself. The problem cannot be taken up in an intro-
ductory attempt such as this, though it must be mentioned here as
a necessary task for the future. For, so long as we are unable to
realize this, we cannot say that we understand Heidegger.

The very announcement of the question posed was bound to
cause surprise—the problem about the sense of Being. Heidegger
points out at the same time that this problem is by no means a
new one. The quotation from Plato’s Sophist (“For obviously you
have long been familiar with what you mean when you use the ex-
pression ‘being.” We, however, who once thought we understood
it, have now become perplexed”) is meant to remind us that the
question is as old as metaphysics itself. Then, does Heidegger want
to tie us down to tradition? By no means. He challenges the tradi-
tion, and he calls upon us to think this tradition through.

The following quotation places us right into the situation in
question. “If the question about Being is to be explicitly formulated
and carried through in such a manner as to be completely trans-
parent to itself, then any treatment of it in line with the elucida-
tions we have given requires us to explain how Being is to be looked
at, how its meaning is to be understood and conceptually grasped;
it requires us to prepare the way for choosing the right entity for
our example, and to work out the genuine way of access to it. Look-
ing 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. Thus to work out the question of
Being adequately, we must make an entity—the inquirer—trans-
parent in his own being. The very asking of this question is an
entity’s mode of being; and as such it gets its essential character
from what is inquired about—namely, Being. This entity which
each of us is himself and which includes inquiring as one of the



(30

possibilities of its being, we shall denote by the term ‘Dasein.
If we are to formulate our question explicitly and transparently, we
must first give a proper explication of an entity (Dasein), with
regard to its being” (pp. 26-27).

From this passage in the text we see why the discussion of
the question about Being begins with an analysis of the inquirer, or
of Dasein. We cannot develop the question properly until we know
what sort of being the questioner is. It is a being that is already
marked by a certain understanding of Being. The discussion of this
question does not carry us merely to the periphery of the theme of
Being. On the contrary, it necessitates an elucidation of the particu-
lar mode of being of this entity—Dasein—as distinct from other
entities—vorhanden, or present-at-hand, entities, and zuhanden, or
ready-to-hand, entities. The distinctive character of the inquirer
lies in the fact that he is not merely, but that for this entity, “in its
very being, that being is an issue for it” (p. 32).

Heidegger’s inquiry into the meaning of Being is presented as
fundamental ontology. This fundamental ontology is not intended
to work out a particularly comprehensive concept of Being but to
offer an analysis of the mode of being of the inquirer—that is, of
those basic structures which Heidegger calls “existentialia.” The
being of the inquirer is distinguished from all other entities by the
fact that he builds up a certain relationship to himself. This ability
to have an attitude toward oneself, to understand oneself in regard
to the possibilities of one’s being and indeed to be under the neces-
sity of seizing hold of these, is the distinctive mark of an entity
which is characterized by existence. “Existence” is a term employed
exclusively for man. The structural determinations of man, the exis-
tentialia, are to be clearly distinguished from the basic determina-
tions of entities other than men, which are called “categorial
determinations” by Heidegger. This is a fundamental distinction.
The nonhuman entity is, but it does not exist; for it, there is no
possibility of having any relationship to itself.

What then is the twofold task involved in working out the
question of Being? First, the analytic of Dasein, to be carried out
here, and second, the destruction, or tearing down, of the history
of ontology.
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As to the first point: It is we ourselves who exist as Dasein.
That we always move within a specific comprehension of Being
appertains to our being itself. Hence, it appears to be particularly
easy to state something about Dasein. That is an illusion. We
succumb, on the contrary, to the temptation to understand our-
selves in terms of the entity which we precisely are not, with which
we relate ourselves invariably, in some fashion, as our “world.” That
which is of a non-Dasein character seduces us, by serving as the
model for our understanding, into comprehending ourselves too
according to its pattern. Man is better informed about what he
has dealings with than about himself.

What is necessary is that we catch sight of Dasein itself as it
is in the first instance and, thus, mostly in its everyday, common
character. This satisfies the phenomenological requirement that
we should not start out from any ideal image of man but grasp him
in the mode of being in which he ordinarily is. But this is not to be
done in such a way as to lose ourselves in the description of these
modes of behavior and attitude, but in order to bring to light that
which underlies this behavior, that is, the essential structures, or
existentialia.

Heidegger sketches here a circular procedure: The analytic of
Dasein is preliminary and is intended as an elaboration of the ques-
tion of Being. When this is worked out, we have to come back with
that in mind and repeat the analytic of Dasein. This happens in
the second division, in which the existentialia are grasped afresh in
the context of temporality (compare § 3). This is not just acci-
dental, but is based rather on the fact that, according to Heidegger,
temporality constitutes the horizon for understanding the being of
Dasein. And this renders it necessary to think through again the
problem of time as such. That, in turn, was to make it possible to
conceive the temporality of Being itself—something that remains
unaccomplished in the published part of Being and Time.

What does Heidegger mean by the ““destruction of the history
of ontology”? To begin with, we learn that Dasein itself is his-
torical and that only because of this can there be such a thing as
world history.

“Whatever the way of being it may have at the time, and
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thus with whatever understanding of Being it may possess, Dasein
has grown up both into and in a traditional way of interpreting it-
self: in terms of this it understands itself proximally and, within a
certain range, constantly. By this understanding, the possibilities
of being are disclosed and regulated. Its own past—and this always
means the past of his ‘generation’—is not something which follows
along after Dasein, but something which already goes ahead of it”
(p. 41).

This, however, seems to be in direct contradiction to the prob-
lem as it was formulated. In the case of average Dasein, the
fact that Dasein is historical misleads it into falling back into the
tradition. For, just as Dasein has the tendency to understand it-
self according to the model of what is other than Dasein, similarly,
in its understanding of history, it has the tendency to succumb to
tradition, to be guided by this tradition, to let itself derive its re-
solves and decisions from this tradition, without achieving clear
insight into its specific historical reality.

What is veiled by the tradition has to be rendered accessible
again. We have to understand with which specific concepts, com-
ing down from which particular period, we operate, instead of act-
ing as if we were dealing with a body of unchanging verities which
we simply receive and then pass on. (This is explained and illus-
trated with reference to the history of ontology from antiquity to
Kant and Hegel.)

Destroying the history of ontology means uncovering the
historicity of its basic concepts, awakening the sense really for his-
toricity, however paradoxical this may sound. But it also means
uncovering all that has remained unnoticed in that which has
been petrified in the tradition and handed down. The aim of
destroying the petrified history of ontology is to make it transparent
to us and to enable us to see and comprehend its limits. This has
been Heidegger’s lifelong concern, and it is in this sense that we
have to understand his interpretations of Plato, Aristotle, Descartes,
Leibniz, Kant, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel and Nietzsche, especially
his interpretations of the early Greek thinkers.

What does Heidegger mean by the phenomenological method?
He certainly does not just take over the specifically Husserlian
phenomenology as a kind of transcendental philosophy. On the
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contrary, he puts the ahistorically conceived phenomenology of
Husserl back into the historical context. Phenomenology under-
stood as a methodological concept “does not characterize the what
of the objects of philosophical research as subject-matter, but
rather the how of that research” (p. 50).

It is not by chance that now, a quarter of a century after the
inauguration of phenomenology as a new way of inquiry, it is itself
subjected to an analysis which leads to a new determination of the
concepts of phenomenon and logos (compare § 7, pp. 51-58). The
concept of phenomenon is defined as “that which shows itself as
itself,” and logos is conceived as that which lets something be
seen, which gives access to what is unhidden. That to which
phenomenology is to give us access is now the being of beings.
Thus, in this phase of his thinking, “only as phenomenology, is
ontology possible” (p. 60). In relation to Dasein, it emerges as
hermeneutics in the sense of an explication of what appertains to
Dasein, what happens in it. Such explication was also intended to
provide the basis for all further ontological investigation. “Phi-
losophy is universal phenomenological ontology, and takes its de-
parture from the hermeneutic of Dasein, which, as an analytic of
existence, has made fast the guidingline for all philosophical in-
quiry at the point where it arises and to which it returns” (p. 62).

Heidegger had planned the work in two parts. The first part
was to give the analytic of Dasein in the light of temporality, in
order to show how time constitutes the horizon for the question of
Being. In the second part, the destruction of the history of on-
tology was to be carried out and illustrated in respect to the prob-
lematic of temporality.

The first part was planned in three divisions: (1) the prepara-
tory fundamental analysis of Dasein; (2) Dasein and temporality;
(3) time and Being. The second part was to contain: (1) Kant’s
doctrine of Schematism in the context of the problematic of
temporality; (2) the ontological foundation of the cogito sum of
Descartes and the taking over of medieval ontology within the
problematic of the res cogitans; (3) a discussion of Aristotle’s
treatise on time, in order to exhibit the limits of ancient ontology
as they become visible in this treatise.

Only the first and second divisions of the first part were pub-
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lished. The dean of the Faculty of Philosophy at Marburg had
pressed Heidegger to publish because the faculty had recommended
Heidegger unico loco as Nicolai Hartmann’s successor to the Minis-
try, and the Ministry wanted a publication (see On Time and Being,
p. 80). The third division was held back by Heidegger because, as
he put it, he had not yet found the language adequate to this way
of thinking.

As for the second part, the portion containing the interpreta-
tion of Kant appeared independently in the volume Kant and the
Problem of Metaphysics.8

DASEIN AS BEING-IN-THE-WORLD

The traditional ways of speaking about man in terms of conscious-
ness—subject, I and the like—are absent in Being and Time. The
term “Dasein,” that is, being-there, is used instead. It must be
admitted, though, that this way of putting it is misleading. It is
not a matter of substituting one expression for another and leaving
everything else as it was. On the contrary, the change in termi-
nology signifies a change in the way of seeing, of comprehending
and, hence, of thinking. The term “Dasein” is meant to announce
that here man is regarded from a specific point of view, as a being
who is distinguished by his relationship to Being.

What is Being? We do not know that. What we can see
easily, however, is that among the entities known to us, there is
a distinction between the entity which can develop a relationship
to itself and the entity which is incapable of doing so. A stone is,
but it has no relationship to itself and cannot have any attitude
toward itself. The same is true of a tree, a chair and all other
nonhuman entities. Man not only is, but he develops a relationship
to himself as well as a relationship to his fellow men and to non-
human entities. This has important consequences. Man is, but
beyond that, he has to be; his being is a task imposed on him.

Here we have a preliminary signification of Being, namely,
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Being in the sense of the specific being of man. And this specific
being is taken, not as that which simply is, but as something that
is to be realized, which Heidegger summarizes in the expression
“to-be” (it has to be) as an attribute of Dasein. Dasein is an
entity to which its being is committed as a task. However, this in-
sight by no means entitles us to conclude that we now know what
Being means. We are on the way to describing the being of one
particular sort of entity.

To say that Dasein relates itself to its own being is to define
its being as existence. “And because we cannot define Dasein’s
essence by citing a ‘what’ of the kind that pertains to a subject-
matter, and because its essence lies rather in the fact that in each
case it has its being to be, and has it as its own, we have chosen
to designate this entity as ‘Dasein’, a term which is purely an ex-
pression of its being” (pp. 32-33). It is in its specific mode of
being that its distinctive character lies, and this specific mode con-
sists in the fact that it can choose itself, indeed must choose itself,
for not choosing is also a kind of choice (an idea that was taken
over by Sartre and plays an important role in his thought). In
this lies the origin of the central distinction between authenticity
and inauthenticity. “Dasein always understands itself in terms of
its existence—in terms of a possibility of itself: to be itself or not
itself. Dasein has either chosen these possibilities itself, or got
itself into them, or grown up in them already. Only the particular
Dasein decides its existence, whether it does so by way of taking
hold or by neglecting” (p. 33).

The choice can ensue in such a manner that by it, and in it,
Dasein attains to itself, realizes its own inmost possibilities, or in
a manner that Dasein lets the choice be, as it were, pregiven to
it and thus exists in the mode dictated by the “they.” This is
equivalent to inauthenticity.

We said above that the peculiar character of Dasein lies in the
fact that its being manifests itself in existing, indeed that it
realizes itself in existing. This definition is further elucidated by
the term ‘“my-ownness,” which means that for each entity having
this mode of being it is a question of its own being, not just a
matter of any general mode of being.
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“And because Dasein is in each case essentially its own possi-
bility, it can, in its very being, ‘choose’ itself and win itself; it can
also lose itself and never win itself; or only ‘seem’ to do so. But
only in so far as it is essentially something which can be
authentic—that is, something of its own—can it have lost itself and
not yet won itself. As modes of being, authenticity and inauthen-
ticity . . . are both grounded in the fact that any Dasein what-
soever is characterized by mineness” (p. 68).

In authenticity, Dasein chooses those possibilities through
which it attains itself; in inauthenticity, it lets the possibilities be
laid down in advance by others, or be determined by the ano-
nymity of the “they.” “They” engage in sport, “they” study law,
“everybody” goes to a particular holiday resort, “‘one” marries
within a certain milieu, “one” favors a particular political party
and so on.

What should be the starting point of the analysis of Dasein?
Heidegger finds this in averageness and everydayness—in the mode
of being which we come across in the first instance and mostly, or
in the mode of being in which we ourselves are, mostly and to
begin with. It is in this average Dasein that we find those structures
which are valid for every Dasein, authentic as well as inauthentic.

This preliminary account should enable us to take the next
step of conceptualizing Dasein as being-in-the-world. The difh-
culty here lies in the fact that a complex structure is to be de-
scribed as a unified phenomenon, which can only be done piece-
meal, so to speak, yet without losing sight of the unity which
underlies the analysis and on the basis of which it is developed.

Being-in-the-world is explained in three steps: (1) by inquiring
into what “world” means here; (2) by the inquiry into the who,
that is, into Dasein in its averageness as being-with and being-
itself; (3) by asking what beingin means, which includes an
examination of the structural elements, or existentialia.

In order to get the inquiry into being-in-the-world on the
right track, it is essential to provide a brief preliminary elucidation
of being-in. We usually think about beingin in terms of the
sphere of things. There it means being-contained-in. But if Dasein
cannot be conceived as a thinglike entity or as something simply
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present-at-hand, being-in also must be interpreted in a different
way.

Being-in is meant to be taken as an existential, in the sense
of being familiar-with. What I am familiar with is something I
dwell on. Being-in cannot be regarded as being spatially contained
in something. This, however, does not mean that Dasein has no
specific relation to space, though this is a relation to which we
cannot gain access so long as we approach it in terms of the
spatial relation of one thing being contained in another. Also, it
is by no means the case that only by first analyzing the phenome-
non of knowing can we arrive at the notion of being-in. On the
contrary, it is only because we are already familiar with entities—a
relationship which is expressed in the most diverse modes of con-
cern or caring—that we have the capability for a specific mode of
cognition, namely, that of knowing.

Without becoming apparent at first, this leads to a reversal
of the prevailing view, according to which knowing constitutes the
foundation of every sort of commerce with things. Only because
we dwell on or linger over an entity with which we are in some
way acquainted, which is at our disposal, which we need and the
like, is it possible for us, by adopting a special attitude, to leave
behind the attitude of having a practical concern with it, to refrain
from such concern and regard it in a purely contemplative man-
ner. The latter attitude is by no means primary. This also implies
that a merely epistemological starting point always leaves out of
account its own foundation. The primacy of mere knowing is an
illusion of the epistemologist. This does not mean that Heidegger
intends to relinquish knowledge as such, but only that he seeks to
reach down to a deeper foundation from where it can be seen that
in pure knowing there is implied something like a shutting out of
view of that relation of familiar commerce which knowing always
presupposes. In other words, knowing is also a mode of being-with,
though one in which the usual practical relationship to entities
is disregarded.

This leads to the heart of an old problem, namely, the ques-
tion as to how the subject can step out of its inner sphere in order
to reach the object “out there.” Heidegger cuts this Gordian knot
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by starting from the principle that Dasein, as being-in-the-world, is
always already out there—with the familiar world.

“When Dasein directs itself towards something and grasps it,
it does not somehow first get out of an inner sphere in which it has
been proximally encapsulated, but its primary kind of being is such
that it is always ‘outside,” alongside entities which it encounters
and which belong to a world already discovered. . . . And further-
more, the perceiving of what is known is not a process of returning
with one’s booty to the ‘cabinet’ of consciousness after one has
gone out and grasped it; even in perceiving, retaining, and pre-
serving, the Dasein which knows remains outside, and it does so
as Dasein” (p. 89).

It is not through the agency of knowing that the production
of a relation to the world is made possible. Knowing always
presupposcs this relation and is simply a transformation of that
relation; “in knowing, Dasein achieves a new status of being
towards a world which has already been discovered in Dasein
itself. . . . But a ‘commercium’ of the subject with a world does
not get created for the first time by knowing, nor does it arise from
some way in which the world acts upon a subject. Knowing is a
mode of Dasein founded upon being-in-the-world” (p. 90). This
is a revolution in the way of thinking, to speak with Kant, which
has dismayed some of Heidegger’s contemporaries and which others
have acclaimed with enthusiasm.

In order to understand the meaning of being-in-the-world, we
must first examine what “world” means. We cannot explain this
if we begin by adducing examples of things within the world. By
stringing together a series of entities within the world, we can
never arrive at anything like a world. We may classify entities into
various categories such as man, things made by man, natural things
and valuecharged things, then trace them back to their ultimate
foundation in Nature and arrive at a scientific determination of
Nature itself. But even then we do not get any further. “Nature
is itself an entity which is encountered within the world and which
can be discovered in various ways and at various stages” (p. 92).

How then should we proceed? Heidegger takes the radical step
of turning the whole question around, so that worldliness or world-
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hood is to be understood as a constitutive element of Dasein, that
is, as an existential. “Ontologically, ‘world’ is not a way of char-
acterizing those entities which Dasein essentially is not; it is rather
a characteristic of Dasein itself” (p. 92).

This seems to relegate the world to the sphere of the sub-
jective. But why then has Heidegger almost totally ruled out the
concept of the subjective? How can we get closer to the meaning
of world and of worldliness? According to the directive we met
with earlier, we should take the average Dasein in its everyday char-
acter as our starting point. The world of such Dasein is the environ-
ing world, the world of its surroundings. The path to be followed is
quite clearly indicated: “That world of everyday Dasein which is
closest to it, is the environment. From this existential character of
average being-in-the-world, our investigation will take its course
from the idea of worldhood in general. We shall seek the world-
hood of the environment (environmentality) by going through an
ontological interpretation of those entities within-the-environment
which we encounter as closest to us” (p. 94).

Heidegger’s analysis of utensils (Zeug, gear or equipment) is
among the best-known passages of Being and Time. What is not
equally well known is the import of this analysis. Obviously, it
cannot be a matter of giving directives about how man should deal
with articles of use in his environing world, for such dealings are
something with which we are most intimately familiar. As we grow
up in our world, we grow into men capable of such dealings. This
analysis is also not concerned with showing how working with
these implements can bring about a change in the world or actually
even alienate it from man. The aim of the analysis is to make us
understand how much prior knowledge and close familiarity must
already be there before anything can become accessible to Dasein
as a utensil, and how such prior knowledge is not given here in a
theoretical attitude. One of the insights of this analysis is the
discovery that our way of dealing with utensils has its own “sight”
and that we fail to have in our grasp what is typically utensillike if
we start out with a purely theoretical mode of viewing things.

Let us take a simple example. I have a hammer in front of me
and I try to describe it in a theoretical attitude—it is so big, of
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such a color, of this form, of such weight, made of such and such
material and so on. But in doing so, I fail to grasp just what this
implement is for, the fact that it is something to hammer with.
Whether it holds well in the hand, is not too heavy and the like,
that is something I cannot understand by pure observation but only
in the course of handling and using it. Every utensil is a utensil for
doing something. Handling an implement means subordinating
oneself to the specific “in order to” in every case. Heidegger calls
the specific mode of being of a utensil “ready-to-handness” or
“handiness.” This is nothing else but the explicit formulation of
something that we experience every day without articulating it in
words.

The characteristic sight that guides our manipulative dealings
is circumspection (Umsicht). As stated already, the purely theo-
retical way of seeing is by no means the primary one. Rather, in
order to arrive at the purely theoretical attitude, we must abandon,
jump out of, the specific circumspect way of seeing. This is im-
portant if we are to account for what is no longer apprehended as
a result of this jumping out. It should be clearly seen that we do
not start out with a simply present-at-hand entity lying before us
and then, by adding to it value attributes and the like, arrive at a
ready-to-hand entity. The universally current view, which begins
by conceiving a thing as res extensa and then grafts upon the
extensio all kinds of attributes, is simply erroneous. The ready-to-
hand entity is what we find most immediately given in our en-
vironing world; it is through it that we find our way about and
secure our needs in life.

Let us have a closer look at the utensil. As we stated earlier,
every utensil is a utensil for something. “The work to be produced,
as the ‘whatfor’ of the hammer, the plane and the needle, has
in turn the mode of being of a utensil. The shoe which is to be
made is for wearing, the clock is manufactured for telling time.
The product which is encountered in our concernful dealings—
which we find in the course of our work—lets us encounter at the
same time the ‘what-for’ of its usability, for this usability is essen-
tially part of it. The completed work, in turn, is there only by rea-
son of its use and of the referential context of entities which is
discovered in this use” (p. 99).
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We have, in addition, the fact that production implies utiliz-
ing something, namely, that from which the thing is produced.
This refers us to Nature as the source of this “from-which.”
Finally, producing also directs our attention to that for whom
something is made.

What has this analysis of utensils to do with the problem of
the worldhood of the world, thus with the problem of what it is
that makes a world into a world? Heidegger shows this by means
of examples in which the utensil appears precisely to give up its
implemental character. It is when the utensil becomes unusable
(conspicuousness), or when it is missing (obtrusiveness) or when
it lies in our way (obduracy) that we are led to see how the utensil
is determined by its referential character. It is precisely when the
“in order to . . . for that purpose” reference is disturbed (for
example, when I do not find the hammer with which to drive the
nail) that it expressly comes into view as reference. “The context
of equipment is lit up, not as something never seen before, but
as a totality constantly sighted beforehand in circumspection.
With this totality, however, the world announces itself” (p. 105).
In order for the world to be lit up, it must already be opened up or
disclosed. This is explained by analyzing, as an example, a particular
utensil, namely the sign. The peculiar thing about a utensil is that
through it a context of utensils is expressly brought into view (for
instance, a traffic sign and the context of the behavior of those in
the traffic). The ordinary utensil (say, a pen) is inconspicuous be-
cause it directs the attention of the person using it, not toward
itself but toward the task at hand (the article or book to be
written). The sign as a utensil, on the contrary, is quite con-
spicuous, which is just what enables it to make the reference ex-
plicit. It is by means of the specific signs that the particular en-
vironing world, to which they then belong, is expressly rendered
accessible.

What defines a utensil is its serviceableness. The latter is
concretized in a utensil by virtue of the fact that the context in
which the utensil stands, and to which it belongs, is specifically
made visible here, as also the environing world of which this con-
text is itself a part.

The specific character of the world as such, however, still



(42

remains to be explained. This is done in § 18. That a utensil is
defined in terms of reference means “it has the character that
with it a certain end is reached—its function terminates in some-
thing. The ontological character of an athand entity is such
destination [Bewandtnis]. Destination implies letting something
reach its goal in something” (p. 115).

The utensil is always seen in the light of the destination that
is constitutive of it. There is no such thing as a utensil taken by
itself. A utensil always exists in a context of utensils, within a
totality of utensils. What a utensil is destined for is something
that is predetermined by the totality of destinations (for example,
a tool to a workshop). The totality of destinations has its final
point of reference in Dasein; it is for the sake of Dasem. As
Heidegger formulates it, “this primary for-what is not just a for-it
regarded as a possible point of destination [Wobei einer Bewandt-
nis|. The primary for-what is a for-the-sake-of-which” (p. 116).

In these analyses Heidegger shows what sort of knowledge
Dasein must already have in order that anything like a utensil may
be encountered by it, and that Dasein must have this knowledge
in a peculiarly prethematic manner. What we have here is a
straight bit of analysis in the sense of laying bare a constitutive
a priori, which is not, however, an epistemological a priori but
rather an a priori for just the immediate dealings we have with
things. The analysis exhibits the world as that which must be
opened up already in order for intramundane entities like utensils
to be encountered (cf. p. 86).

Heidegger, thus, does not construct, but rather takes the con-
crete phenomenon as his starting point and lays open all its im-
plications for the possibility of man’s handling of utensils. The
references within which Dasein moves presuppose that it has
projected itself upon particular possibilities, through which these
entities can be encountered by it in particular ways. Heidegger’s
definition of world runs as follows:

“The wherein of the referential comprehension, as that in
view of which [woraufhin] the encounter with entities is made pos-
sible in the mode of being proper to destination, is the phenome-
non of world” (p. 119).°
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It is the worldhood of the world that enables Dasein to ex-
perience entities such as utensils. This means that world is a par-
ticular mode of understanding, an existential, a fundamental prop-
erty of Dasein, which enables it to apprehend entities in its
environment in their specific usability, to be acquainted with them
but not grasping them in a theoretical manner. It is clear now
that being-in-the-world cannot mean being present as one par-
ticular entity among others. It means, rather, developing some-
thing like a world-comprehension, through which entities become
available to Dasein. This is by no means a subjectivization of the
world-concept but only a consistent formulation of the fact that
world is something in the nature of a basic comprehension and
thus part of Dasein’s constitution. Heidegger next goes on to
contrast this world-understanding with the Cartesian definition of
world as res extensa and to trace this Cartesian definition to tra-
ditional ontology.

But if the Cartesian concept of the world as res extensa is
rejected, what are we to think of the spatiality of the world?

What is the spatial significance of handiness? It is nearness
(Nihe). We must not think of nearness or closeness in terms of
geometrically measurable distance, in the Cartesian manner. That
as such is not relevant to our everyday dealings with utensils, for
these dealings are governed by caring, or concern [Besorgen]. It is
on the basis of concern that a direction is fixed in which utensils
become available to us.

What is essential to a utensil is not an abstract position in
space—in a homogeneous, leveled space—but the fact that it has its
own determinate place. Part of being a utensil is that it should be
assigned a specific position and be available there for use from
time to time. From the place in which it is located we can often
infer what purpose the utensil serves. The utensil-totality, in turn,
is formed by assigning a different place to each utensil making up
this totality. The point is that the places cannot be arbitrarily ex-
changed, for each place is allotted to a utensil just because it is this
particular utensil and is required for this particular activity. Its
place is that point in space where the utensil belongs.

The assignment of a particular place for a particular utensil is
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preceded by some sort of acquaintance with the region. The region
contains the unity of a utensil-context and, thus, of an articulated
place-manifold. “Something like a region must first be discovered
if there is to be any possibility of allotting or coming across places
for a totality of equipment that is circumspectively at one’s dis-
posal” (p. 136).

What is important in terms of Heidegger's concern here is
that we have not first given a three-dimensional manifold of possi-
ble positions, which is then furnished or filled up with things
present-at-hand. On the contrary, space has become available by
way of the familiar region, within which the utensil-manifolds are
fitted up. In the environing world we have space in the mode of
an organization of places which obtain their orientation from what
we do and from what we intend to accomplish in life. So much
for the spatiality of entities at hand. What constitutes the specific
spatiality of Dasein itself? It lies in apartness (Entfernung) and
situating (Ausrichtung). A-partness (Ent.fernung) should not be
understood in the static sense of two things lying far apart, or as a
certain distance between them which remains fixed. It should be
understood in an active, transitive sense, as de-distancing, or caus-
ing the farness (Ferne, remoteness) to disappear. Dasein lets
entities be encountered in nearness or closeness to us. It is by
bringing close, causing the remoteness to disappear (Ent-fernen),
that spatial distance (Entferntheit) is discovered. De-distancing is
an existential determination—something brought about by Dasein;
distance is a categorial one—the spatial distance between things.

In de-distancing, Dasein seeks what it needs most, to have
something to-hand. Moreover, it can hardly be denied that such
de-distancing is a characteristic of our times, that everything we do
is designed to abolish and overcome remoteness (ever-faster trans-
portation, transmission of news and the like). What lies at the
back of this attitude is a question that is not taken up in the
present context but is dealt with thoroughly in the later writings
(compare Chapter 8).

Let us now try to consider Dasein in a way that will enable us
to grasp what Heidegger calls being-with and being-one’s-self.
Heidegger commenced his analysis of being-in-the-world with an
examination of utensils because “proximally and for the most part
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Dasein is fascinated with its world. Dasein is thus absorbed in
[benommen] the world” (p. 149). Proceeding further, we see that
we do not have, to begin with, just the I, for which then its world
must be found and to which it must transcend. Similarly, there is
no such thing as an isolated ego, of which the isolation has to be
overcome by establishing a relation with the other. Even in the
account of the environing world, the other was thought of as being
copresent, for when anything is produced it is meant for somebody.
The tool is so made that others can use it. The others are also
copresent. They are not alien to us but precisely those with whom
we are together, from whom we do not distinguish ourselves. “The
world of Dasein is a world-with [Mitwelt]. Being-in is being-with
others. Their being-in-themselves within-the-world is Dasein-with”
(p. 155).

Saying that Dasein is Dasein-with is meant to make just this
point clear. It does not mean that as a matter of actual fact there
are always other men present in my neighborhood, but that I am
ever opened up for others, am along with others. Even when I
isolate myself and withdraw into solitude, I can do so only be-
cause my being is a being-with. When one avoids the presence of
one’s fellow man, he is nevertheless, in such avoidance, present as
one who is avoided.

Just as our mode of dealing with utensils was described as
concern, our association with others is couceived as solicitude
(Fiirsorge) . This expression, taken as an existential, is used in such
a comprehensive sense that it includes all modes of being with
others, from love and self-sacrifice to indifference and contempt
for others. The latter, of course, is a deficient mode of solicitude.

In positive solicitude, Heidegger distinguishes between two
extreme possibilities: the jumping-in and the jumping-ahead solici-
tude. In the jumping-in type, one takes away, so to speak, the
burden of one’s fellow man; here, the latter is in danger of be-
coming enslaved and dependent. In the jumping-ahead type, the
intention is to give back, so to speak, the care to the cared-for
person, so that he may be able to bear it himself. The “sight”
(Sicht) proper to solicitude is considerateness (Riicksicht) and
forbearance (Nachsicht).

We must now consider the question of the “who” of being-
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together-with. Since Heidegger’s starting point is from the everyday
mode of being of Dasein, the “who” of everyday being-together-
with is exhibited as the “they,” or Everyman—that is to say, man
in his averageness. “The ‘they’, in its being, essentially makes an
issue of this. Thus the ‘they’ maintains itself in fact in the
averageness of that which is proper, of that which it regards as
valid and that which it does not, and of that to which it grants
success and that to which it denies it. In this averageness with
which it prescribes what can and may be ventured, it keeps watch
over everything exceptional that thrusts itself to the fore. Every
kind of priority gets noiselessly suppressed. . . . This care of
averageness reveals in turn an essential tendency of Dasein which
we call the ‘levelling down’ of all possibilities of Being” (pp.
164-65). The form of being of the “they” is based on disburden-
ing or exonerating oneself, for it is not the individual, but Every-
man, who has to accept responsibility for all decisions. One notices
in this a strange camouflage. The sovereignty of Everyman is a
sovereignty that conceals itself. Everyone acts as if he were himself,
while no one is actually his own self. Heidegger contrasts the lack
of independence and inauthenticity of this manner of existing with
authenticity, in which Dasein chooses itself on the basis of its
very own possibilities. That there can be situations in which such
a choice is greatly curtailed because of external limitations, though
not expressly discussed by Heidegger, is adequately taken into ac-
count, however, in the concept of “being thrown.”

The domination of the “they” also determines the manner of
understanding world and oneself. Because Everyman has forfeited
himself to his world (the world of the “they”), it is not surprising
that he should understand himself then according to the model of
a non-Dasein type of being, which in turn is something that tra-
ditional ontology, with its mistaken premise, enables us to under-
stand.

The analysis of being-in-the-world includes an explicit clari-
fication of being-in, that is, of the constitutive factors which give
us access to Dasein regarded as overtness. These are disposition,
or state-of-mind (Befindlichkeit), understanding and speech.

“In a state-of-mind Dasein is always brought before itself,
and has already found itself, not in the sense of coming across
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itself by perceiving itself, but in the sense of finding itself in the
mood that it has” (p. 174).

What was commonly overlooked or misunderstood—indeed,
actually suppressed—in the philosophical view of man which was
based on a particular concept of rationality, which was regarded as
exemplary, is the immediately revelatory function of attunement.
Let us take a simple example. We become acquainted with a man.
Our first reaction is determined by the attunement or mood
(Stimmung) which his presence near us evokes. This general feel-
ing may undergo changes in the course of a longer time spent in
his company, or it may alter suddenly. But this does not diminish
the significance of moods as a primary mode of being open. The
revelatory character of dispositions is the exciting thing about this
phenomenon, which cannot be grasped, however, so long as moods
are understood merely as a kind of “psychical coloring” constituting
the “irrational” part of the psyche. When we speak in this manner,
we deliberately make ourselves blind to what the phenomenon
shows us, the fact that it is indeed through moods that our primary
encounter with others, with the surrounding world and even with
ourselves takes place.

“The mood has already disclosed, in every case, being-in-the-
world as a whole, and makes it possible first of all to direct oneself
towards something. Having a mood is not related to the psychical
in the first instance, and is not itself an inner condition which
then reaches forth in an enigmatical way and puts its mark on
things and persons. It is in this that the second essential character-
istic of states-of-mind shows itself. We have seen that the world,
Dasein-with, and existence are equiprimordially disclosed; and
state-of-mind is a basic existential species of their disclosedness, be-
cause this disclosedness itself is essentially being-in-the-world”
(p- 176).

For Heidegger, attunement or mood has in addition the func-
tion of giving to Dasein itself access to its aspect of thrownness, the
fact that it is, “the facticity of being delivered up” (p. 135). And
lastly, as we have it in the most comprehensive definition, “Dasein’s
openness to the world is constituted existentially by the attunement
of a state-of-mind” (p. 176).

Let us clarify this with an example: I can perceive something
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in my world as threatening me only because I am capable of ex-
periencing fear. Attunement is thus by no means a phenomenon
limited merely to the subject and his perceptions, but is a mode
of being open by which the world can become accessible in the
most diverse ways—as threatening, delightful, welcome, cxciting
and so on. In every disposition, I already have some knowledge
about myself. Heidegger’s analysis of moods has also influenced
psychiatry, to mention here only the work of Ludwig Binswanger.
Heidegger refers to the line of thinkers, from Augustine and Pascal
down to Scheler, for whom the significance of attunement was in
some way already recognized.

The second structural component is understanding. Disposi-
tion and understanding are equioriginal. In disposition also, under-
standing was already involved, for, as we said, every way of being
attuned is directly revelatory. By the way, understanding is taken
here not as a concept opposite to that of explaining but as a funda-
mental mode of Dasein. The specific interpretation of understand-
ing as an existential of Dasein brings to light its projective character.

“In understanding, as an existentiale, that which we have such
competence over is not a ‘what’, but being as existing. The kind of
being which Dasein has, as potentiality-for-being, lies existentially
in understanding” (p. 183).

The connection between understanding and possibility is very
clearly stated in the following text. “As a mode of disclosure, un-
derstanding always pertains to the entire underlying structure of
being-in-the-world. Not only is the world, qua world, revealed as
possible significance, but the setting free of entities within the
world itself is at the same time releasing them for their possibilities.
The handy entity is discovered as such in its serviceability,
usability and injuriousness. The totality of destinations is revealed
as the categorical whole of a possibility of the coherent system of
ready-to-hand entities. But even the ‘unity’ of the manifold of
present-at-hand entities, Nature, is discoverable only by virtue of
a possibility of it being disclosed” (pp. 144-45).

To the question of why understanding is always set on possi-
bilities, why it moves within the dimension of possibilities,
Heidegger replies, “because the understanding has in itself the
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existential structure which we call ‘projection’” (pp. 184-85). In
understanding, Dasein opens up its own space for the free play of
its existence as well as the free space for the play of entities which
become available to it within the world. The two go together. The
understanding which arises out of one’s own self and is in accord
with it, is called by Heidegger authentic; understanding which
conceives Dasein in terms of the world is called inauthentic. The
authentic and inauthentic ways of understanding may in turn be
genuine or spurious. Thus, there may be an understanding of
world which Dasein develops originally, in which case it is genuine;
or it may develop it within a framework already given, without
putting it into question and without actually understanding it, in
which case it is spurious.

While explaining the utensil-world, we mentioned a specific
“sight”—circumspection—and in connection with being-with, we
spoke of considerateness. Now, understanding itself is defined as
“sight” (Sicht). It is because understanding is primarily a kind of
seeing that Dasein can display the various modes of sight involved
in the circumspection of concern and the considerateness of solici-
tude. The sight directed at existence itself is called the “seeing-
through sight,” or transparency (Durchsichtigkeit). The modes of
sight mentioned above are included in, are indeed rendered possi-
ble by, this transparent seeing. Because Dasein is constituted by
understanding, it is capable of having some knowledge, not only
of itself but also of the world and the others. We should at the
same time bear in mind also that the term “sight” is meant to
signify the fact that Dasein “lets entities which are accessible to it
be encountered unconcealedly in themselves” (p. 187). What is
involved in such sight is the character of openness or “clearedness”
(Gelichtetheit) proper to Dasein.

Understanding is Dasein’s mode of being as openness, for
in understanding it projects itself on the possibilities of its
ability-to-be. No projecting, however, occurs in a vacuum; as
ability-to.be, it is already delivered up to thrownness, that is, to
what is also termed “facticity.” My project, for example, must
reckon with a given talent and with my limitations, for otherwise
it runs the risk of becoming illusory or of leading to self-deception.
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In his analysis of understanding, Heidegger differentiates be-
tween understanding as interpretation (Auslegung) and under-
standing as statement. “The projecting of the understanding has
its own inherent possibility—that of developing itself. This develop-
ment of the understanding we call ‘interpretation’. In it the un-
derstanding appropriates understandingly that which is understood
by it” (p. 188). Interpretation is not the mere “acquiring of in-
formation about what is understood; it is rather the working-out
of possibilities projected in understanding” (pp. 188-89).

From the analysis of the example of world-understanding
given in § 32, let us pick out only a few points. In the understand-
ing of a utensil as an “implement for,” the peculiar feature to be
noticed is the “asstructure.” “That which is disclosed in under-
standing—that which is understood—is already accessible in such
a way that its ‘as which’ can be made to stand out explicitly. The
‘as’ makes up the structure of the explicitness of something that is
understood. It constitutes the interpretation” (p. 189). This should
be kept in mind as a safeguard against the view that understanding
is something that takes place only with a statement.

Pre-possession (Vorhabe, fore-having), pre-view (Vorsicht,
fore-sight) and pre-conception (Vorgriff, fore-conception) are the
three constitutive elements of our immediate comprehension of
world in its character as environing us. A utensil is comprehended
by us in terms of the totality of destination, the purposive whole,
in which it is embedded. Underlying this is our attitude of having
something to do, which in turn depends on our ability-to-be
(project). The specific manner in which we approach an entity is
called by Heidegger “pre-view,” or “fore-sight.” This does not
have the meaning of proceeding cautiously, but the projective
anticipation in which all our dealings are embedded.

“Anything understood which is held in our fore-having and
towards which we set our sights ‘foresightedly’, becomes conceptu-
alizable through the interpretation” (p. 191). The way in which
Dasein has decided to conceive this thing in explicating it is
the “pre-conception.” It is not by chance that the prefixes “pre-”
or “fore.”” occur in all these terms. It has reference to the sub-
sequent discussion of temporality, where it is shown how, in
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projecting, some kind of temporalizing of the future is in play.
In this context Heidegger offers an elucidation of what he means
by “meaning,” or “sense’” (Sinn).

“The concept of meaning embraces the formal existential
framework of what necessarily belongs to that which an under-
standing interpretation articulates. Meaning is the ‘upon-which’
of a projection in terms of which something becomes intelligible
as something; it gets its structure from a fore-having, a fore-sight,
and a foreconception” (p. 193). And in all consistency, sense
must correspondingly be understood as something that belongs to
Dasein. “Meaning is an existentiale of Dasein, not a property
attaching to entities, lying ‘behind’ them, or floating somewhere
as an ‘intermediate domain’. Dasein only ‘has’ meaning, so far as
the disclosedness of being-in-the-world can be ‘filled in’ by the
entities discoverable in that disclosedness. Hence only Dasein can
be meaningful or meaningless” (p. 193).

Heidegger set forth speech as the third existential of Dasein.
What does he mean by “speech,” or “discourse”?

“Discourse is equiprimordial with state-of-mind and under-
standing. The intelligibility of something has always been ar-
ticulated, even before there is any appropriative interpretation
of it. Discourse is the articulation of intelligibility. Therefore, it
underlies both interpretation and assertion” (pp. 203-4). Further-
more, “the intelligibility of being-in-the-world—an intelligibility
which goes with a state-of-mind—expresses itself as discourse. The
totality-of significations of intelligibility is put into words. To sig-
nifications, words accrue. But word-things do not get supplied
with significations” (p. 204). The concept of communication
(Mitteilung) has a broad meaning: “Through it a co-state-of-mind
[Mitbefindlichkeit] gets ‘shared’, and so does the understanding of
being-with [Mitsein]” (p. 205). Because Dasein is being-with, it
always stands within a certain sharing-together—for it exists always
in a certain comprehending-together and being-disposed-together.
For this reason, that speaking is most intelligible in which a
community of disposition, or state-of-mind, and understanding is
already present and does not have to be produced subsequently.

The utterance that takes place in speech does not mean the
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self-expression of something inside us. On the contrary, Dasein is
always already out there and articulates what is experienced there.
“In discourse the intelligibility of being-in-the-world (an intelligi-
bility which goes with a state-of-mind) is articulated according to
significations; and discourse is this articulation” (p. 206). Heidegger
points out that, in this connection, linguistic science must be
placed on ontologically deeper foundations and freed from its
domination by a specific concept of logic.

THE EXISTENTIALIA AND TEMPORALITY

The analysis of Dasein must accomplish a double task. It must lay
out the separate elements of being-in-the-world, and it must ex-
hibit the unity and interconnectedness of these elements. This
second step needs to be described now. Heidegger takes this step
by way of defining the basic structure of Dasein as care. This
also means repeating the analysis of Dasein in the light of
temporalization.

The three characteristics of Dasein we encountered are ex-
istentiality (Dasein is from the very first moved by its ability-to-be,
which it has to realize), facticity (Dasein is ever already de-
termined by that in the midst of which it is “thrown,” which
does not depend on it, which it has to take over) and being
forfeited (it understands itself in terms of just that which it is
not and abandons itself to the realm of entities familiar to it).
These three characteristics are combined in care. Care does not
mean being anxious or depressed. It is to be taken rather as en-
compassing a threefold structure: being-ahead-of-itself (existen-
tiality), in already-being-in (facticity) as being-beside (being
forfeited). The inquiry into the unity of this triad remains to be
pursued further. This is done in the second division of the work,
entitled “Dasein and Temporality.”

“If the interpretation of Dasein’s being is to become primor-
dial, as a foundation for working out the basic question of ontology,
then it must first have brought to light existentially the being of
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Dasein in its possibilities of authenticity and totality” (p. 276).

In order to comprehend the ability-to-be-whole, the analysis
must also include within its scope the end of Dasein. This end is
death. Existentially, death is experienced as being-toward-death.
This is the theme of the first chapter of this division. This is fol-
lowed by an examination of the problem about the authenticity of
existing, namely, conscience (Chapter 2). The call of conscience
“gives no information about world-events, has nothing to tell.
Least of all does it try to set going a ‘soliloquy’ in the Self to which
it has appealed. ‘Nothing’ gets called to this Self, but it has been
summoned to itself—that is, to its inmost potentiality-for-being”
(p. 318). “The call comes from me and yet from beyond me”
(p. 320). According to Heidegger, what happens in conscience is
the call of care, summoning Dasein to its inmpst potentiality of
being. The uncanniness of this call has to be taken out of its self-
forgetfulness. For this reason, what the call intimates is the possi-
bility of authentic ability-to-be. And that is why, for Heidegger,
anxiety is something in the nature of an enabling of this call, for
it is in anxiety that we experience the isolation which is implied
in authentic ability-to-be. The concept of guilt is here understood,
not in a religious or moral sense but as “being-the.basis of a
nullity (and this being-the-basis is itself null)” (p. 331).

The  openness for the call of conscience is “willingness-to-
have-a-conscience,” a phenomenon which remains concealed for
Everyman. This exposition of conscience culminates in a new
definition of Dasein as resoluteness (Entschlossenheit).* What
does this mean? Willingness-to-have-a-conscience includes the ex-
perience of one’s own nullity in anxiety, understanding as project-
ing oneself on one’s inmost possibility, and speech. Resoluteness
is a pre-eminent mode of overtness (Erschlossenheit), the same
concept in terms of which we attempted above to grasp the open-

* These words are dictionary equivalents. Ent-schlossenheit, however, also
includes a suggestion of ‘‘dis-closedness,” just as in optics “resolve” also
has the sense of “rendering visible, opening up.” It is this aspect of open-
ness that Heidegger wants to emphasize, as opposed to the purely volun-
taristic, surface meaning (Tr.).
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ness of Dasein. The relation of resoluteness to truth is dealt with
in the following section.

These fragmentary remarks were intended to enable us to
move on to the question about the meaning of care, namely, about
temporality as its real ground. The question Heidegger poses is
“What makes possible the totality of the articulated structural
whole of care, in the unity of its articulation as we have unfolded
it?” (p. 371).

In anticipating the most extreme possibility (being toward
death), Dasein simultaneously returns to its inmost has-been
(Gewesen). It retains this has-been, it is its has-been. “Dasein can
be its has-been only in so far as it is prospective [zukiinftig]. The
character of having-been arises, in a certain way, from the future”
(p. 373). This is to turn upside-down the ordinary concept, ac-
cording to which time moves forward, as it were, from the past to
the present and then to the future. What is primary for Dasein is
not the past, but the anticipation of what is not yet in being but
which nevertheless appertains to me—as my death. Only because
Dasein has the ability to anticipate, and is thus oriented to the
future, is it possible for it to return to its has-been and so retain
its has-been, not lose it. That, by the way, is also in its fashion the
basic position of the entire literary work of Marcel Proust. It is
from the perspective of the end, the foreboding of death, that the
activity of writing is set in motion. And with this anticipation of
the end, there goes hand in hand the retention of the has-been,
the repetition of the has-been—in the act of writing. That is why
this work has such a unique structure, with the development pre-
sented from the perspective of the end, as a return to the has-been.
The experience of approaching death at the fancy dress ball of
time is brought together with the childhood memory of the
tinkling of the garden bell, which announces the visit of Swann,
and the scene about the denied good-night kiss. Future, past and
present have fused into a unity, the unity of time, which is the
real protagonist in this work. At the very beginning of the work,
we are already at its end, and the end throws us back to the
beginning—to the comprehension and retention of the beginning,
not just for the sake of retaining what has been but because the
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description of the has-been is at the same time the depiction of
time.10

Through anticipation of the end (anticipatory resoluteness),
Dasein acquires something like a situation, becomes situated.
Dasein relates itself to entities as something to be concerned about,
it lets them be encountered. . . . actively letting that which is
present in the environing world encounter us is possible only by
means of a present-ation [Gegenwdrtigen, making present] of that
entity” (pp. 373-74). Such letting-encounter is part of resoluteness.

“Coming back to itself futurally, resoluteness brings itself into
the situation by making present” (p. 374). This, however, is noth-
ing else than the nature of temporality, as we may find it in the
dimension of Dasein, as indeed it opens up and sustains the specific
dimension of Dasein. Heidegger is thus led to say: “Temporadlity
revedls itself as the meaning of authentic care” (p. 374). Having
defined care as being-ahead-of-itself-in as being-beside, we can
clearly see that being-ahead-of occurs in the temporalization of the
future and being-beside is rendered possible through present-ation.
Existentiality, facticity and forfeiture are gathered together in care.
Existentiality involves projecting oneself, which is nothing else
but the temporalization of the future. Facticity, or thrownness,
was shown by us as the moment of being-already in care. “Only
because care is based on the character of ‘having-been’, can Dasein
exist as the thrown entity which it is” (p. 376).

Heidegger distinguishes between the has-been (Gewesen-sein)
and the bygone (Vergangen-sein). The expression “bygone,” or
past, is applicable to entities of a type other than Dasein. The
entity that exists—Dasein—is not bygone but has.been. ‘“Has-been”
carries a suggestion of still “be-ing.” Facticity as a basic element
in the constitution of Dasein is possible only because Dasein, in
its temporal course, never leaves its has-been behind but is this
has-been. The “ante” in “anticipation” and the “already” in
“already-being-in” have reference to the temporal structure of care.
What seemed at first to be the beginning of a purely descriptive
procedure, but soon proved to be an inquiry back into the con-
stitutive factors of the world, gains its proper justification in the
interpretation of temporality as the basic structure of care. It
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should prove rewarding if a special attempt were for once made
to lay open the exceedingly artful composition and inner structure
of Being and Time, to show how, on the one hand, the work is
based on close attention to the phenomena and how, on the other
hand, the approach from the point of view of temporality de-
termines the composition. We also see here the difference between
Husserl and Heidegger in the style of their philosophizing. With
Husserl, one gets the impression that he seeks to seize hold of the
thing seen, pursuing ever-new adumbrations, as it were, and entirely
taken up with description (comprehension). That is why the
articulation has always to be inserted as an afterthought. It is, if
anything, a summative exposition, resulting in the repetition of
many analyses. With Heidegger, one gets the impression that the
grasping of the articulation precedes the structure, and the ex-
position is carried out only after the articulation is grasped, so
that no piece of analysis can be transferred to any other place.
Hence, a correct understanding of Being and Time, too, must
culminate in a grasp of the structure, and that means understand-
ing it from the point of view of the end, from that of temporality.1

How do things stand in regard to the third component,
forfeiture, or falling? Forfeiture is nothing but losing oneself in
present-ation, in the sense of being-beside. It is, however, not possi-
ble without the future and the “it was.”

“Temporality makes possible the unity of existence, facticity,
and falling, and in this way constitutes primordially the totality of
the structure of care” (p. 376).

Let us try to see how the existentialia—understanding, disposi-
tion, forfeiture and speech—are to be understood with special
reference to temporality, or how authentic and inauthentic tem-
poralization are different from each other. We have already pointed
out that Heidegger’s procedure is such that what has been analyzed
previously is taken up again, though not in the sense of a mere
repetition but rather from a new perspective, so that the resumed
analysis advances our understanding of the structure. This does
not by any means render the previous analysis superfluous, but
only enables thinking to accomplish the task of providing a
foundation for the facts.
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How does the temporality of understanding exhibit itself? We
saw that to understand is to project upon one’s own possibilities
of being, a disclosure of the ability-to-be. The various modes of
“knowing” are based on such understanding. Projecting oneself
upon one’s possibilities, however, is nothing but a temporalization,
a generating, of the future. “The future makes ontologically possi-
ble an entity which is in such a way that it exists understandingly
in its potentiality-for.being” (p. 385). The possibility is not simply
imagined, desired, hoped for or feared as a possibility. Rather, Da-
sein is such possibility, and only insofar as it is that does Dasein’s
future approach it. This manner of the temporalization, or being
brought on, of the future is called by Heidegger “anticipation”
(Vorlaufen, running ahead). The Dasein which temporalizes itself
from its authentic future, that is, the future in which it attains to
itself or realizes itself, is the authentic Dasein, and anticipation is
the way it temporalizes the future.

How is inauthentic Dasein canstituted? If care as a unitary
structure is grounded in temporality, and if temporality includes
the three ecstasies of future, past and present, then the future
must be involved even in inauthentic Dasein. But in what manner?
The analysis of everyday Dasein showed how Dasein is absorbed
in concern, how it comprehends its own self in terms of concern
and what the concern is about. “Dasein does not come towards
itself primarily in its inmost non-relational potentiality-for-being,
but awaits this concernfully in terms of that which yields or denies
the object of its concern” (p. 386). The inauthentic future is an
awaiting (Gewdrtigen). Awaiting in turn makes possible the atti-
tude of expecting, hoping, wishing.

The term which comprehends the authentic as well as in-
authentic temporalization of the future is being-ahead-of-itself, the
concept for grasping this existentiality.

Every temporalization, however, includes all three ecstasies.
This has already been shown above, in so far as it was found that
understanding, disposition and speech are equiprimordial. How can
this be now demonstrated in the framework of the discovery of the
temporal foundations of the existentialia?

Let us begin with the authentic temporalization of under-
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standing, from the future. When Dasein anticipates, as in resolute-
ness, such anticipation involves “a present in accordance with
which a resolution discloses the situation. In resoluteness, the
present is not only brought back from distraction with the objects
of one’s closest concern, but it gets held in the future and in having-
been. That present which is held in authentic temporality, and
which thus is aquthentic itself, we call the ‘moment of vision’
[Augenblick]” (p. 387).

The Moment is not a now-point in a temporal series. It is,
rather, the manner in which Dasein is opened up to what meets it
or, more precisely, to what it lets be encountered. That depends
upon its own mode of being, upon its own ability to be itself.

The inauthentic temporalization of understanding has, in the
ecstasy of the present, its corresponding present-ation. This means
that the ability-to-be comprehends itself in terms of the object of
concern that lies in front of it in the present. The authentic tem-
poralization, on the contrary, temporalizes itself directly in terms
of the future and does not forfeit itself to the object of concern.

How do things stand in respect to the third ecstasy? In au-
thentic understanding, as we saw, Dasein temporalizes itself so
that it keeps its character of having-been, and this in the very act
of anticipating. The question discussed so often nowadays—how
can one be, or become, identical with oneself?—is already anticipated
here. “In anticipating, Dasein brings itself- again forth into its in-
most potentiality-for-being. If being-as-having-been is authentic, we
call it ‘repetition’ [Wiederholung]” (p. 388). When, on the other
hand, the possibilities of Dasein are won only through its dealings
with what it has to take care of, Dasein forgets what it already was,
and along with it, what it can be. Heidegger expressly conceives of
forgetting as a mode of the temporalization of the has-been, namely,
as its inauthentic mode.

In literature we can easily find illustrations of how Dasein,
while projecting its future, just does not want to see what it always
was, how it denies its being as including the has-been and actually
represses it. In this mode of being, Dasein shuts itself against it-
self, thus inevitably deluding itself about itself, and flies from itself
(for example, Ibsen’s The Wild Duck). This is unresoluteness, the
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opposite of the attitude which Heidegger conceives of as resolute-
ness.*

The difficulty of a temporal interpretation of the existentialia
also lies in this—that we have to keep in view the ecstasies in their
totality and yet speak only about one of them at a time. Thus, in
the temporal interpretation of understanding, in which the em-
phasis is on the ecstasy of the future, the present and past also
come jointly into play.

Let us now try to delineate the temporal interpretation of
disposition, or state-of-mind. We saw earlier that, according to
Heidegger, attunement, or mood, discloses the thrownness of Da-
sein, the facticity of the that of this entity. But this means that
moods are grounded in having-been (the past), as understanding
1s in the future.

“. . . The existentially basic character.of moods lies in bring-
ing one back to something. This bringing-back does not first pro-
duce a having been; but in any state-of-mind some mode of having
been is made manifest for existential analysis” (p. 390). This means
that the character of having-been is not produced by a mood but
that having-been can become manifest in moods because Dasein
always was already, because it is its has-been.

By contrasting two moods, namely, fear and anxiety, Heideg-
ger makes it evident that in fear, regarded as a kind of confusion,
a self-forgetfulness manifests itself (inauthentic having-been),
whereas in anxiety, what we see is just the futility of all concern,
the impossibility of reaching oneself by way of the attitude of be-
ing concerned about something. In anxiety, Dasein comes back to
itself—something in the nature of repetition occurs here. Dasein
becomes aware of itself in its finitude. “Anxiety springs from the

* The two modes of temporalization, the authentic and the inauthentic,
can be schematically contrasted as follows:

Authentic Inauthentic

temporalization  temporalization
Future Anticipation Awaiting
Present Moment Present-ation (making present)
Past (having-been-ness) Repetition Oblivion



(60

future of resoluteness, while fear springs from the lost present, of
which fear is fearfully apprehensive, so that it falls prey to it more
than ever” (p. 395).

The temporality of forfeiture is elucidated by Heidegger in
connection with curiosity. In curiosity there takes place a present-
ation which, however, remains confined within the present be-
cause it is closed against the anticipation of its own possibilities. If
the authentic present springs from the anticipation of the future
and the retrieval of the has-been, curiosity has nothing to stand
upon.

Otto Poggeler has pointed out!? that in the temporal analysis
of these structural elements, speech has been substituted by the
analysis of forfeiture. He attributed this to the fact that “Moment”
has been given a minimal determination. As a matter of fact, in
§ 68 it is not speech but forfeiture that is discussed in the third
place, and this is followed by a brief analysis of the temporal struc-
ture of speech. Thus, the triad of the ecstasies of time is applied
here to a quaternity of phenomena, which presents a certain break
in the arrangement. However, we should not overlook the fact that
the temporal groundwork refers to the basic modalities of the exist-
ence, facticity and forfeiture of Dasein, and to that extent the triad
of ecstasies does fulfill its function of providing a foundation. In his
analysis of speech, Heidegger shows how in it a preferred signif-
icanee attaches to present-ation, insofar as speech is mostly about
what is encountered in the environing world. This does not, how-
ever, exhaust its function, as the example of art shows.

It should be kept in mind, in respect to the structure, that in
every temporalization all three ecstasies are involved, though in
understanding it is the future, in disposition, the past, and in for-
feiture and speech, the present, that have priority. The aim was to
exhibit the temporal structure of care and that is what these analy-
ses have accomplished. We cannot here go into the renewed inter-
pretation of being-in-the-world (§ 69), important as it is, or into
§ 70—“The temporality of the spatiality that is characteristic of
Dasein”—nor can we deal with the connection between temporal-
ity and historicity.

As already mentioned, the whole questioning was to be turned
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round in the third division of the first part: Time and Being. This
division was not published.

THE PROBLEM OF TRUTH (ON § 44)

The exposition of care as the being of Dasein culminates in the
inquiry into the connection between Being and truth. This con-
nection is not arbitrarily posited, nor is it an invention. Heidegger
shows, on the contrary, how philosophical thought circles round
the connection between Being and truth from its very beginning.
This is particularly evident in Parmenides, but also in Aristotle,
who defines philosophy as émotiun g dAndeiag and at the same
time as the episteme which considers beings as beings, thus, in
respect of their being. Must not an investigation which calls itself,
and conceives itself as, fundamental-ontological, inquire into this
connection? Indeed, it must. This means that the connection be-
tween Dasein and truth must be made thematic, so that we may
see “why Being necessarily goes together with truth and vice versa”
(p. 256).

The investigation is arranged in three steps: (1) the tradi-
tional concept of truth and its ontological foundations; (2) the
primordial phenomenon of truth and an account of the derivative
character of the traditional concept; and (3) the mode of being of
truth and the presupposition of truth.

The direction of the inquiry is characteristic of Heidegger.
Starting from the common understanding of truth—hardened and
appearing, because of this hardening, as if it were definitive—the
inquiry moves backward to the primordial phenomenon, as it is
prior to the hardening by which it has been covered up. The usual
concept of truth takes a statement as the real locus of truth and
sees its essence itself as lying in the correspondence of a judgment
with its object. In doing so, it appeals to the authority of Aristotle,
who is supposed to have assigned this locus to truth and to have
defined truth in terms of correspondence.

The statement of Aristotle that the “experiences” of the soul
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are in the likeness of things, which is not at all meant to be taken
as a definition of the essential nature of truth (De interpretatione I,
16a, 6), led in the Middle Ages to the definition of veritas as adae-
quatio intellectus et rei, a definition which has maintained its hold
beyond Kant. Heidegger asks: What is here the meaning of cor-
respondence—adaequatio—dpoiwoig? Taken formally, it is a relation
of something to something {p. 258), though not every relation is
one of correspondence. The peculiar characteristic of this relation
has therefore to be explained.

Since they are in no way similar, in what respect can the in-
tellect and the thing correspond (compare “On the Essence of
Truth,” in Existence and Being, p. 296)? The intellect must grasp
the thing as it is. How can it do this without itself becoming the
thing?

In a judgment we can distinguish between the act of judging
and that which is judged. The act of judging is a real psychical
process; what is judged is an ideal content. We do not at all need
to know what psychical processes are occurring in someone who is
judging. The matter has now become even more complicated. On
the one side we have the real act of judging, and on the other, the
ideal content thought about in the act. This content, however, is in
turn supposed to refer to something real, when our judgment is
about a concrete state of affairs. “Does not the actuality of know-
ing and judging get broken asunder into two ways of Being—two
‘levels” which can never be pieced together in such a manner as to
reach the kind of being that belongs to knowing?” (p. 259).

“When does truth become phenomenally explicit in knowl-
edge itself? It does so when such knowing demonstrates itself as
true” (p. 260). But when is this the case?—that is, after all, the
question. “Thus in the phenomenal context of demonstration
[Ausweisung], the relationship of agreement must become visible”
(p- 260). How are we to conceive of such proof? Heidegger takes
a quite simple example. I make a statement about a picture hang-
ing on the wall, without seeing the picture itself. Then I turn
round and look at it, to see whether the statement is right. The
statement is: The picture on the wall is hanging askew. In what
does the verification of the statement, or its falsification, consist?
It should be noted in the first place that when I make the state-
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ment, [ am not concerned with any psychical phenomenon or
process of representation; I am, rather, concerned with the thing
itself. We need not at present go into the question as to what dif-
ferent possibilities there are of being with the thing itself. “Assert-
ing is a way of being towards the thing itself that is” (p. 260). In
this case the proof is in the perception. What happens when a
statement is verified? An entity becomes accessible in its being: it is
discovered.

The knowing which is involved in stating something is a rela-
tionship with entities which discovers them, lays them bare. The
chief stress here-is on such discovering, or laying open, not on any
possible conformity of psychical processes to ideal contents, which
are then assigned to something real. The purport of a statement is
to let us see that about which something is stated, the particular
entity, in other words. To be true is to-be-discovering (Entdeck-
endsein). In order that Dasein should be in a position to achieve
such a thing, it must be constituted as being-in-the-world. It is
precisely this that the second step goes on to consider.

In connection with this interpretation of truth as to-be-dis-
covering, Heidegger refers to the beginning of philosophy. In the
first fragment of Heraclitus, logos is declared to be that which tells
us how it is with things—the foolish forget it; it sinks back into
hiddenness for them.

In translating aletheia as unhiddenness (Unverborgenheit),
Heidegger’s aim is by no means to provide merely a more literal
translation but, on the contrary, to bring into view the experience
which is associated with this phenomenon. This is the really phe-
nomenological trend, one which he himself finds already present in
Aristotle. When we use the word “truth,” we think we know what
aletheia means; but basically we only substitute the Greek word
with another, in order to spare ourselves the trouble of pondering
what is truly happening here. In Aristotle, logos as dnépavoig is an
dAndevelv in the sense of dropaivesdar, that is to say, a letting-be-
seen of the entities that are brought from hiddenness into unhid-
denness. What is thus disclosed are the things themselves, “entities
in the ‘how’ of their discoveredness” (p. 262).

We shall have to consider carefully, as we progress, the details
of how unhiddenness is thought and experienced. In this mat-
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ter, it should be noted, Heidegger’s thinking changed (com-
pare On Time and Being, p. 70). Here, our concern is to find
out the connection between aletheia and Dasein. In this context,
ahndevery, or being true, is regarded as a mode of being of Dasein
(p. 263), namely, one in which Dasein acts in a “discovering”—
we might also say uncovering, laying open—manner, lets something
become accessible without cover. Thus, what is true in a primary
sense is this mode of acting itself, and, only secondarily, that which
becomes accessible as a result of acting in this way, the entity
which is in each case discovered. That is why Heidegger requires
us to regard that as the primordial phenomenon of truth which
renders possible this to-be-discovering itself. That is, as shown
earlier, the overtness of Dasein, in other words, its being-in-the-
world, as constituted by disposition, understanding and speech, in
the sense of care. Care, as thus understood, is also that which takes
up into a unity the three modes of temporalization of future, past
(has-been-ness) and present.

The expression “Dasein is ‘in the truth’” (p. 263) does not
mean, of course, that Dasein is in possession of all truth, which
would be absurd. It means that because of its overtness, which in-
cludes its to-be-discovering, Dasein is in a position to “disclose.”
Dasein can be discovering—thus making entities available to itself,
inquiring about them, explaining them, forming them and so on—
only because it is capable of standing in some relation to itself, in
the sense of being alert and open.

One might object that this is nothing but the classic modern
definition: Consciousness is self-consciousness. Actually, however,
this is something different, for the concept of Dasein is not just
another term for the subject. Dasein is conceived, rather, as being-
in-the-world. The starting point is never the isolated subject, from
which then the transition to the transcendent has to be made.
Rather, from the very beginning, being-in-the-world is compre-
hended as a fundamental structure and it is shown what this funda-
mental structure includes, which are the existentialia, and how they
are grounded in the temporalization of Dasein. These are genuine
insights, formerly nonexistent.

Being-in-the-world means for Heidegger that the overtness of
Dasein involves the articulated structure of care as a whole, in-
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cluding the factor of projection (the temporalization of the future)
—Dasein projects itself on its possibilities, opening up its world for
itself—and the factor of thrownness—Dasein finds itself always in a
particular world, and this presupposes the temporalization of the
has-been.

We should remember here that in projecting, Dasein may
comprehend itself on the basis of its very own possibilities (au-
thenticity). When this happens, we have the “truth of existence”
(p. 264). Or, it may understand itself in terms of the world, to
which it has ever already forfeited itself (inauthenticity). Dasein
is then in untruth, As we have seen earlier, so far as Dasein exists,
in the first place and mostly, in the mode of inauthenticity, it is
(as forfeited or fallen) in untruth. Dasein is thus in truth and in
untruth.

That which has been discovered by Dasein must be expressly
guarded, in respect to this discoveredness, so that it may not lapse
into dissimulation, or illusion; discoveredness must be wrested from
illusion.

In the dlpha of dletheia Heidegger sees an alpha-privativum.
“Entities are snatched out of hiddenness. Every factual discovered-
ness is always, as it were, a robbery” (p. 265). When Parmenides
places the goddess of truth in front of two paths, those of discover-
ing and concealing, this marks for Heidegger an early insight into
the fact that man stands in truth as well as in untruth.

The upshot of these remarks is, first, that the primordial truth
is the overtness of Dasein, and this includes not only the openness
of Dasein to itself but also the discoveredness of entities from its
world; secondly, that Dasein is equioriginally in truth and in un-
truth.

Having seen earlier that Dasein is distinguished from all other
beings by its understanding of Being, we may now add that this
understanding of Being is itself possible because Dasein exists in the
mode of being overt. Existing in this fashion, it stands out against
ready-to-hand entities (articles of use) and present-at-hand entities
(those which are just there by themselves), which exhibit other
modes of being.

The discussion of truth is again taken up (to make just a brief
reference to this) in § 61 and § 62, in connection with the temporal
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interpretation of care and the account of Dasein as “existentially
authentic ability-to-be-whole” (p. 352).

“Resoluteness becomes authentically what it can be, as compre-
hendingly being towards [in relation tol], that is, as anticipating
death” (p. 353). In resoluteness, Dasein is pulled back to its own
inmost selfhood. But if truth is grounded in Dasein, if being true—
that is, the primary openness—is a mode of being-there (Dasein),
then we must say, consequentially, that resoluteness is “the pri-
mordial truth of existence” (p. 355). While existing in the mode
of resoluteness, Dasein is primordially in truth.

The problem of truth is given its first published treatment in
Being and Time. In it, the traditional concept of truth—truth as
correspondence—is traced back to the constitution of Dasein as to-
be-discovering and open to itself. That Dasein is in truth does not
mean that truths are planted in it by some mysterious power, but
that by virtue of being-in-the-world, it is always already open for
all that is part of its world. The new approach to the understanding
of man as Dasein leads to the new interpretation and exposition of
truth. It is no accident that in the process Heidegger goes back to
the earliest thinkers and comes to grips with the founders of meta-
physics. For, it is in these first thinkers that he finds the thoughts
which anticipate those that appearéd later and which come down to
us as a task for our own thinking.

The being of man as Dasein is thematically treated in Being
end Time. But this topic was intended as only a preparation for the
development of the question about the meaning of Being, which
was held back. If the analysis developed here is in the nature of a
preparation for the proper subject of the inquiry, then it may be
assumed that the comments on truth in § 49 also do not represent
the last word on this question but rather a beginning for what is
yet to be said. Where do we find the continuation of this inquiry
into truth? In the lecture “On the Essence of Truth.” It should
be examined with a view to finding out how far it takes us beyond
§ 44 of Being and Time. When we do so, it will only strengthen
the impression, which we already had from Being and Time, that
for pursuing the inquiry in the direction opened up here, no help
was to be expected from transcendental philosophy, nor from
German Idealism or phenomenology.



The Problem of Truth
“On the Essence of Truth” (1 930)

Let us try to understand the construction of this lecture.!3 It is one
of Heidegger's writings, the composition of which is particularly
rigorous.

In the introduction, the subject of the inquiry is outlined. It
is the essence of truth that is to be examined, not the various kinds
of truth with which we are familiar, ranging from the practical,
political and scientific to the artistic and religious. Obviously, as
we are led by this introduction into the main problem, we notice
something of the plurality of voices in the composition. A second
voice emerges clearly, the voice of common sense, for which a
problem of essence such as this is simply meaningless. It confronts
the problem of essence with its own question, the search for “the
actual truth which can give us a standard and a yardstick” (p.
282).* This is not just a rhetorical contrast, but situates us right
at the beginning within the antagonism existing between the quest
of philosophy and the demands of common sense. The argument
between common sense and philosophy is indeed a hopeless affair,
for common sense can only regard philosophy as a useless enter-
prise. And it is critical of art as well, for art is equally useless, un-
less we take it as a means of relaxing after the exertions of the day.
From philosophy, not even this can be expected; it demands from
us, rather, the utmost concentration.

* Unless otherwise mentioned, page references in this chapter are to the
translation of this eassay by R. F. C. Hull and Alan Crick, in Existence
and Being (Chicago: Regnery, 1949), which has been modified in some
cases.
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On the other hand, from the side of philosophy, it cannot be
denied that common sense is indispensable for our daily life. More-
over, the beliefs of common sense have greater influence than we
are willing to acknowledge. We are ourselves, too, under the
domination of these beliefs when we assume that it is the variety
of truths mentioned above that imparts security and stability to
our existence (p. 293).

The dispute between philosophy and common sense has its
roots in the very origins of philosophy, and it can be followed
from Plato to Hegel and Nietzsche, not to mention Heidegger.
Whether contemporary positivism is not just the current form of
common sense is also a question worth examining.

The conflict within which the introduction has situated us can
in no way be resolved by fat or explained away. It confronts us
with the question of what we mean by truth when, time and
again, we speak of truth. For even common sense employs this
word. It does not at all deny the possibility of truth, even though
the demand for efficacy and utility is always present in the back-
ground.

How is the inquiry carried out? We can distinguish two steps.
The first step starts out from the common concept of truth,
namely, truth in the sense of correspondence, and inquires into
what is presupposed in this concept of truth, into what must
therefore be laid bare, so that we may really be able to grasp this
concept. This regressive inquiry is an inquiry into that which
renders this concept possible. It comprises the first three sections of
the text. (The further subdivisions will be explained presently.)
The outcome to this backtracking inquiry is thought through in
a second step (it covers {§ 4 to 7 of the text), as a result of which
the problem of truth emerges in a new light. The second step con-
tinues the process of questioning, but now on the basis which has
been prepared by the first step. Here it becomes evident how the
nature of man himself must be thought anew in consequence of
this questioning. We see how in this second step of thought the
inquirer himself is changed. The conclusions of his thinking are
not just any results, however important they may be, of which
cognizance is simply to be taken. Rather, these conclusions touch,
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enter into, the being of the inquirer himself. We are provided
with an exposition of the nature of Dasein as it must be understood
in terms of the nature of truth. The exposition leads to a new
determination of the nature of philosophy itself, which concludes
the text (compare Chapter 10). The conclusion, however, does
not constitute the end, in the sense of reaching the goal, but rather
points forward to a beginning which remains to be made afresh.
Heidegger goes into this expressly in his concluding remarks, but
that is excluded from our purview here.

After this necessarily superficial account of the construction
of the essay, let us try now to give an outline of the course of
thought in terms of its content.

The common concept of truth takes correspondence as its
basic feature, That which makes a true thing a thing that is true
is in every case correspondence. But what does correspondence
mean here? What corresponds with what? While discussing § 44 of
Being and Time, we saw how Heidegger puts into question this
concept of truth, how he contrasts truth as correspondence with
truth as unhiddenness and the manner in which he explains how
truth can be equated with correspondence and judgment taken to
be the locus of truth. Here he proceeds in a different way, without
rejecting, however, the conclusions arrived at in Being and Time.

It is not merely a judgment, of course, that we call true.
Ordinarily, we also speak of a state of affairs as true, and this may
apply either to human beings—their state (feelings) or their be-
havior (say, friendship)—or to things {for example, money). The
first explanation seeks to identify the true with the real, but then
the money which has turned out to be counterfeit is also some-
thing real, otherwise we could never be exposed to the risk of being
deceived by it. When here, in the thing, we thus equate true and
real, this means that we have a certain concept of the thing, and
when the thing corresponds with this concept, we say that it is
true—that is to say, it is right, it is as it should be.

The next consideration pertains to statements, which we usu-
ally call true or false. “A statement is true when what it means and
says agrees with the thing of which it speaks” (p. 295). Thus, in
the first case it is the thing that is right; now it is the proposition
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that is right. Hence, being right or corresponding (Stimmen) is
itself capable of being understood in two different ways: “firstly,
the correspondence of a thing with the idea of it as conceived in
advance, and secondly, the correspondence of that which is in-
tended by the statement with the thing itself” (p. 295).

The traditional definition of truth, veritas est adaequatio rei et
intellectus, already contains this capability of being interpreted in
two ways. For the adaequatio may mean “the approximation of
thing [object] to perception” (p. 295) or the approximation of
perception to thing. It is true that that definition is generally under-
stood in the sense of propositional truth (the approximation of a
statement to what it is about). But then, for propositional truth
to be possible at all, it is necessary that we have a definite concep-
tion of the thing, so that the propositional truth may remain re-
lated to objective truth (Sachwahrheit). In the case of both
“truths,” truth is conceived as conforming-with (thing and pre-
conception; sentence and thing) and it is equated with rightness
or correctness. Further, it should not be overlooked that in the
medieval interpretation each version of conformity contains two
meanings of intellectus. The conformity of a thing with the in-
tellect has reference to the divine intellect and not to the intellect
of man, as we first took to be the case when we started out, and as
it is regarded also in the transcendental mode of inquiry in Kant,
according to which we can acquire a priori knowledge only when
we have realized that it is objects that must conform to knowledge.
As created by God, things are created in accordance with His ideas
and thus they necessarily conform to His ideas. The human in-
tellect, too, is created by God and must also, therefore, satisfy the
divine idea.

“The intellectus humanus is likewise an ens creatum. It must,
as a faculty conferred by God on man, satisfy His idea. But the
intellect only conforms to the idea in that it effects in its proposi-
tions that approximation of thought to thing, which, in its turn,
must also conform to the idea. The possibility of human knowledge
being true (granted that all that ‘is’ is created) has its basis in the
fact that thing and proposition are to an equal extent in con-
formity with the idea and thus find themselves conforming to one
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another in the unity of the divine creative plan” (p. 296). We
have here a justification for agreement, in the sense of propositional
truth, provided by the coordination of man and thing in accordance
with the plan of creation. “Veritas always means in its essence:
convenientia, the accord of ‘what-is’ itself, as created, with the
Creator, an accordance with the destiny of the creative order”
(pp. 296-97).

It is not at all Heidegger’s concern to justify this interpreta-
tion; it is rather to show how it was interpreted in the Middle Ages
and thus to draw our attention to the curious fact that this interpre-
tation of truth as correspondence is retained even when the
medieval position is abandoned. The rationality of the world,
world-reason (Weltvernunft), now takes the place of God as Cre-
ator. “The creative order as conceived by theology is supplanted by
the possibility of planning everything with the aid of worldly
reason, which is a law unto itself and can claim that its work-
ings . . . are immediately intelligible” (p. 297). Even where this
position is abandoned, the interpretation of truth as the correctness
of correspondence survives, acquiring a quasi-absolute validity, and
it is forgotten how this interpretation was originally justified.

Having thus gained general acceptance, this concept of truth
appears self-evident, that is, not in need of any further substanti-
ation. It is this self-evidence that Heidegger attacks. It has become
questionable to him, as much so as the view that there must also
be something which is the opposite of truth, namely, untruth.

Cannot this obvious concept of truth as correspondence be
saved by reducing objcctive truth to propositional truth? And may
we not even appeal to the authority of Aristotle for this purpose
and to the view that “truth is the likeness or agreement [Uberein-
stimmung] (6poiweig) of a statement (Adyog) to or with a given
thing (modypa)” (p. 298)? We remember, of course, the remarks
in Being and Time showing how the appeal to Aristotle does not
touch the core of the matter.

What does correspondence really mean? This is the next ques-
tion that has to be clarified. It constitutes the second stage in the
first step of the argument. First of all, we may speak of correspond-
ence between two things when, in fact, they have the same
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appearance. In that case, they correspond in respect to their ap-
pearance. They certainly do not become one; each remains what it
is—but what is common to them is just the sameness of appearance.
In the context of the problem of truth, however, another kind of
correspondence is meant, namely, the correspondence between a
statement and a thing or matter.

But then, how can two such disparate “things” as sentence and
matter correspond? Let us take, as an example, the sentence: This
house is big. The house is built of stone, the sentence is not ma-
terial at all. We can live in a house, we can rent it or sell it, none
of which applies to the sentence. To what extent can we then
speak of correspondence? How can the sentence, so unlike a house,
correspond to the house when it says something about the house?
Naturally, this cannot imply that the sentence turns into a house.
On the contrary, it must remain a sentence if it is to say anything.
Obviously, the approximation of a sentence (statement) to some
matter (thing) means here a special kind of relation. But of what
kind?

Heidegger calls it a re-presentative (vor-stellende) relation, in
which the statement is keyed to the thing and says something about
how it is or what it is like in any particular respect. Representing is
not meant here in a psychological sense, as a particular act of con-
sciousness, having such and such a structure. Heidegger thinks of
representing (Vor-stellen) as “letting something take up a position
opposite to us, as an object” (p. 300). How does anything like this
take place? Or, in other words, what happens in representing un-
derstood in this sense? “The thing so opposed must, such being its
position, come across the open towards us and at the same time
stand fast in itself as the thing and manifest itself as something
constant” (p. 300).

So far, Heidegger has given the impression that all he is doing
is just describing some state of affairs. But now we see unmistakably
that every kind of pure description has long been abandoned. We
are in the presence of an interpretive procedure which seeks to
clarify for us the perplexing phenomenon of our encountering and
comprehending entities. In what manner is it carried out here?
Certainly not in Husserl’s manner of explaining the transcendence
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of consciousness by means of intentionality. Everything connected
with the theory of consciousness is ruled out. In order that the
person who states something may represent anything as an ob-ject
(Gegen-stand), the thing must show itself, it must enter into a
realm which Heidegger calls “the realm of the open,” or of the
unhidden. What leads to the emergence of a realm of openness is
not discussed here, but a possible misconception is removed—the
misconception that this realm is created by the representing subject,
that how an entity is to show itself is thus determined by the repre-
senting agent through the act of representing. This possibility is
rejected by Heidegger. The domain of the open is not created by
the representing subject; on the contrary, the latter has to place
himself also in this sphere. A relationship between the representer
and the represented thus comes about, which Heidegger conceives
of as “relating” (Verhalten, having a relation, comportment, atti-
tude to) which “is distinguished by the fact that, obtaining in the
open, it always holds itself in a relation to something manifest as
such” (p. 301).

As we have it in the unpublished first version of the lecture,
“All ‘relating’ as such contains, as part of what it bestows, the
inner mandate to get in tune with that to which the ‘relating’ holds
itself in relation and how it holds itself toward it. The becoming at-
tuned of this holding-in-relation, moreover, is an opening itself to
that toward which it holds itself, and, together with it, a being open
to that of the ‘relating’ itself.” And further, “the ‘relating’ is ‘being
in tune with’ that makes something manifest” (unpublished lecture).

In the printed version, Heidegger goes on to point out that
what becomes manifest in the “relating” was conceived by the
Greeks as that which is present (das Anwesende). This indicates
the dimension which is to be surveyed in this lecture, namely,
European metaphysics.

How is this “relating” to be thought about more fully?
Heidegger calls it the relationship or attitude of overtness, for what
concerns him is the fact that in “relating,” entities may be en-
countered, which is possible because the “relating” is a standing-in-
the-open and is at the same time itself open for what is encountered
there, that which is manifest. Evidently, all religious and theological
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suggestions must be excluded from this concept. What is manifest
is simply that which is present, which is available in its presence,
though this does not mean necessarily that this presence as such
becomes thematic. The manifest is that which shows itself to
Dasein. We should not, of course, think of this as though entities
come marching on the stage and all we have to do is to hold fast
to or notice this fact. The manner of standing-in-the-open, or of
overtness, varies according to the mode of “relating.”” “Relating” is
by no means a passive reception. On the contrary, it is in “relating”
and through it that the overtness is sustained. “All working and
carrying out of tasks, all transaction and calculation, sustains itself
in the open, an overt region within which what-is can expressly
place itself, as and how it is what it is, and thus become capable of
expression” (p. 301). We need not here take up the question as to
how in this placing itself by an entity the latter can become present
in various ways, depending on the mode of our access to it, or,
more precisely, on the character of the openness in which it mani-
fests itself. The transformation of this openness concerns precisely
the historical dimension proper.

A statement about a manifest, self-exhibiting entity hits the
mark when the statement submits itself to such an entity or plays
up to it. The statement then states how it is with the entity which
shows itself. The statement conforms to, is governed by (sich
richtet nach), the entity in this manner, when it takes its directive
for what it says from the entity itself. “Directing itself in this way
the statement is right (true). And what is thus stated is rightness
(truth)” (p. 301).

A statement is not an all-powerful instrument by means of
which we take possession, so to speak, of a thing. On the contrary,
a statement depends upon our overtness, since what-is can show
itself only by reason of the overtness of Dasein and since we can
receive from the entity alone the directive to say something about
it which applies to it, or, according to an earlier formulation, since
we are capable of playing up to it. The criterion for the statement
must originate with the entities themselves. We may not simply
fall upon what-is and intrude, force something, upon it. When any-
thing of this sort occurs, we only do violence to what-is, which is
not, indeed, beyond the realm of possibility.
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Why has this matter been presented in such detail? Because
it is the pivot for unfolding the problematics of truth in a manner
that goes beyond the traditional understanding, which has held its
ground up to the present. For, if every statement depends upon the
possibility of the overtness of Dasein, upon the overtness of its
attitude, then this overt comportment “must have a more original
claim to be regarded as the essence of truth” (p. 302).

With this we come to the third development within the first
step of the inquiry, namely, to the question about “The Basis of
the Inner Possibility of Rightness” (p. 303). The situation in
which we find ourselves is made clear by the following questions:
“Whence does the representative statement receive its command
to be governed by the object and thus to agree with it according to
rightness? Why does this agreement at the same time determine
[bestimmen] the nature of truth? How, in fact, can there be such
a thing at all as the laying down of a pre-established criterion, or a
directive enjoining such an accord?” Heidegger answers: “only
because this pre-giving has already freed itself [sich freigegeben hat)]
and become open to a manifestation operating in this openness—a
manifestation which is binding on all representation whatsoever”
(p- 303). In this step of the inquiry, therefore, we must lay bare
the ground of the possibility of conforming to what-is. Releasing
oneself for the entity that is manifest is “being free towards what
is manifest in the open” (p. 303). With this, the consideration of
the nature of truth is given an unexpected turn, for now it becomes
evident that “the essence of truth is freedom” (p. 303).

Until now, perhaps, we may have been under the impression
that Heidegger seeks only to justify the traditional concept of
truth, as it were, in the manner of transcendental philosophy. That
this is not the case should now be beyond doubt. For, the reduction
of the essence of truth to freedom is not only something unwonted
but actually a provocation—unless, of course, we try to recast and
rénder innocuous this thesis of Heidegger’s by maintaining that,
obviously, some sort of freedom is implied in making a statement,
in the sense that we may make it or refrain from doing so. This
misconception is at once rejected in the text. “. . . Our proposi-
tion in no way implies that the making of the statement, or the
communication and adoption of it, involves voluntary action, The
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proposition says: Freedom is the essence of truth itself” (p. 303).
It is, hence, that on which truth is based, by which it is rendered
possible. But the traditional concept of truth by no means contains
this idea.

We need not go into the various objections against this thesis,
for they all start out from a naive understanding of what freedom
is. Its guiding idea is that “freedom is a property of man” (p. 304).
If this unexamined concept no longer has any validity and indeed
has no place in the realm in which Heidegger’s questioning-back
moves, then the nature of freedom must expressly be drawn into
this inquiry. With that, the traditional domain of the problem of
truth is unequivocally abandoned. This question now resides in a
domain which is unfamiliar and for that reason seems strange.

The second step of thinking in the essay begins with this fresh
approach in the inquiry, by way of a discussion of freedom as the
foundation of truth. In this step it is not only the nature of truth
that is inquired into but also the nature of man himself. The direc-
tion of the inquiry is indicated at the very beginning of § 4:
“. . . freedom is the basis of the inner possibility of rightness only
because it receives its own essence from the more primordial essence
of the uniquely essential truth” (p. 305). This examination of the
nature of freedom has not brought us to the conclusion of the
inquiry, however. We must take yet another step backward in order
to see what is the basis of freedom itself and what renders it possi-
ble. To move forward in this direction, it is necessary to discuss first
how freedom is to be conceived here.

So far, freedom has been exhibited as man’s overtness
(Offenstdndigkeit). Standing in the realm of the open, he is able
to subject himself to what is manifest and shows itself in it, and
to bind or commit himself to it. With this binding, there takes
place a letting-be (Sein-lassen). Again, this is an expression which
can easily be misunderstood, because in common usage it (Lassen,
letting) carries the sense of disregarding, of omission and in-
difference. For Heidegger, “letting-be” means “to consent or yield
[sich einlassen] to what-is” (p. 306). Letting-be is not just any ac-
tivity of man, but is that by virtue of which he becomes Da-sein,
an entity that is defined by its relationship to the open. “Letting-be
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. means participating in the open and its openness, within
which every entity enters and stands” (p. 306).
The Greeks thought of the open as the unconcealed
(t& GAndéa). Because Dasein holds itself in the open, it is able
to inquire into what shows itself as manifest in it, to let that itself
speak out, as it were, and this in turn means, for the act of repre-
senting, to let the criterion be provided by the entities themselves.
The revealing (to Dasein) of entities and binding itself (by
Dasein) to entities are not two distinct processes but one and the
same. Dasein exposes itself to what-is—it is ek-sistent, or ex-sistent.
Existing here does not mean seizing hold of certain possibilities of
being in the sense of realizing one’s self but this peculiar letting-be,
which precedes all our comportment and ways of relating ourselves.
Freedom itself is ex-sistent: “an ‘exposition’ into the revealed
nature [Entborgenheit, unveiledness] of what.is” (p. 307).
Heidegger’s thinking quite explicitly focuses on this uncovered-
ness. To grasp it and give it utterance, to analyze it, to bring it be-
fore our discerning eye, this is the task with which he wrestles.
Uncoveredness becomes, as it were, the foundation of man, so that
he can be understood only on the basis of this underlying principle.
This uncoveredness or disclosedness is preserved by man in “ex-
sistent participation or letting-oneself-into”” (p. 307). Once we see
that this is the basic principle in man as Heidegger views him, it
becomes clear why, from Being and Time onward, he speaks of
Dasein instead of man. For, man is man only by virtue of being in
the open, standing in the open and letting be what is manifested.
Unconcealment is experienced at the moment “when the first
thinker inquiringly confronts the unhiddeness of what-is [entities]
with the question of what entities are” (p. 308). According to
Heidegger, this is a great moment because it also signifies the
beginning of historical existence, of the history of the West. It is
the moment when the Greeks experienced what is termed @iotg.
Simultaneous with the beginning of history, there occurs the ex-
perience of Nature, which is itself without history, History happens
as the manner of man’s overtness from time to time. What is
ordinarily called history, the period of conquerors, wars and the
like, is something only secondary compared with the openness in
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which mankind (a people) stands at any particular time—the open-
ness which it guards and which is the basis of its entire relationship
to what-is.

Heidegger concludes from this that “man does not ‘possess’
freedom as a property; it is the contrary that is true: freedom, or
ex-sistent, revelatory Da-sein, possesses man and, moreover, in so
original a manner that it alone confers upon him that relationship
with what.is-in-totality which is the basis and distinctive character-
istic of his history” (pp. 308-9).

In the lettingbe of entities truth happens. Truth is “the
revelation of what-is, a revelation through which an openness oc-
curs” (p. 309). Our immediate tendency is to take this in the
sense that this openness is an achievement of man, by reason of
which he has control over entities. This is not what is said here;
rather, every activity or relationship has its basis in the openness
in which man is placed. Rightness as explained previously, in the
sense of approximation to an entity that has become representable,
is possible only when Dasein is conceived as an entity that is overt.

Truth is here consistently thought of as the ground which
renders possible this overtness; at the same time, reference is made
to the fact that man stands out—exsists—in truth as so under-
stood, in truth regarded as unhiddenness, so that his fundamental
decisions are based on the way beings in their totality are compre-
hended. This is truth in the sense of aletheia.

The difficulties which we encounter here do not lie in the
opacity of -Heidegger's language but in the circumstance that
Heidegger is pushing forward into a domain with which we are
unfamiliar. What here is unfamiliar cannot be rendered accessible
with the use of familiar words, nor with entirely unfamiliar ones.
Heidegger attempts here to lay open a basic experience underlying
the fact that man’s way of being is historical (Geschichtlich). The
horizon of history is the horizon of possible interpretations of
what-is as such, in which the particular interpretation given at any
time, the prevailing epochal understanding of beings, forms the
basis of the entire behavior of Dasein. But we cannot say why just
the interpretation of beings as physis is the first and why this is
later followed by certain other interpretations. What, however, we
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must inquire into are the implications of each interpretation, im-
plications which were not noticed as such at first.

The further we advance in our reading of the lecture on truth,
the more difficult becomes the state of affairs. It is an advance into
perfectly new territory. When an interpretation leads to some
simplification, we immediately tend to accept it. When, on the
contrary, an interpretation demands that we grapple with an un-
usual difficulty, we reject it. This seems to be true altogether of the
present-day attitude to Heidegger. He is rejected or ignored at the
point when he demands from us the effort of thinking—without, in
addition, giving us any assurance whatever that he is in possession
of absolute truth. He himself, it is true, is not concerned about
such rejection or agreement, but is concerned, rather, with paving
a new way of thinking, and doing this, too, with evernew ap-
proaches and fresh starts. It will be a long time before these
starts are understood; today that is not yet the case.

We started out from the point that, in the act of representing,
we can let an entity itself lay its claim upon us and become repre-
sentable. Man establishes, in this way, a bond with beings—because
truth in its essence is freedom. But it is just this characteristic
which makes it also possible for man not to let what-is be, as it is,
but cover and misrepresent it. That is the dominion of illusion—
the sway of the disessence of truth. But if freedom is not an attri-
bute of man, if he exists rather “as the property” of freedom
itself, then untruth also should not be attributed simply to man as
a kind of failure. “If the essence of truth is not fully displayed in
the rightness of a statement, then neither can untruth be equated
with the wrongness of judgment” (p. 310).

The inquiry into the connection between truth and untruth is
to be pursued further; that is the second stage within the second
step of thought. First, we are led into a deeper probing of the
meaning of mood or attunement, which is familiar to us as an
existential from Being and Time. Whereas attunement was analyzed
there in connection with the movement of thrownness and also as
the primordial mode of the disclosure of world, here it is taken as
a manifestation of the primordial openness, which corresponds with
our relationship to what.is in its totality and is based on it. Being
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attuned means “an exsistent exposition into what-is-in-totality”
(p. 311).

This does not invalidate the previous analysis of attunement.
But Heidegger does not rest content with that. He moves on in
search of a fundamental attunement and finds it in the primordial
relationship with beings in their totality. “Man’s behavior is at-
tuned to the manifest character of what.is-in-totality” (p. 312).
Usually, we cling to the particular entity that is at the moment
manifest; what is as a whole is just that which does not become
thematic. This means that that to which we are attuned actually
conceals itself. In the letting-be itself we have simultaneously a
yielding to what-is at the moment and the concealment of what-is
as a whole. “In the exsistent freedom of Dasein, there takes place
a hiding of what.is in totality, is concealedness [Verborgenheit]”
(p- 312).

How, if at all, does concealedness become accessible to think-
ing? “From the point of view of truth conceived as revealedness

. hiddenness is un-revealedness [Un-entborgenheit] and thus
the untruth proper which is intrinsic to the nature of truth”
(p. 313). Disclosure of any kind can take place only on the basis
of concealedness. While letting an entity be, Dasein relates itself
to this hiddenness, but only in such. a way that the hiddenness it-
self remains concealed from it. This, according to Heidegger, is
the “mystery.”

“Letting things as a whole be—a process which reveals and
conceals at the same time-—brings it about that concealment ap-
pears as the initial thing concealed” (p. 313). This means that a
thinking which seeks to reach out to beings in their totality en-
counters hiddenness and experiences it as the original nature of
truth, which means, as untruth. It is true that concealedness is the
bams of all disclosure, but ordinarily, which means tradltlona]ly, we
are so thoroughly captivated by the thing that is revealed that
concealedness itself—the mystery—lapses into oblivion. This hap-
pens also in metaphysics, which does indeed reach out in its think-
ing to what-is as such, giving rise in the course of its development
to various meanings of what-is, but which does not make con-
cealedness itself thematic.
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Oblivion of the mystery does not in any way make it lose its
potency. Rather, the backlash of this forgetting expresses itself in
the fact that man clings to what is “practicable” and at the same
time poses as the absolute master of what-is. Dasein having this
manner of being is in-sistent, it sticks obstinately to what is directly
presented to it by an entity, and actually resists any attempt to in-
quire into that which renders all disclosure possible. We tried
earlier to grasp the openness of Dasein in terms of the notion of
existing. Heidegger points out now that exsistent Dasein is at the
same time in-sistent.

In-sisting, man is delivered up to error. “Man’s drifting from
the mystery to the practicable and from one practicability to the
next, always missing the mystery, is erring [das Irren]” (p. 317).
“Error is the essential counter-essence [das wesentliche Gegen-
wesen| of the original essence of truth” (p. 317). This original
essence shows itself as untruth in the sense of hiddenness. It is be-
cause error stems from the essence of truth that man is able to
advance from error to this essence. “Then the reason why the
essence of truth is bound up with the truth of essence stands re-
vealed” (p. 319). This takes place in the course of that thinking
which reflects on Being itself. Heidegger calls it “philosophy” here.
Later, he will expressly set philosophy off against thinking.

We may cite, in conclusion, Heidegger’s comments summing
up the course taken by the inquiry. “The present essay leads the
question concerning the essence of truth beyond the confines of
our accustomed ways of defining as we find them in the prevailing
concept of essence and helps us to consider whether the question
of the essence of truth is not at the same time necessarily the
question of the truth of essence. In the concept of ‘essence,” how-
ever, philosophy thinks of Being. By tracing the inner possibility
of the correctness of a statement back to the ex-sistent freedom of
letting-be as the very basis of that statement, and by suggesting that
the essential origin of this basis is to be found in concealment and
error, we may have indicated that the nature of truth is not just
the empty ‘generality’ of some ‘abstract’ universality; it is some-
thing singular that lies concealed in the unique history of the
disclosure of the ‘meaning’ of that which we call Being and which
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we have long been accustomed to think of only as what-is-in-
totality” (p. 322).

The third step of this thinking, namely, the transformation in
the sentence “The essence of truth is the truth of essence,” is not
taken here; this was to be done in a second lecture.

When we try to compare the above with Being and Time, we
find that in Being and Time the traditional concept of truth is
put into question, as is the traditional view that truth has its locus
in judgment. In the context of the new concept of Dasein as
being-in-the-world, truth is conceived as the truth of existence, that
is, as resoluteness. In other words, resoluteness in the sense of un-
closedness is the presupposition of man’s relation to entities, in
which relation entities become accessible, appear, show themselves
as true. In the lecture on truth the situation is altered. To put it
roughly, thinking does not, starting from Dasein, proceed in the
direction of truth but, rather, Dasein and its relation to what-is are
seen in a new light from the point of view of truth. The relation of
man to beings is exhibited as overtness, or being-open-to, and overt-
ness itself is thought of as freedom, that is, as the letting-be of
entities in the sense of letting oneself into (sich einlassen auf,
yielding or consenting to) what is. This refers to the unconcealed
(Unverborgene), in which alone such a letting-into can take place.
It is true that here Heidegger still speaks in terms of beings in their
totality and, to that extent, is still reminiscent of the mode of
interpreting in metaphysics, which seeks to think about what-is as
a whole. However, this way of interpreting is at the same time put
into question when Heidegger says in the last section, “as the quest
for this truth, philosophy has in itself a twofold nature. Its
meditations have the calm dignity of gentleness, which does not
deny itself the concealedness of what-is-in-totality. At the same time
they have the ‘open resolve’ of rigorousness which, while not shat-
tering the concealment, forces its essence whole and intact into the
openness of comprehension, and so into its own truth” (pp. 320-
21). This means going beyond metaphysics, for the thinking of the
concealedness in the essence of truth is something that has never
been attempted by metaphysics.

We said at the outset that Heidegger’s procedure is guided by
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a questioning that is in itself twofold: inquiry into Being and in-
quiry into truth. This duality emerges explicitly in the sentence, “the
essence [Wesen, essence, nature] of truth is the truth of essence.”
This is not a playful inversion, nor is it an appropriation of the
traditional essentialistic philosophy of the Platonic type, but is
meant to indicate that we can think what truth is only when we
try to think of Being itself. Truth of essence is truth of Being, as
Heidegger says (in the part of the Note added later): “The sub-
ject of the sentence, if at all this unfortunate grammatical category
must still be employed, is the truth of essence [Wesen, essencing,
be-ing]” (Wegmarken, p. 96). Essence itself should be thought of
in a verbal sense. “Truth means concealing-sheltering [Bergen)
while bringing about a clearing [lichtend, making light] as the
basic characteristic of Being” (Wegmarken, p. 96). Truth is com-
prehended in its inmost sense when we try to think of it as the
clearing (Lichtung) which first lets everything that is make its
appearance, emerge. It is this clearing that Heidegger will be re-
flecting upon in the coming years and decades. Let us now discuss
the successive stations on this path.



Art and Aletheia
(“The Ongin of the Work
of Art)” 1935)

In order to discuss the problem of the essay “The Origin of the
Work of Art”*1¢ Jet us select a few key sentences from the text and
try to elucidate them in a coherent way. This will show what
significance aletheia has in Heidegger’s interpretation of art. These
are the sentences:

(1) In the work of art the truth of an entity has set itself to
work (p. 36).

(2) The setting up of a world and the setting forth of earth
are two essential features in the work-being of the work
(p. 48).

(3) The nature of truth is, in itself, the primal conflict in
which that open center is won within which what is,
stands, and from which it sets itself back into itself
(p. 55).

(4) This shining, joined in the work, is the beautiful. Beauty
is one way in which truth occurs as unconcealedness
(p- 56).

(5) Preserving the work, as knowing, is a sober standing-

* Unless otherwise mentioned, page references in this chapter are to Poetry,
Language, Thought, translated by Albert Hofstadter (New York: Harper
& Row, 1971).
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within the extraordinary awesomeness of the truth that is
happening in the work (pp. 67-68).

(6) All art, as the letting happen of the advent of the truth
of what is, is, as such, essentially poetry (p. 72).

The text begins with the announcement of the central con-
cern here, namely, discovering that origin, arising out of which a
work of art becomes a work of art. “Origin here means that from
and by which something is what it is and as it is” (p. 17). To
think about what and how something is, is to think about its
nature. What the inquiry seeks to find out is the origin of the
work of art. Thus we are concerned not with an aesthetic discussion
about the work of art, not with some reflections or inspired ideas
about it, but with a strict question, a question which we usually
avoid facing by remarking that, after all, this is something well
known. For, works of art are there simply because artists have pro-
duced them. Consequently, the artist is in a way the origin. But on
the other hand, is it not the case that an artist is an artist because
he has produced these works? Does not his being an artist then
depend on the works? “The artist is the origin of the work. The
work is the origin of the artist” (p. 17). That is a strange reciprocal
reference. Is not art the origin of both—the work and the artist?
But what is art? We are unable to proceed further without draw-
ing the nature of art into our questioning. And yet, in order to
find out what art is we must hold on to works of art. Heidegger has
thus, at the very outset, placed us within a circular inquiry and at
that, too, not quietly but explicitly declaring it to be prerequisite
to our procedure. We should not be afraid of this circularity. We
must, on the contrary, expressly plant ourselves in it, endure and
sustain it. Perhaps this circularity of procedure is involved in all
hermeneutic problems. There is no question here of infringing on
the well.known dictum requiring us to avoid circularity, as we know
it from logic, because here nothing is sought to be proved or in-
ferred. We are concerned with letting something be seen; here, the
closer we are led up to the matter, the more we are able to glimpse.
This is just what happens in the circular movement which we must
perform: from the work to art, from art to the work.
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When we try to grasp the work of art, we find that we can
approach it by way of the fact that it is a thing. Heidegger analyzes
the various familiar attempts at defining a thing: a thing as the
bearer of properties; a thing as the unity of the manifold of sense-
data; a thing as formed stuff. He distinguishes the following: the
mere thing, that is, something which is naturally there; a thing
meant for use (the utensil made by man); and the work (in the
sense of a work of art). When we try to see what is essential in
these distinctions, we find that the above-mentioned interpretations
do not take us far. Even the form-content schema is of no help.
Like the other explanations, it is “an encroachment upon the
thing-being of the thing” (p. 30). This encroachment is not some-
thing willed by us; we find exhibited in it the history of meta-
physics, with its attempts at thinking about beings.

We must try to discover another way. Heidegger is concerned
not so much with showing us that these attempts do not take us
far (although this also plays a part), as with drawing our attention
to the fact that in all current definitions, like those of a thing, the
history of metaphysics is already at work, without our taking this
into account. We mean to approach the facts quite directly, with-
out any bias, while taking over, nonetheless, metaphysical interpre-
tations of what is. Heidegger is engaged in a standing debate with
metaphysics. He is in no way concerned with resolving into a higher
synthesis the solutions or interpretations given by metaphysics, but
rather with finding a path which, at the same time, represents a
turning away from metaphysics. What we witness here is the quest
of a path.

In order to find out what a utensil is, Heidegger adopts a
curiously roundabout way. He takes an artistic representation—van
Gogh’s picture of a peasant’s shoes. From this picture we learn
something of the world of the peasant—his work, his hardships, his
worries and exertions. All of a sudden, we are given a new definition
of the nature of a utensil: reliability. What does this mean? And
how can we justify this definition? Let us begin by putting into
relief that concept of a utensil which regards it exclusively in terms
of its serviceability, as was done in fact in Being and Time, though
the discussion there also went a little beyond this. The inquiry into
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the worldhood of the world proceeded by way of destination to
what is most peculiar to the environing world.

The conception of a utensil solely in terms of serviceability
grasps it merely from the point of view of its utility. That is quite a
consistent and obvious way of understanding it. But it does not
take us far. If we do not move beyond it, we get to know the
utensil only in its “desolation,” cut off from its ground, as pure
instrument. But then, is the utensil not in fact a pure instrument?
Is its function as a means not manifested when we regard it as
such? Do we not overburden it by attributing more to it? What can
be meant by “reliability”? Is it that through the utensil we are
admitted into a world and that the utensil, at the same time, gives
us access to the earth, which is part of a world (we might provision-
ally call it “Nature”)? We do not intend to examine here whether
this function is fulfilled by all utensils or whether there is some
implement which may be called pre-eminent in this respect. In
the example chosen by Heidegger, the shoes of a peasant, there is
also present, along with the shoes, the realm of labor as the world
of the peasant, and with it goes also that in which this world
unfolds, the earth in the sense of physis.

The concept of earth emerges as something new in Heidegger's
thinking about this time, presumably in the context of his ex-
position of the poetry of Hélderlin, especially from 1934-35 on.
In this semester, Heidegger gave his first great lecture course on
Holderlin, with its exciting interpretation of the hymns “German-
ien” and “Der Rhein,” a lecture course which also dealt with the
problem of the relationship between poetry and philosophy.

The quintessence of the excursus on utensils is that by way of
a work of art (van Gogh’s picture) we have learned what it is that
makes a utensil what it is: reliability. The utensil-character has
become manifest (not in the course of handling the implement, but
through being represented in a work of art), exhibiting also what
really matters in a work as such. The work makes manifest what
a certain entity is. Making manifest is another expression for letting
something make its appearance. In the work of art, something—in
our case, a specified entity—makes its appearance: It shows itself in
respect to what it is. With this stepping-into-appearance, however,
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we have the first allusion to the realm of aletheia as unhiddenness.
So it is not surprising when Heidegger says, “if there occurs in the
work a disclosure of a particular being, disclosing what and how it
is, then there is here an occurrence, a happening of truth at work”
(p- 36). “Disclosure of a particular being, disclosing what and how
it is”—this means that an entity becomes accessible in its essential
nature. In this case, it means that a thing becomes familiar in
terms of its reliability, that this reliability is expressly experienced.
When this occurs, it is nothing short of a happening of truth.
“Truth” means here letting beings become accessible in their
essence.

From the work we come to know what the thing really is as
a utensil. At the same time, we come to know what the work is,
namely, what happens in the work and through it: the becoming
accessible of an entity with regard to what it is. Obviously, we can
handle a utensil even before seeing it represented in a work of art,
but it is the work of art that leads us to comprehend the utensil in
its being a utensil, to see, thus, what it is that makes it into a
utensil. This presupposes, of course, that we do not simply stare at
the work of art and content ourselves with establishing similarities
between what is represented in the work of art and what we have
already seen before, but that we enter into what is going on here.
That is just what is stated in the first key sentence chosen by us:
“In the work of art the truth of an entity has set itself to work. ‘To
set’ means here: to bring to a stand” (p. 36).

With this, we are at the center of Heidegger’s exposition of
art, although we have not yet expressly grasped the nature of this
center as such. The course of the inquiry makes it clear that we
cannot comprehend the work so long as we cling to the thingly
substructure, so to speak. It is not through the substructure that
the work becomes a work, but because something exhibits itself in
it which was not seen before. It is this phenomenon of showing it-
self that we must investigate if we wish to bring out the special
feature of the work, as compared with the utensil and to the mere
thing. In other words, if the work of art is a setting of truth to
work, we must examine how truth is to be considered in its connec-
tion with the nature of the work.
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For this purpose an analysis of a work is again carried out, that
of a Greek temple. While it was possible in the previous example
to understand art in terms of a depiction and to think that the
work fulfills its function by representing something, we cannot do
that in this case. A temple copies nothing, represents nothing. And
yet, here too something goes on: “It is the temple-work that first
fits together and at the same time gathers around itself the unity of
those paths and relations in which birth and death, disaster and
blessing, victory and disgrace, endurance and decline acquire the
shape of destiny for human being” (p. 42). The relations men-
tioned here constitute what we call “world.” It is within these
relations that men live and hold themselves in this epoch. They
determine both their approach to what is and their self-understand-
ing. However, the temple does not bring to light merely the char-
acteristic features of the world. It is erected at a favored site. By
standing there, it pointedly brings the site itself to light, lets it
shine forth. To put it more precisely, it is not the site as just an-
other place but is that on which all locations are grounded, what
the Greeks conceived as physis—in the language of Heidegger, the
“earth.” Since the peculiar character of a work of art consists in
bringing world and earth to each other and to let them expressly
emerge together, it is necessary to offer a more detailed account of
these two.

“The world is not the mere collection of the countable or
uncountable, familiar and unfamiliar things that are just there.
But neither is it a merely imagined framework added by our
representation to the sum of such given things. The world worlds,
and is more fully in being than the tangible and perceptible realm
in which we believe ourselves to be at home. World is never an
object that stands before us and can be seen. World is the ever-
nonobjective to which we are subject as long as the paths of birth
and death, blessing and curse keep us transported into Being.
Wherever those decisions of our history that relate to our very
being are made, are taken up and abandoned by us, go unrecognized
and are rediscovered by new inquiry, there the world worlds”
(pp- 44-45).

Ordinarily, we seek to understand the world as the sum of
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objects known to us or those we can possibly know. This is re-
jected here. We cannot grasp the peculiar feature of the world of
the Middle Ages by adducing the objects known in that period.
How then can we arrive at a comprehension of the world? When
we come to know the manner in which entities become accessible’
to men in a particular epoch or, to put it differently, the kind of
openness in which men stand, so that entities may be encountered
in a corresponding fashion. The openness is not something tangible;
it cannot be objectified, for it is itself nothing objective.

We come closer to what Heidegger thinks here if we try to
think of the world as the specific mode of openness on which all
our relations to beings are based. The openness concerns not only
the nonhuman entities encountered by man but even his self-
understanding, his understanding of his fellow men and his un-
derstanding of the divine as well. Because world consists in the
happening of openness and because the work of art “sets up a
world” (p. 45), that is why Heidegger can say, “The work holds
open the Open of the world” (p. 45). In the work of art this
openness expressly shines forth.

Setting up (Aufstellen) a world is one principal feature of the
work; the other characteristic also concemns a setting or putting
(Stellen ), namely, a setting-forth (Her-stellen, making, pro-ducing).
This suggests the practical idea of mechanical production. As a
matter of fact, a work does involve such activities as executing a
task, fashioning something, altering it and the like. But this is not
what Heidegger has in mind when he speaks of putting-forth. An
example may make this clear. In the usual sense of producing
(Herstellen) it is a question of working up some material for the
purpose of preparing some equipment or tool. Here the main thing
is to see that the stuff of which it is made does not make its ap-
pearance, does not obtrude, but is taken up entirely in the function
which it is meant to perform. The steel of the knife should appear
not as steel but as a cutting edge especially suited to the purpose of
cutting, so that we may devote ourselves entirely to this activity,
without having to attend to the material.

This disappearance (withdrawal) of the stuff in favor of its
utility, in the production of a utensil, is contrasted with the way in
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which the “stuff” stands out in a work of art. This applies to sculp-
ture as well as, in a different form, to painting and architecture. In
the case of the temple, this concerns not only the marble of which
it was built but, at the same time, letting the earth, the physis,
stand out also. It is this letting-step-forth of the earth that is
thought here in the notion of setting forth or making. This is not
a making in which something very new, unusual or sensational is
produced, but one which makes us free for that on which we ever
stand, on which we always move, or, in a word, dwell. The earth
makes its appearance because the work—the temple—sets itself
back into it.

In a brief comment, Heidegger points out that, although the
scientific-calculating mode of experience can objectify the earth
and thus have it available for control, yet this way of dealing with
it does not by any means make the earth comprehensible as the
earth, that is, as our dwelling place. The very possibility that the
scientific-technical mode of dealing with the earth might lead to
devastating results in respect to dwelling makes us see this quite
plainly. This is not surprising, because there is no such thing as
the concept of “dwelling” or “sojourn” in the conceptual apparatus
of natural science. In contrast with Nature as a source of energy
for our exploitation, Heidegger sets the earth as that which cannot
be opened up, as that which is the undisclosable, which is discerned
and preserved as such in the work of art.

“To set forth the earth means to bring it into the Open as
the selfsecluding” (p. 47). Heidegger adds immediately, “This
setting forth of the earth is achieved by the work as it sets itself
back into the earth” (p. 47). We arrive, thus, at the second key
sentence: “The setting up of a world and the setting forth of earth
are two essential features in the work-being of the work” (p. 48).

It is by virtue of setting up a world and setting forth the earth
that the work is a work. The resting-in-itself of a work, which dis-
tinguishes it from a mere thing and from a utensil, happens in
both these modes of setting. But is rest something that can happen?
Is that not a self-contradiction? “Only what is in motion can rest.
The mode of rest varies with the kind of motion. In motion as
the mere displacement of a body, rest is, to be sure, only the
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limiting case of motion. Where rest includes motion, there can
exist a repose which is an inner concentration of motion, hence a
highest state of agitation, assuming that the mode of motion re-
quires such a rest” (p. 48).

In order to understand repose, we must bring to greater
prominence the agitation with which we are here concerned.
Heidegger accomplishes this by examining the tension between
world and earth, by exposing this tension more distinctly. The ten-
sion here is to be understood in the sense of a strife, that is, a
conflict which does not abolish the opponents or cancel their op-
position by taking them up into a higher synthesis, as in the case
of dialectical thought, for instance, but which lets it remain as a
standing tension. In his own way, Heraclitus has already given ex-
pression to this idea.

The op-position of world and earth first exhibits itself as the
opposition between what opens itself up and something that shuts
itself in. In the world, we have the realm of openness, in which
our decisions can unfold. Historical worlds are distinguished from
one another according to the modes of openness characterizing
them, as we saw earlier. This is not difficult to follow, but the
thought of the earth is somewhat startling. “The earth is the
spontaneous forthcoming of that which is continually self-secluding
and to that extent sheltering and concealing” (p. 48). In this
description, there is a ring of the Greek experience of physis. That
which steps out of itself and shelters itself back into itself, unfolds
itself and takes back into itself what is thus unfolded—such is earth
as it is thought here.

In his interpretation of Holderlin’s poem “As on a holiday

.,” this is what Heidegger says about physis: “gioig is the
emerging and the coming forth, the opening up of itself, which
while going forth into emergence, at the same time goes back and
thus conceals itself in respect of that which gives to each present
entity its coming-to-presence [Anwesung] . . . @ioig is the com-
ing-forth returning-into-itself and is a name for the coming-to-pres-
ence of that which lingers in the coming forth occurring in this
manner as the open” (Erlduterungen zu Holderlins Dichtung, p.
55). Here, it is true, physis is thought in such a wide sense that it



( 101

becomes a name for Being, for that which, in the opposition of
world and earth, is held apart in tension in the essay on the work
of art.

There is no world without earth, no openness which cannot
so to speak install itself, settle down, on the earth. “The world
grounds itself on the earth” (p. 49). But the earth is at the same
time that which exhibits itself in the open and that which we
come to see as the place where world grounds itself, where it in-
stalls itself. This place should not be regarded as an empty space
but as the abode in which man settles down. Heidegger formulates
the mutual dependence of world and earth as follows: “The earth
cannot dispense with the Open of the world if it itself is to appear
as earth in the liberated surge of its self-seclusion. The world,
again, cannot soar out of the earth’s sight [float away from the
earth] if, as the governing breadth and path of all essential destiny,
it is to ground itself on a resolute foundation” (p. 49).

In a work this strife is brought to a head, carried out to its
end. We cannot here go into the question of whether this element
of conflict, which could be brought into view in an exemplary man-
ner in the case of a temple, is present in the same way in all the
arts.

The course of the reflection returns now to the assertion
quoted above that in art the truth of what is, is set into a work.
Heidegger has completed the circular movement of understanding.
We see, of course, that we are not dealing with a mere circling
in the sense of coming back to the same point again and again. As
a result of what has been stated up till now about the work of
art, we are in a position to approach the discussion of the nature
of truth with a new insight. In addition, ideas from the lecture on
truth are again taken up in a succinct way. Aletheia itself now be-
comes the principal theme. “Unconcealedness is, for thought, the
most concealed thing” (p. 51), or as we have it in the essay
“Hegel and the Greeks,” ‘“”AMdea is the enigma itself—the matter
of thinking” (Wegmarken, p. 268).

Heidegger goes on to show at this point how thinking about
unconcealedness is by no means a misguided or even odd enterprise;
how, on the contrary, it is only when it is already presupposed that
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the matter shows itself (compare Chapter 5), that the condition
which has been laid down as the criterion of truth, the correspond-
ence of knowledge with the matter—which is then expressed in a sen-
tence—is itself possible. Truth as correctness or rightness presup-
poses that entities stand in the open, that between thing and man
something in the nature of an openness reigns, that man is open
for the thing and that openness reigns between man and man.
Heidegger has set this forth in the lecture course of 1937-38 en-
titled “Logik.”

The inquiry into unhiddenness leads to a questioning back
into what has remained unthought in the traditional conception of
truth, and is always presupposed in it. This has been specially dis-
cussed by Heidegger in the lectures just mentioned, where he has
also shown that the Greeks experienced unconcealedness as the
ground of truth, but without putting it expressly into question.
This also made it possible later for this ground not to be kept
in mind, to be indeed buried and covered over so thoroughly that
no need was felt any longer to lay it open again. To awaken this
need, to make us discern the necessity of such need—this is what
is at stake for Heidegger. In the present text Heidegger says,
“. . . it is not we who presuppose the unconcealedness of beings;
rather, the unconcealedness of beings (Being) puts us into such a
condition of being that in our representation we always remain in-
stalled within and in attendance upon unconcealedness. Not only
must that in conformity with which a cognition orders itself be
already in some way unconcealed. The entire realm in which this
‘conforming to something’ goes on must already occur as a whole
in the unconcealed; and this holds equally of that for which the
conformity of a proposition to fact becomes manifest” (p. 52).

Unhiddenness as clearing is the presupposition (that which
has been posited already), which is not a supposition expressly
made by us, but one in which we are rather transposed, though
without actually noticing it because we always cling to entities
‘which are manifest to us.

Since it offers an open space, “This open center is thercfore
not surrounded by what is; rather, the lighting center itself en-
circles all that is, like the Nothing which we scarcely know. That
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which is can only be, as a being, if it stands within and stands out
within what is lighted in this clearing. Only this clearing grants and
guarantees to us humans a passage to those beings that we ourselves
are not, and access to the being that we ourselves are. Thanks to
this clearing, beings are unconcealed in certain changing degrees”
(p. 53).

Because this clearing is not thought of, that is, not noticed, as
a clearing—it is apparently enough that we grasp that which appears
in it—therefore, Heidegger can say that it withdraws itself, that it is
a concealment, the concealment of itself. This character exhibits
itself in two ways, which Heidegger conceives as refusal and dis-
sembling.

What is “refusal” meant to convey? When we say of an entity
only that it is, we seem to dispense with everything else—what is
present (the present entity) seems actually to resist further deter-
mination. This is what “refusal” means here. But in this refusal
itself we have the incipience of the reversal which leads us to dis-
engage ourselves from entities and to look at the clearing itself. A
contrariety is inherent within refusal: denial and promise, which
should not, however, be thought of in terms of human activity.

What is the meaning of “dissembling”’? That an entity thrusts
itself before another, that we take the one for the other, which
means that here we have an indication of the possibility of error,
deception, oversight.

Refusal has no doubt a certain priority, whereas dissembling is
a secondary mode of concealing. The important point is that con-
cealment is not something that is simply to be abolished and over-
come, as though we might draw a concealed object from its hiding
place and then have it at our disposal. We do not have concealment
in our control but are, on the contrary, always exposed to it. Being
exposed to concealment is described by Heidegger as the denial-
permeated, denial-dominated nature of truth which he formulates
as follows: “Truth, in its nature, is un-truth” (p. 54; compare p. 88
above). Unconcealedness as clearing involves denial in the mode of
concealing. This points to the fact that in truth itself, as thus con-
ceived, a strife prevails. The clearing is what is contended for,
striven for, in this strife. Truth is itself a happening, namely, the
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happening of the conflict between unconcealedness and conceal-
ment. The third key sentence, we may recall, is: ““The nature of
truth is, in itself, the primal conflict in which that open center is
won within which what is, stands, and from which it sets itself
back into itself” (p. 55).

Here we come upon the connection between truth and Being,
without being yet in a position, however, to develop it expressly.
These remarks are meant to bring out Heidegger’s efforts to gain
insight into aletheia. Although it renders possible all access to what
is as well as the fact that entities show themselves, aletheia itself
nonetheless remains enigmatic. As Heidegger explains in the lecture
course on logic, unconcealedness is to be thought of as the range of
vision or horizon within which the inquiry into what is becomes
possible. This horizon must first flash up in order that what stands
in it may become expressly visible, but at the same time it must
itself be in a way disregarded. Heidegger's thought circles round
this enigmatic state of affairs. He does not provide any final solu-
tion but, instead, constantly tries out new approaches. All talk about
aletheia thus remains provisional. This is something we must not
forget, otherwise we shall turn this thinking, which regards itself
primarily as inquiry, as the paving of a path, into some kind of
dogmatics. Doing so means to put an end to the passion of thinking
or at least to render it quiescent and innocuous, which is even worse
than crass incomprehension. “Provisional” (from the Latin provisio,
foresight) does not at all mean temporary or even indifferent. It
contains rather the idea of anticipating, in the sense of searching, of
looking out, for something. We can come closer to that which keeps
Heidegger’s thinking on the move only when we understand Hei-
degger’s circling round aletheia as an ever-renewed search for fresh
starts, prompting us to a quest of our own, and only when in these
approaches we become directly aware of the conflict between clear-
ing and concealment, and thus do not cling to the definitions but
notice how they have been arrived at and how far they take us and
what they perhaps fail to grasp.

Prior to the fundamental discussion of the problem of truth,
we mentioned the strife between world and earth, and just now we
encountered the strife within truth itself. How are the two to be
brought together?
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We tend to equate the world with the clearing and the earth
with concealment. In the course of the discussion it becomes ap-
parent that the characteristic feature of the world is openness, that
a change of our world is equivalent to a change in this manifest-
ness. Heidegger, however, sees the character of conflict within world
and earth themselves. In the world, the opponency exhibits itself in
this that, through the clearing that rules in it, the world provides
the possibility of decisions. “Every decision, however, bases itself
on something not mastered, something concealed, confusing; else it
would never be a decision” (p. 55).

We can perhaps paraphrase this so: By thinking of world as a
specific openness, the opposition between openness and conceal-
ment is not abolished. The openness, in which decisions are made,
does not in any way relieve these decisions of their gravity. Further-
more, this openness is not some kind of controlling power, needing
only an executive vehicle in order to prevail. Such a language of
power is not compatible with the phenomena. The openness of the
world generates a certain relationality with entities; what occurs in
it is altogether undetermined. In this indeterminateness lies also
that which remains unmastered in the sense of the concealed.

In the case of the earth, we mentioned at the very beginning
its inherent contrariety: rising, coming forth and returning into
itself. Clearing and concealment—the primal strife of truth—dom-
inates throughout world as well as earth. This primal conflict is
a happening. Where is it to be found? Heidegger says here only
that one way in which truth happens has its seat in the work of
art. Other ways are mentioned later.

The two moments of work-being, setting up a world and
setting forth of earth, constitute, at the same time, “the fighting of
the battle in which the unconcealedness of beings as a whole, or
truth, is won” (p. 55).

We must get rid of one misconception straightway, that by
representing something the work gives expression to what is true, a
misunderstanding of mimesis which has long dominated the theory
of art. What is meant here is not what appears so obvious to us,
that in a picture and through it the matter itself becomes evident.
This may be quite true at a certain level and it may even be a
legitimate requirement, but here what is attempted is to lay bare a
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more fundamental level. ““Thus in the work it is truth, not only some-
thing true that is at work” (p. 56). This means that it is uncon-
cealedness as such that occurs, not merely the disclosure of certain
entities.

Is this the case with all works of art or only with exceptional
ones? A work represents in the proper sense only that which is, for
the common understanding, something uncommon. In a work of
this kind it is the unconcealedness of what is in its totality that
shines forth. That is what makes such works epoch-making. We
now come upon the fourth key sentence: “This shining, joined in
the work, is the beautiful. Beauty is one way in which truth occurs
as unconcealedness” (p. 56).

The beautiful is thus not explained in terms of subjective ex-
perience, of how the work affects a subject, but in terms of the
openness that becomes manifest in a work of art, of the basic
phenomenon of unconcealedness. It is true that unconcealedness
cannot be grasped objectively, for it is nothing objective in charac-
ter but makes the appearing of all that appears in the first place
possible. Nevertheless, how an entity makes its appearance within
this unconcealedness can certainly be pictured and grasped, and it
is by way of this stepping-into-appearance that we gain an indication
of the sway of unconcealedness itself, that is to say, of Being. This
happens, according to Heidegger, in the work; the sway of un-
oconcealedness gives to the work its beauty, that is, its character of
shining forth. In it, this shining itself makes its appearance, though
in such a peculiar way that ordinarily we do not notice it at all,
with our eyes always set upon just that which appears, that is, the
particular entity and what comes to pass with it. When Heidegger
speaks of “the way in which truth occurs [west],” this means how
truth is as truth, how unconcealment is as unconcealment. Why

w: 1y

then does he not say “is” instead of “occurs”? Because, ordinarily,
we use “is” for the being of things—the table is big, the mountain
is precipitous—and for ways of behaving—deception is common,
loyalty is touching. Here, however, we are not concerned with such
things or phenomena but with a nonobjective presencing (An-
Wesenheit ), an unobjective happening.

This key sentence terminates an old controversy running



(107

through history, namely, the question of whether beauty has any-
thing to do with truth or whether the beautiful must be excluded
from the realm of the true. This does not in any way mean that
beauty is the only possible mode of experiencing truth, only that it
is one possible way.

The investigation which was to be devoted to the work of art
appears to have shifted from the work as such to a consideration of
truth. It is time that we go into the peculiar character of a work
as something made or created, so that its difference from the merely
produced character of a handicraft may become visible. This con-
sideration does not by any means lead us away from the problem of
truth but, on the contrary, demands a reserved putting-into-question
of truth.

“Of what nature is truth, that it can be set into work, or even
under certain conditions must be set into work, in order to be as
truth?” (p. 57). In the traditional approach to the problem, the
question of the connection between beauty and truth is raised at
the end. With Heidegger, on the contrary, the starting point for
the determination of the work of art is the happening of truth, and
the work of art is itself placed in the service of this happening,
indeed, bécomes itself accessible because of this happening.
The discussion of this problem moves into fundamentals in the
third part of the essay, entitled “Truth and Art.”

“In unconcealedness, as truth, there occurs also the other ‘un.’
of a double restraint or refusal. Truth occurs as such in the opposi-
tion of clearing and double concealing” (p. 60), namely, of refusal
and dissembling. A-letheia shelters Lethe within itself. The strife
going on within truth itself leads to the contest for such a thing as
openness, in which what is manifest makes its appearance. As Hei-
degger formulates it, openness must establish (einrichten) itself in
its open. “Hence there must always be some being in this Open,
something that is, in which the openness takes its stand and attains
its constancy” (p. 61). The work is an entity of this kind. Other
ways in which truth establishes itself are: the deed that founds a
political state, by which life in community is given a foundation;
the essential sacrifice, in the sense of standing up for one’s fellow
men; and quite a different one, lastly, thinking -itself, for which
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truth is what is most questionable. In contrast, science is under-
stood as moving into a realm already opened up. If a scientist him-
self achieves such an opening up, then he is also a philosopher.

A change has taken place here in the approach to the problem
and to the way of posing it, in which the inquiry does not proceed
from art to truth but in which we seek to gain insight into art from
the point of view of truth—the decisive contribution of Heidegger
to the entire thematics of art which, to be sure, was so far hardly
understood. This altered approach shows the work as being de-
manded by truth itself, in the sense of the installation of truth, its
taking a concrete form.!5

“Because it is in the nature of truth to establish itself within
that which is, in order thus first to become truth, therefore the
impulse toward the work lies in the nature of truth as one of truth’s
distinctive possibilities by which it can itself occur as being in the
midst of beings” (p. 62).

This state of affairs might be understood in the sense that a
certain relationality to what-is was already there and only needed
the work in order to become visible. This is not the sense in which
it is thought of here. What is really brought forth in the work is
not this particular form for which the material is provided. It is
rather the peculiar character of relationality, of having reference to
entities (openness), that expressly takes place in the work. “Where
this bringing forth expressly brings the openness of beings, or truth,
that which is brought forth is a work” (p. 62). What shines out
in the work of Rembrandt or in that of Cézanne or Kafka are such
possibilities of openness, through which what is in its entirety be-
comes familiar to us in a different way, because an entity can be
encountered by us as something that is only in so far as it stands in
the open. This is one of Heidegger’s basic insights.

There is no doubt that this interpretation of the work of art
has opened a new path in the discussion about art, though how far
it can be made to yield results depends on us. It may be good that
we do not, to begin with, take this path, for doing so presupposes
the effort of thinking. On the other hand, it is also possible that
we might appropriate the basic idea of truth being set into the
work without seeing, at the same time, the specific tension between
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world and earth, suggested to Heidegger by his starting out from
the Greeks and from Hélderlin 16

In the “earth,” a word which is hard to think of appropriately,
there is gathered together for Heidegger what we so inadequately
seek to conceive of as material and what is necessarily part of the
work of art, though in a different way, of course, in the plastic
and graphic arts than in poetry and music. The place of the concept
of form is taken by figure or shape (Gestalt), which at first seems
to be similar to it. But figure is not the look, which we happen to
have discovered, of what is pictured in the work; it is rather the way
in which truth is fitted or joined together in its appearing, which
Heidegger calls the “rift” (Riss), the coming into view of the
strife of world and earth.

The created character of the work is the “conflict’s being fixed
in place in the figure by means of the rift” (p. 66). The next state-
ment, “Createdness here is itself expressly created into the work,”
should not be understood as a question of the personality of the
artist and of his originality. Being created should rather be under-
stood as the openness which has been set into the work; how man,
in the midst of entities, relates himself to them and how he under-
stands even himself, all this is based on that specific openness.

The course of thought does not terminate with this discussion
of what it is to be a work. A new line of questioning is started and
it is governed by the idea of preserving. Through the work our ties
and relations to the world and to the earth are changed. What is
habitual undergoes a dislocation; in the work itself there is generated
a shock so that the familiar ceases to be so; we are torn out of the
accustomed. Not avoiding this change, not rendering it innocuous,
to say nothing of hushing it up, but expressly experiencing it, this
is for Heidegger preserving (Bewahren) the work. But this is not
just a conserving and keeping in safe custody, protecting and taking
care of it but, as the fifth key sentence declares: ‘‘Preserving the
work, as knowing, is a sober standing-within [Instdndigkeit, in-
stancy] the extraordinary awesomeness of the truth that is happen-
ing in the work” (pp. 67-68).

In another formulation this is called ‘“standing within the
openness of beings that happens in the work” (p. 67). This stand-
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ing-within is by no means a mere reception of something offered to
us. It requires a special attitude in one who experiences it. This
emerges clearly in what Heidegger says about instancy. Standing-
within means closeness or nearness in the sense of familiarity, of
being intimate, which is achieved only at the end of a process of
development, so that our entire behavior is then sustained by this
sense of intimacy. This is elucidated in the text in connection with
knowing and willing. Experiencing the openness is a knowing, but
not in the sense of merely getting to know something and represent-
ing it. It is rather a knowing that opens up to us, makes known to
us, what we have to do, what we want. This intertwining of knowing
and willing is the distinctive feature of Dasein. It is here that we
have the occurrence of what is specific to existing, being admitted
into unconcealment, into aletheia.

We have arrived at the point where Heidegger places us in
the passage from the truth of beings to the truth of Being. We may
also describe this as the transition from the experience of what is
in its characteristic quality (exemplified in the analysis of the
thing) to the experience of that which does not become thematic
in metaphysics, namely, the clearing as such. That is aletheia as un-
hiddenness, which itself remains hidden. Truth in the sense of
dletheia, which first of all opens up in every case our being-familiar-
with, which sustains and informs all our relationships, is from now
on no longer thought of as truth of beings but as truth of Being.
Aletheia and truth of Being are the sime. Thrusting forward into
this realm is, and remains always, something uncanny and awesome,
for ordinarily we are wont to stick to what at the moment shows
itself (an entity), or at most to this showing-itself (the mode in
which entities appear), and thus lose all footing here, in this realm.
We seem to be obliged to abandon all sense of familiarity; that is
the change of the canny into the uncanny. This change is something
we must endure, ride out, in preserving the work; that is the
instancy required. It calls for a sober attitude, which means not
letting oneself become confused and wavering by what is unwonted
—also, not to hedge and to look for subterfuges in order to escape
the uncanny, for that is what we habitually do.

To see what has come to pass in the work, to let oneself be
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claimed by it, to be transformed by it and in this manner to endure
and sustain it, that is what Heidegger means by preserving. So
crucially important is this notion that we balk at it so long as we do
not have a clear idea of what preserving means and how far re-
moved it is from a reduction of the work to a merely subjective
experience (compare p. 63 above).

The course of the discussion so far—from thing via the work to
the interplay of world and earth, truth as the primal conflict, preserv-
ing as the experience of aletheia—makes it possible now to grasp the
coherence of the intertwined phenomena and thus to come back
to art, the initial subject of this inquiry. But this return at the same
time paves the way for a new questioning.

“If art is the origin of work, this means that art lets those who
naturally belong together in the work, the creator and the preserver,
originate, each in his own nature” (p. 71). But art itself “was
defined to begin with as the setting-into-work of truth” (p. 71).
Setting-into-work is thought of in a twofold sense: as the establish-
ing of truth itself in the figure, in the sense of the bringing forth of
unconcealedness; and as the preserving of the truth that happens in
the work. Thus Heidegger arrives at the definition of art: “the
creative preserving of truth in the work” (p. 71). Letting truth in
the sense of openness happen is called by Heidegger ‘“‘poetry”
(Dichtung). The sixth key sentence states: “All art, as the letting
happen of the advent of the truth of what 1s, is, as such, essentially
poetry” (p. 72). It is not an accident that this formulation rings
simultaneously active and passive. Art does not arbitrarily create un-
concealedness but becomes the place where truth may come to pass.
Here perhaps there is a resonance of the thought which Heidegger
has explained in his interpretation of Holderlin: the idea of the
poet as the mediator between gods and men.

The definition of art in terms of poetry offered by Heidegger
does not at all mean reducing all the arts to poesy, but rather that,
in all art, what is projected or composed (gedichtet) is truth in the
sense of unconcealedness. Language itself (compare Chapter 9) is
that through which entities are brought into the open. ‘“Language
itself is poetry in the essential sense. But since language is the hap-
pening in which for man beings first disclose themselves to him
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each time as beings, poesy—or poetry in the narrower sense—is the
most original form of poetry in the essential sense” (p. 74).

The disclosure of entities that occurs in language is presup-
posed in all possible dealings we have with entities or, as we have
it in the text, the other varieties of art “are an ever special poetizing
within the clearing of what is, which has already happened un-
noticed in language” (p. 74).

In a final step, what has been said so far is gathered up again
and the determination of poetry as the founding of truth is eluci-
dated. This founding is understood in a threefold sense: as bestow-
ing, as grounding and as beginning. These three attributes may be
briefly explained as follows. Through the transformation that occurs
within the work of art, something novel is revealed, something that
cannot be derived from what is already known. This novel some-
thing is an excess, a surplus—the granting of this surplus is bestow-
ing.

In the bestowing of art there occurs a projecting, not in the
sense of something arbitrarily concocted but so that the projecting
makes possible for man precisely that within which he stands, his
abode—that is, the grounding that occurs in art. The ground is
hauled out, as it were. This is an ever-recurring idea in Heidegger
which we have treated already in connection with the return to the
beginnings. Thus, the first Greek thinkers laid the ground on which
we stand, without being explicitly aware of it. This is further clari-
fied by this definition of a beginning: “A genuine beginning, as a
leap, is always a head start, in which everything to come is already
leaped over, even if as something disguised” (p. 76).

The early thinking of the Greeks, which precedes metaphysical
thinking, is for Heidegger, as we know, also the thinking that
inaugurates the future, provided that we do not overleap it, pass it
over or, in other words, forget our history.

“Always when that which is as a whole demands, as what is,
itself, a grounding in openness, art attains to its historical nature as
foundation. This foundation happened in the West for the first
time in Greece. What was in the future to be called Being was set
into work, setting the standard. The realm of beings thus opened
up was then transformed into a being in the sense of God’s creation.
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This happened in the Middle Ages. This kind of being was again
transformed at the beginning and in the course of the modern age.
Beings became objects that could be controlled and seen through by
calculation. At each time a new and essential world arose. At each
time the openness of what is had to be established in beings them-
selves, by the fixing in place of truth in figure. At each time there
happened unconcealedness of what is. Unconcealedness sets itself
into work, a setting which is accomplished by art” (pp. 76-77).

We find sketched here the three decisive epochs which have
been laid bare through the thinking of Heidegger and at the same
time seen in their interrelatedness. The original nature of art is
thought of by Heidegger in terms of the nature of truth. There hap-
pens in this labor of thought, as we tried to explain, a change in the
thinking of truth itself, in the sense of revealing the enigmatic
realm of dletheia. This seems to become evident in the very manner
of speaking about truth. Ordinarily, Heidegger speaks of the truth
of what is (beings) or of the truth of what is as such. But in the
crucial passage the change “of the unconcealedness of what is” is
thought as the unconcealedness ‘‘of Being” (p. 72). In this essay
there occurs a transition from the truth of beings to the truth of
Being or, in other words, from the truth of beings as such to that
of unconcealedness, which necessarily precedes every manifestation
of entities and which itself, on the other hand, needs entities to
be able to appear as unconcealedness.

This essay is transitional also in respect to the attempt to think
of world and earth in their interrelatedness, leading up subsequently
to the idea of the fourfold (Geviert) (compare the lecture “The
Thing”). It is also the essay in which aletheia itself—which was, for
Heidegger, the objective of the quest of thought from the very
beginning—is inquired after, which means thought about, more
radically. We are in the period preparatory to the turn (Kehre),
the change in thinking which understands Dasein in terms of Being
and no longer, as in Being and Time, starts with Dasein in order to
arrive at Being. Our aim here was to show that to inquire into art
(as the origin of the work) is at the same time to inquire into Being
(world and earth), as well as into daletheie—and that, too, in its
transitional character.



The Humamty of Man
(“Letter on ‘Humanism,” 1946)

The “Letter on ‘Humanism’ " was written in reply to questions
raised by the French philosopher Jean Beaufret,* whom Heidegger
went to see on his cwn initiative after the war. This was the begin-
ning of a friendship which was to last for decades.

The topic which we place at the center of our account is how
the humanity, the humanness, of man is to be considered.

We are accustomed to describing the inquiry into man, the
concern about man, as humanism. In Paris there had appeared
Sartre’s short work “L’Existentialisme est un humanisme,” in which
Sartre, arguing against the Marxists’ claim to represent humanism,
aimved at setting forth existentialism as the true humanism. The
question Beaufret put to Heidegger is: How can a new meaning be
given to the word “humanism”? Heidegger poses the counterques-
tion: Is that necessary? With this, we are placed directly within the
discussion as to the manner in which the nature of man is to be
conceived.

* Written in 1946, this text was published in an enlarged version, with an
interpretation of Plato’s allegory of the cave, in 1947. At the suggestion of
Beaufret, Heidegger was invited to colloquia at Cérisy in 1955 and at Thor,
in Provence, where the poet René Char has his countryseat. Summaries of
the meetings were published in 1968 and 1969 for the participants. Quo-
tations in this chapter are from the English translation of this essay by
Edgar Lohner, in Philosophy in the Twentieth Century, vol. 3, edited by
William Barrett and H. D. Aiken (New York: Random House, 1962).
This translation has in some cases been modified.
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Heidegger’s counterquestion can easily be misunderstood as
suggesting that the inquiry into the nature of man is of no con-
sequence to him. This is by no means the case. What, however, is
fundamentally questionable for Heidegger is the attempt to define
the nature of man from the point of view of humanism. Is not this
attempt the most obvious one to make? It is indeed so, though it
does not follow that it is also the most appropriate. This is the
attempt which was carried out on the basis of metaphysics. In it
the Roman starting point continues to provide the lead.

“In Rome we encounter the first humanism. It, thus, remains
in its essence a specifically Roman phenomenon, born of the en-
counter between the Roman and Hellenistic cultures. The so-called
Renaissance of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries in Italy is a
renascentia romanitatis. Since the romanitas is what matters, all we
are concerned with is humanitas and for that reason, the Greek
aoudeia. The Greek world, however, is always seen in its late form
and this, in turn, is seen as Roman. Even the homo romanus of the
Renaissance is seen in opposition to the homo barbarus. But the in-
human is now the alleged barbarism of the Gothic scholasticism of
the Middle Ages. To humanism, historically understood, therefore,
always belongs a studium humanitatis, which reaches back to antiq-
uity and so always also becomes a revival of the Greek world. This
is shown in our humanism of the eighteenth century, which is
sustained by Winckelmann, Goethe, and Schiller” (p. 275).

With this historical form of humanism, Heidegger contrasts
that form of it which lies in interesting ourselves on behalf of man,
but without being anchored in classical antiquity, as for example,
Marxist humanism or Sartrian humanism. If what matters is “that
man may become free for his humanity and find therein his dignity,
then, depending on the particular concept of ‘freedom’ and the
‘nature’ of man, there are different kinds of humanism” (p. 275).

What constitutes a critique of the metaphysical basis of hu-
manism? What, according to this form of humanism, is the distinc-
tive feature of man? Ratio, which makes it possible for him to know
and to act. He can set up goals for himself and can realize them by
providing himself with the necessary means and by appropriate ac-
tion. Why is this answer insufficient? Because, already underlying
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it there is a particular metaphysical interpretation of man, which is
not at all seen by it as such. The question now is not whether
Heidegger comes up with another assumption in opposition to the
metaphysical assumption, for, in that case, it might be said, with
Hegel, that one assumption is as legitimate as another, or as little.
We have, rather, to search for that which is always implied and al-
ready presupposed in these assumptions, without being expressly
considered. To be able to proceed further, it is necessary to have a
clear understanding of the difficulty of philosophical discourse.

Plato’s language—indeed, his thinking—is faced with the follow-
ing difficulty: to make available to us by means of concrete examples
that which cannot itself be concretely grasped but can only be
thought. Plato’s efforts are directed, after all, to bringing about a
reversal from the visible to the invisible, in such fashion that the
thinkable is seen to be the realm of what truly is and everything
visible as being tainted with unreality, that is, with transitoriness.
For example, Plato seeks to convey the Idea of the Good, the idea
which has being-an-idea as its content, by means of the image of
the sun—the sun whose light makes seeing possible and whose
warmth promotes growth and blossoming in the realm of physis.
Nevertheless, in order to understand what has been thought here,
it is necessary to go beyond, transcend, the visible.

We find an analogous difficulty in Heidegger, which certainly
does not mean that his thought is to be understood as Platonism,
not even as reversed Platonism, as we have it in Nietzsche. In what
does the difficulty lie? We habitually regard as real that which is,
and as not real everything that is not and cannot be identified as a
being. But then, what Heidegger thinks of as Being is by no means
an entity, something that is. That is why, in his inaugural lecture,
he could speak intentionally of Nothing, without thereby advocat-
ing nihilism. By “Nothing” he meant, on the contrary, that which,
regarded from the point of view of beings, has apparently no being,
but which is in reality intended to lead us to what is other than an
entity—Being itself. How this is to be thought is a difficulty not
finally resolved, but that it is at all something to be thought, that
is what matters to Heidegger from the very beginning of his quest.

Now, in metaphysics such an attempt has apparently been
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made. This is just what metaphysics means, the movement of
thought beyond entities, reaching up to that which makes a being
a being, something that is. In Aristotle’s philosophical thought,
this kind of thinking was realized for the fust time in a manner
which was nothing less than exemplary for posterity. The inquiry
into beings as beings is the leading motif of metaphysics. In this
inquiry we also find put forward, as a possible answer, the concept
of a highest being, that is, of God. Heidegger has very clearly
brought out the onto-theological character of the Aristotelian in-
quiry. It is characteristic of the metaphysical procedure.

Heidegger is engaged in a continuous argument with meta-
physics, which implies also that he is not satisfied with the pro-
cedure of metaphysics, that he cannot find reassurance in it. Does
it mean that he seeks to surmount metaphysics, somewhat as
Fichte wanted to go beyond Kant’s questioning by his rejection of
the unknowability of the thing in itself? Not in the least. It is not
a question of surpassing the highest being by setting up a yet higher
entity, to explain the last principle by a finally ultimate ground.
Rather, the main point is to attempt a turn, which is hard to
carry out because it cannot be expressed in the language of meta-
physics. For that very reason, when it is nevertheless accomplished,
it is apt to be misunderstood. We might speak of this as a new
project of interpreting that which is, but it must then be pointed
out that this project is not an arbitrary assumption, not the play-
ful excogitation of a new possibility. This is a project that has al-
ready happened at the very beginning of philosophical thinking;
Heidegger came across this project while seeking to comprehend this
beginning, which came about prior to the rise of metaphysics, prior
thus to Plato and Aristotle. Perhaps every genuine project is simul-
taneously projecting and receiving. Only because Heidegger has
carried out his project, a light dawned upon him in regard to the
first thinkers and they acquired for him a prominent status. On the
other hand, he was presumably enabled to carry out his project in
the course of his struggle to gain insight into these thinkers, having
been addressed by them and hearing their call. The unison with
Heraclitus that we find in Heidegger is both a receiving and a be-
stowal.
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This can, of course, lead to the misconception that Heidegger
is concerned only with transporting us back into the archaic, aban-
doning the “progress” of philosophical thought. This is a reproach
that crops up repeatedly. The return to the early thinkers is a return
to those questions in which that which is questionworthy flashes up
for the first time. Here, according to Heidegger, something happens
that is so stupendous that we can hardly stop wondering at it. That,
as a matter of fact, this amazement has died down and that this
stupendous event has been buried and repressed is one of those
occurrences to which we must never resign ourselves, which we
must, rather, combat ever anew.

What is the point of Heidegger's “project”? It is to make
accessible the dimension which first of all enables a comprehension
of what is, which, indeed, constitutes its basis. But it is not an
inquiring back into the conditions of the possibility of knowledge
in a subject in the sense of transcendental philosophy. In the latter,
the subject stands at the center and everything that is not subject-
like is conceived as object for a subject. This interpretation has led
to a shift in emphasis which is decisive for modern metaphysics.
Heidegger inquires into the problem of how entities can appear.
Even this can be misunderstood as a question of appearing for a
subject. Can there be an appearing unless we start out from a
subject, hence without a being for whom something appears? Now,
of course, even Plato talked about appearing. Conceiving an entity
through the i8éa is a grasping of the appearance, the look, and in
Plato, no subject-concept is involved. Heidegger’s “pro-ject” should
not, however, be understood as Platonic. What then is the point of
an inquiry into appearing? We have already come across this in the
lecture on truth where the ideas of being open and of openness are
mentioned.

How does openness come about? When we formulate it in
this way, we run the risk of seeking, in the manner of metaphysics,
the causes and grounds of openness. Is it at all possible to inquire
and seek in some other manner, without lapsing into mythological
or metaphorical language? That, as a matter of fact, is what Hei-
degger attempts. That overtness is presupposed in speaking and
making a judgment about entities has already been discussed. But
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what else is required so that there may be such overtness? In the
lecture on truth a preliminary answer to this is attempted and
stated in outline. In the essay on the work of art the thinking also
revolved round truth, though in the sense of the primordial strife,
of which the outcome is the “lighting center.” Here, in the “Letter
on ‘Humanism,” ” we have the same question, this time in connec-
tion with the determination of the nature of man. We must there-
fore examine how man is conceived in his relation to openness.

Let us begin with the concept of the clearing. The clearing is
conceived as the place in which there happens a releasing, a setting-
free, of entities, so that they may come to light. In the free space of
the clearing, an entity comes to a stand, puts in its appearance. We
easily tend to look upon the clearing as a kind of stage on which
entities are presented to us. That is not how it is meant. For a
release to be possible for entities, it is also necessary for man to
open himself to entities, to ex-sist in the sense of standing out in
the clearing. We mentioned the difficulty of the Platonic way of
speaking, in which images taken from the sphere of the sensible
are offered so that we can surmount the sensible. In Heidegger’s
case, where does the difficulty lie? It lies in this, that the aim is to
lead us out of the objective manner of representing things, yet in
doing so words are employed which can be understood in a merely
objective sense and which are familiar to us from the objective
sphere. For Heidegger, Being itself is never graspable objectively,
because it is nothing objective. It is itself not an entity, but is that
which may make comprehensible to us how we have access to en-
tities at all. The answer to this “how” is: It is possible only because
man, as Dasein (being-there), stands in the open and endures the
clearing that has come to pass. Standing in the open, entities, too,
exhibit themselves as manifest. Still, how are we to consider, in
connection with this, the moment of historicity which Heidegger
has in view from the very beginning?

The clearing is not a neutral place where occurrences of all
sorts may come to be represented, but is conceived, rather, as itself
changing. What is the evidence for asserting this? It consists of
the fact that in classical antiquity, in the Middle Ages, in the
modem period, beings have been conceived in different ways, which
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means they have made their appearance in these different ways. We
have no control over this change and cannot bring it about at will,
according to Heidegger, but we can very well try to think about it,
comprehend it in thought. Such an attempt is Heidegger’s inter-
pretation of the history of metaphysics as our history. A central
point in this interpretation may be briefly touched upon. Meta-
physics has not called into question its changing interpretations
but has taken, from time to time, a particular position as the true
one—for example, the interpretation of beings as idéa, as évégyera,
as ens creatum, as subject, as monad, as spirit, as will to power. In
contrast, Heidegger attempts to question what goes on in these
interpretations. He does so by asking: What is the nature of the
particular clearing that has occurred at any given time, in which
clearing do the philosophers stand, without expressly thinking of it
as a clearing? Their thinking is directed toward entities. To think
expressly about the change in the clearing as such, that is non-
metaphysical thinking according to Heidegger. To inquire into the
Being that itself emerges in this change, without being expressly
noticed (which, thus, in the very process of appearing also with-
draws), is now the task of thinking (compare Chapter 10).

What have the above remarks to do with the humanness of
man? To all appearances, they lead us away from this topic. The
human character of human beings seems to be actually denied or
at least forgotten. This impression is quite natural, for the human
character of man is something that we are in the habit of seeing,
and judging, in terms of his way of behaving and his doings, in his
works and achievements, in his social behavior and his political
actions. But it is not a question of any of this. And humanism, the
concept by means of which we are used to understanding the nature
of man, was expressly called into question, seen through and aban-
doned as a metaphysical manner of understanding man. As a matter
of fact, however, the preceding account has prepared the ground on
which, according to Heidegger, it now becomes possible to think
about the nature of man. For, the nature of man can be defined
only in terms of man’s relationship to the clearing. As Da-sein, man
is the being to whom it is given to stand in the clearing, to stand
outside of himself in the clearing. This is the changed meaning of
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ex-sistence, which was already anticipated in the lecture on truth.
Man is, in addition, a being who is charged with the task of guard-
ing the clearing, an idea with which the essay on the work of art
has made us familiar. Man is used by the clearing—as its “trustee.”

The human character of man is put to the test, authenticated,
in this task, which he has to perform by way of thinking. It is
disavowed to the extent that man does not see it as a task. As it is
stated at the beginning of the letter, “Thought brings to fulfillment
the relation of Being to the essence of man” (p. 271). To fulfill is
conceived as “to unfold something in the fullness of its essence”
(p- 270). What is to be realized in thinking is the experiencing of
the clearing and sustaining and articulating this experience in
language. When this happens, “Language is the house of Being”
(p- 270), hence the place where the clearing expressly makes its
appearance, whereas ordinarily it is itself overlooked in favor of the
entities that are cleared, presented, in this clearing. Its “stepping-
into-appearance” is much more difficult to grasp than the appear-
ing of entities, as they are understood from time to time, for it is
itself never an entity, but is rather that which renders possible
every experience of entities.

The task of thinking is to help the clearing find utterance, to
guard the clearing, to make it accessible in its nature. It is this idea
that has moved Heidegger from the beginning of his inquiry into
Being and into dletheia. .

How is the clearing related to Being? The clearing is Being, in-
sofar as it becomes at all accessible to us. That is why Heidegger
can say, “Thought . . . lets itself be called into service by Being
in order to speak the truth of Being. It is thought which accom-
plishes this letting (Lassen)” (p. 271). For, the truth of Being is
the clearing which has come to pass, forming the basis of all our
bonds with beings and sustaining these bonds. We are herewith
placed within the change that has occurred in the meaning of truth,
so that truth no longer concerns the determination of entities, ap-
plies to beings or is something which corresponds with entities, but
now means unconcealedness in the sense of the clearing, for it is
as clearing that Being itself is conceived.

Being, clearing, truth of Being, aletheia are the same, and it is
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important that we think them in their selfsameness. The relation
of Being to the nature of man as ek-sistence (ex-sistence) is to be
understood now in the sense that “Being itself is the relationship”
(p- 282). The place where the truth of Being finds expression,
where it, so to speak, installs itself, is Da-sein, ex-sistence. “The
standing in the clearing of Being I call the ex-sistence of man. Only
man has this way to be. Ex-sistence, so understood, is not only the
basis of the possibility of reason, ratio, but exsistence is that,
wherein the essence of man preserves the source that determines
him” (p. 277).

Ek-sistence is thus not understood here in the existentialistic
sense, as man’s efforts concerning his selfhood, by projecting him-
self on possibilities. Ek-sistence is conceived, rather, as standing out
in the clearing, regarded as openness, which is not created or caused
by man and which yet constitutes the basis of all creating and bring-
ing about.

The entire “Letter on ‘Humanism’ " revolves round the ek-
sistence of man, that is to say, round the attempt to understand
man not as one living being among others but as the being who is
distinguished by his relationship with Being. Heidegger’s aim is to
throw open for us the only realm in which a determination of the
essential nature of man is possible. In this manner, man now is in
fact invested with a dignity which surpasses every form of human-
ism, in so far as the latter puts man in the center. Here, the hu-
manity of man is viewed in terms of “the nearness to Being” (p.
289), and his thinking as thinking of the openness as it occurs
historically, that is, of the truth of Being. About this thinking,
Heidegger says, “Thought acts in that it thinks. This is presumably
the simplest and, at the same time, the highest form of action: it
concerns man’s relation to what is” (p. 271). Language and Being
belong together because in language what finds utterance is the
way Being itself is experienced. In thinking and poetizing, what is
at issue each time is the primordial openness (compare Chapter 9).
But we are so much under the spell of the technical interpretation
of thought that we fail to catch sight of the dimension into which
Heidegger wants to introduce us. Logic, according to Heidegger, is
nothing but “the sanctioning of this interpretation which began
with the Sophists and Plato” (p. 272).

”
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This demolishes the prevailing view according to which we
must turn to logic if we want to know what thinking means. What
logic can teach us is only a specifically metaphysical interpretation
of thought, only the technical interpretation or, as we may also
call it, the instrumental interpretation of thought. But the mean-
ing of “technology” includes more than this (compare Chapter 8).

“When thought comes to an end, expiring because it abandons
its element, it replaces this loss by securing acceptance for itself as
téyxvn, as an educational instrument and therefore as a scholarly
enterprise and later as a cultural pursuit. Philosophy becomes pro-
gressively a technique of explanation in terms of ultimate cause”
(p. 273).

As opposed to this, Heidegger attempts a kind of thinking
which has Being for the element in which it moves. Element here
should be conceived not as a neutral medium but as that from
which thinking receives its strength. “It is the element which is
the really potent thing [Vermdgende], the ability, the power [Ver-
mogen, faculty]. It takes care of thought and thus brings it into its
essence. Thinking is the thinking of Being. The genitive has a
double meaning. Thought is of Being insofar as thought, eventuated
by Being, belongs to Being. Thought is at the same time thought
of Being inasmuch as thought, belonging to Being, listens to Be-
ing” (p. 272). To think the clearing (Lichtung) in its way of clear-
ing (Lichten) at any time is what listening to Being means for
Heidegger.

Our position is no longer one in which man is understood as a
subject, a subject which then projects various possible interpreta-
tions of what is. Rather, we are in the entirely different dimension
which seeks to approach and comprehend the nature of man in
terms of Being, that is, through the relationship of man to Being.
We are no longer in the realm of metaphysics, which, indeed,
thinks of the Being of beings, in the sense of being-ness, but “does
not discriminate between the two” (p. 276). “Metaphysics does
not ask for the truth of Being itself. Nor does it even ask, there-
fore, in what way the essence of man belongs to the truth of Be-
ing” (p. 276). Thinking of Being as that nearness or closeness
within which we stand, which lets entities come close to us and
upon which even our relation to ourselves is based—that is the mean-
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ing of the clearing, which must always be presupposed in order that
we may be able to encounter entities. It should be evident that
with this we have not arrived at the end point of a knowing process,
that our quest has not culminated in some definitive knowledge.
We are, on the contrary, at the beginning of a task, that of think-
ing of the nature of man in the context of the clearing happening
at the time being. To mention only one diffiiculty, how is the change
in the clearing to be conceived? Heidegger calls it destiny (Ge-
schick, sending on a way, “mittence’”), for man cannot bring it
about but has rather to endure it. But, if so much depends on lead-
ing men to give express thought to the clearing, and if metaphysics
is characterized as the epoch of the oblivion of Being, then the
question arises whether there is not involved here, nevertheless,
an essential contribution on the part of man also.

How are the question about Being and the question about
truth related in this essay—which also means in this period of think-
ing? They coincide. Truth as unconcealedness is the clearing in
the sense of truth of Being, that is, as Being. Truth of Being con-
cerns the mode in which Being has revealed itself as the clearing,
the clearing which man is called upon to guard, for on this rest
his dignity and his distinction. “The occurrence of history [Ge-
schichte] lives as the destiny of the truth of Being, and derives from
it” (p. 284). This statement shows in what manner Heidegger
thinks of truth, Being and historicity in their interconnectedness.*

* On this, see the interpretation of Heraclitus in the essay “Aletheia” in
Vortrige und Aufsitze (Pfullingen: Neske, 1954, pp. 257-82), which
was written in 1943 for the lecture course on Heraclitus and was published
in 1954. Heraclitus is regarded here as the thinker who meditates on the
idea of the clearing. The basic terms of Heraclitus mark the happening of
the clearing.



Aletheia and the Nature

of Technology (“The Question
concernming Technology,” 1953)

According to one current view, the Heidegger of Being and Time
is closely associated with phenomenology, for which reason this
work is especially valued, whereas the later Heidegger drifts away
into poetizing thought-constructs which have nothing in common
with the stringent ways of phenomenology and therefore no longer
deserve to be taken into consideration.

Nothing could be more incorrect than such an apparently
plausible classification. The later Heidegger is no less phenomeno-
logical than the early Heidegger. It is simply that what he now
brings before his inquiring gaze surpasses what we usually identify
as phenomenology. The very title of the lecture series given at the
Bremen Club is evidence of their phenomenological stance: Insight
into That Which Is (Einblick in das, was ist). Can there be a
more phenomenological task than the one formulated here?

Of the four lectures, “Das Ding,” “Das Ge-stell,” “Die Gefahr”
and “Die Kehre,” let us discuss here the second. Its text was revised
again and delivered on 18 November 1955 as a lecture entitled
“The Question concerning Technology” (“Die Frage nach der
Technik”) at the conference The Arts in the Age of Technology,
which was organized by the Bavarian Academy of Fine Arts.*

* Unless otherwise mentioned, page references in this chapter are to Vor-
trage und Aufsdtze (Pfullingen: Neske, 1954). The text of this essay, with
the last lecture, “Die Kehre,” has also appeared in Opuscula 1 (Pfullingen:
Neske, 1962).
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The question is formulated with precision at the very begin-
ning—at issue is the essence, the nature, of technology. “. . . The
essence of technology” is “not at all something technical” (p. 13),
just as the essence of the tree “is not itself a tree, which can be
found among the other trees” (p. 13).

The starting point is provided by the common conception of
technology as an instrument. In the course of the presentation this
conception is completely demolished.

We are in the curious situation that a means in the service of
the task of mastery must itself be brought under mastery because
it “‘threatens to escape from the control of man” (p. 15).

Now, Heidegger admits that this concept of technology as
instrument is “‘dreadfully correct” (p. 14), but he also draws a
distinction between the correct, or right, and the true, indicating
thus the course of thought which is intended to advance from rep-
resenting the right to the apprehension of the true.

In order to be able to traverse this path leading from the right
to the true, we must have a clear idea of what we have called the
instrumental. It is a means. A means becomes a means by what it
brings about, what we are able to do with it. This leads to the
question of causality. Tradition speaks of the four causes: causa
materialis (matter), causa formalis (form), causa efficiens (efficient
cause) and causa finalis (final cause). In doing so, it appeals to the
authority of Aristotle. Heidegger now reminds us that in Greek
thought causality has nothing to do with effectuating and causing,
and that aitla means involving in debt or being responsible for
(Verschulden, being that to which something is owed or becomes
due). These four kinds of cause are four ways of being responsible
for. As an example, in the case of an offering cup, the silver, as the
matter, or {iky, is partly responsible for it, and so is the aspect, the
look or £idoc. The offering cup belongs to the temple, the cult; this
is what really defines it, in which its purpose is consummated, the
téhog. Lastly, the silversmith is jointly responsible for the fact that
this offering vessel is there, but not simply as one who has fabricated
it and produced it. “The silversmith is jointly responsible as being
that from where the putting forth and the resting-in-itself of the
offering cup derive and keep their initial emergence. The three
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modes of responsibility mentioned before owe it to the deliberation
of the silversmith that, and how, they make their appearance and
come into play in the bringing forth of the offering cup” (p. 17).
The causa efficiens, the cause most obvious to us, is not found at
all in Aristotle in this form.

What is owed in this being-responsible-for, this involving in
debt? It is “the lying there and lying ready of the silver cup as an
offering-vessel” (p. 18). Through this being-responsible-for, the
offering cup is able to appear, becomes present. To put it differently,
it is the being-responsible-for that brings it about that “something
not yet present (attains) presence” (p. 18). This occasioning in
the sense of bringing forth is called by the Greeks noinotg.

But poiesis is by no means limited to the agency of man.
Physis (Nature), too, is poiesis. Constantly, by itself, Nature brings
things into presence, lets entities be present—we need only think
of the process of growing and ripening. Nevertheless, there is a
difference between a bringing forth by man and natural production.
The latter does not need any other agency to let something become
present. The offering cup, on the other hand, requires the silver-
smith in order to be there. Nature is by itself and in itself a bring-
ing forth, a producing.

What is the main point about bringing forth? What happens
here? “The bringing-forth-from [Her.vor-bringen] brings forth from
hiddenness into unhiddenness. Bringing-forth-from occurs only in-
sofar as what is hidden becomes something unhidden” (p. 19).
With this, however, we are already in the realm of aletheia. What
at first appeared to be strange, even irreconcilable—bringing technol-
ogy into relation with aletheie—now shows itself, on the contrary,
as inseparably linked. If we think of aletheia as disclosure, which
makes something unhidden in the sense of letting something appear
and of attaining presence, then we can see that what is produced in
every bringing-forth is indeed a presence, whether it is a question of
manufacturing a new appliance, building a wall, furnishing a dwell-
ing-place, cultivating a new species of plant, or putting up a work of
art. This is the most comprehensive definition, not in the sense of
mere generality but in the sense that the nature of what is happen-
ing here is expressly kept in sight.
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But what has technology to do with that? It can also be looked
upon, no doubt, as a kind of bringing-forth—of what kind remains
to be examined further. If we grant this, it follows that technology
also belongs to the realm of aletheia, of unconcealedness (truth).
This may sound very strange to us, for in considering technology
we think only of utility, of the means of production, the modes of
production, the specific technique, the efficacy, the profitability,
perhaps also of the conditions of production. We are, in other
words, so fascinated by the technological that we never come to the
point of inquiring what really goes on in the realm of the tech-
nological, what is therefore intrinsic to the nature of technology.

In Greek thought—from which, as we know, the concept of
techne derives—techne and episteme belong together. Both are
modes of knowing, of being-versed-in. The connection between
techne and dletheia is not arbitrarily construed by Heidegger. For
that we have unequivocal evidence in Aristotle’s Nicomachean
Ethics, Book VI, Chapters 3 and 4, where techne and episteme are
explicitly regarded as modes of disclosing, of dAndevev. This text,
as has been mentioned, was discovered early by Heidegger and
stimulated his thinking; it is one of the germinative sources, so to
speak, of his own thinking. Aristotle, moreover, already viewed
techne with specific regard to the fact that here we are concerned
with the disclosure or laying bare of something “which does not
bring itself forth and is not yet there, which, therefore, can appear
and tumn out, now one way, now another” (p. 21). In this process,
what is decisive is not making, manipulating, dealing-with, but the
anticipation of the result that is to be achieved, of the house, for
example, or the ship, the scaffolding and so on—what is decisive is
the prevision of the figure or form to be attained. It is in this pre-
visioning that there occurs the disclosure, which then constitutes
the basis of everything that follows, from the procurement of ma-
terials and the rounds of work to the utilization of what has been
brought forth. These are terms taken from modern ways of think-
ing, and they are intended to explain only how all this is at the
service of previsioning the figure that is to be brought forth. For
that, it is immaterial whether that which is to be brought forth is
something already known, for example, a ship, or something novel
in this respect, like a work of art.
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Heidegger takes up a possible objection that, though this
manner of defining techne may be applicable in the Greek sphere,
it cannot be applied to the modern technology of power engines
in its relation to modern science. Two questions arise. First, does
the interconnectedness of aletheia and techne apply also to modern
technology? And second, what is the intrinsic and essential nature
of modern technology?

Heidegger’s answer to the first question is yes. Even modem
technology must be seen in the context of hiddenness and dis-
closure, and to be able to do so adequately one must analyze the
second question. This is the central question of the essay on tech-
nology, for it concerns the manner in which, in modern technology,
a disclosing or uncovering takes place. In other words, how do
entities manifest themselves, appear, in the technological way of
dealing with them? And this immediately leads to another ques-
tion: How does the human being who is determined by technology
respond to what is given, what kind of relation does he have to it?

The answer, which sounds harmless at first, is: In the tech-
nological attitude, everything is presented merely in respect to, or
with a view to, its availability and disposability—everything be-
comes a fund (Bestand, stock or supply). As it is expressed in the
unpublished first version, “the stock is something extant. It is
extant insofar as it is on order or can be so [auf ein Bestellen
gestellt]. Thus turned into something on order, as something dis-
posable, it is put into use. Utilizing puts everything, from the very
first, in such a position that what is thus placed follows the result
that is to ensue. So placed, everything is: in consequence of . . .
But the consequence [Folge] is something that has been from the
very first intended as the desired result [Erfolg]. The result is that
kind of consequence which itself remains geared to [abgestellt] the
upshot of further consequences. The stock is sustained by a peculiar
kind of placing or positing. We call it dis-posing [Be-stellen,
positing in the manner of making disposable].” This becoming-a-
fund of what is (beings) defines a new epoch. This was preceded
by the epoch in which entities became objects and were appre-
hended as objects.

So long as that which is vis & vis man was and is an object
(this first happened in the modem period with the determination
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of man as subject, for whom that which faces him is the object), a
certain independence was still granted to it. I say “certain,” because
by becoming a subject, man regards himself, at least from the point
of view of “knowing,” as the really underlying foundation. In
modern technology, this attitude is carried to an extreme. Not the
cognitive but the conative, not that which pertains to knowing but
that which pertains to doing, comes to the front, as I would put it.
Obviously, doing is possible only through knowing, but here know-
ing is expressly judged in terms of what can be done with it. Doing,
the ability to do, becomes the criterion of knowing. Such ability-to
is then understood more and more in the sense of having-mastery-
over, and the mastery has to show itself directly in the power of
having something at one’s disposal. This takes place in the Bestand,
in the transformation of things into stock.

From this abbreviated account, it is true, one may get the
impression that this change of the given from object to stock is
simply a matter involving human caprice. This change may even be
understood as a kind of reproach, so that we might then go on
simply to include Heidegger among the opponents of technology
and rest content with such inclusion. For we know, of course, that
technology has its supporters and its opponents, and if we can
assign someone to a class in this manner he is then neutralized
basically by being thus pinned down, and no longer makes us un-
easy. We now know ostensibly what the main point about this
philosopher is. And if we then add to this description the term
“irrationalism,” in order really to scare away the reader but at the
same time to produce the impression that we have discharged our
duty as critical philosophers, the final judgment seems to have been
pronounced irrevocably. This procedure fails, to be sure, when we
take the trouble to read the text itself. For then we have to account
for the fact that here it is not a question of glorifying or demonizing
technology, but of understanding a state of affairs, in the very midst
of which we stand and to which we are exposed, without yet
pfoperly understanding it. Heidegger’s explanation is an attempt to
arrive at such an understanding, an attempt that certainly takes us
further than other interpretations of technology. To regard it as
the only possible one is something he himself would disallow.
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What matters here is not to acknowledge someone’s authority;
what does matter is at last to ask in what condition twentieth-
century man exists. To preserve one’s freedom, to set in motion a
questioning that renders our own selves open to question—that is
what matters. Nothing is easier than to be intoxicated by the
triumphs of technology or simply to condemn technology by point-
ing out its negative aspects. In Heidegger’s inquiry into the nature
of technology, what happens is something different, namely, the
attempt to give to technology the status that is due to it. In what
manner this takes place and what that status is has to be shown in
what follows.

We started from the fact that it is a mistake to think that the
change in our attitude toward entities, the change from object to
stock is due to human caprice. For, in this change we become
aware of a transformation of unconcealedness (aletheia), a trans-
formation which, according to Heidegger, is totally outside man’s
control, although it concerns him in his very depths. Such a trans-
formation of unconcealedness is what we find in our dealings with
entities in the manner of the Greek concept of bringing-forth, or
in the objectification which occurred subsequently or, finally, in the
contemporary mode of turning into a fixed stock.

“In pursuing technology, man participates in dis-posing as a
mode of uncovering. Only, unconcealedness itself, within which
the dis-posing exhibits itself, is never man’s handiwork, as little so
as that realm which man already traverses whenever, as a subject,
he relates himself to an object” (p. 26).

We have seen that the nature of man is defined and sustained
by his relationship to unconcealedness (compare Chapters 4, 5
and 6). The openness, which lets every manifest entity be en-
countered, is this unconcealedness. Along with the mode of open-
ness, in which man is placed, his relation and approach to the
manifest entities also changes. “Wherever man opens his eyes
and ears, unlocks his heart, freely gives himself to his aspirations,
his creativity and deeds, his praying and thanking, everywhere he
finds himself within the unconcealed. Each time it calls man forth
into the ways of uncovering meted out to him, its unconcealedness
has already come to pass. When man, in his way, uncovers or dis-
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closes what is present within unconcealedness, he only answers to
the address of unconcealedness” (p. 26).

The technological way of dealing with entities is thus not an
activity arbitrarily chosen by man; rather, man is placed within,
challenged into, this way of dealing with them Dby that specific
mode of unconcealment itself which Heidegger calls the “frame-
work” (Ge-stell).* How are we to understand this word? Heidegger
takes it in an unaccustomed sense, because this entire course of
thought is intended to lead us into the unaccustomed. The word
“framework” makes us think of something thinglike because all
our thinking (ideating, representing) welcomes having a foothold
on what is thingly. What is thingly is visible, tangible, describable;
it can be produced, used up and thrown away; with it, we know
where we are. In order to have a sense of fixity in our residence, we
fill the space within it with familiar things. To be sure, this is not
the kind of consideration which concerns us here. Our concern
here is with the openness in which we stand and through which
that which is made manifest (being) becomes accessible—with the
question, therefore, about unconcealedness, aletheia.

Ge.stell, the framework, is not of the nature of a thing but
names a specific mode of unconcealedness. Which mode is that?
That in which man is challenged “to disclose or uncover, in the
manner of dis-posing, the real as stock. Ge-stell means the mode
of disclosure which has its sway in the very nature of modern
technology and is not itself anything technological” (p. 28).

It might be objected that one time we bring Ge-stell together
with unhiddenness, another time, with disclosing. Is this not an
inexact or at least a lax way of speaking? But, according to
Heidegger, man’s behavior or stance, that of disclosing—which we
may call his basic activity, as different from his specific modes of
behavior—is always based on and determined by the kind of un-
concealedness prevailing at any time. And this unconcealedness be-
comes accessible to us by way of man’s mode of acting, of relating
himself, at the time. That unconcealedness prevailed in a different

* The dictionary defines Gestell as stage, frame, framework, skeleton. Ge-
stell is coined on the model of Ge-setz (law, what is laid down, from
setzen) and is meant to suggest the relationship of mutual placing (Stel-
len) in which man and thing challenge (stellen) each other (Tr.).
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way in Greek times from the way it does at present is something
that we cannot speculatively deduce or construct but can only
gather from the Greeks’ way of dealing with and understanding
that which is and from their own self-understanding. There is an
interplay between unhiddenness and disclosure (Entbergung); they
constitute a unitary phenomenon, and it is important that we in-
terpret them historically. The distinction made among different
ways of dealing, having relationships, with things—bringing-forth,
objectifying and dis-posing—are differences of unconcealedness, and
this means, at the same time, of disclosing.

The fact that machinery of various sorts (the words for
which, in German, are often formed like Gestell) is bound up
with the operations and organization of technology, should not
lead us to think of Gestell as referring to what is of such thingly
character. Heidegger wants, rather, to inquire back into the un-
concealedness peculiar to technology. This gives a clear indication
of the status which Heidegger accords to technology and shows
how far removed his account is from every description of tech-
nology as an instrument.

Heidegger expressly points out that the word Stellen in Gestell
is intended to keep alive the connection with Stellen in the sense
of bringing forth or producing, as it occurs in poiesis. In the kind
of producing that conforms to poiesis, entities are brought into
presence, although not in such fashion that they are now there like
a fund, or stock, at our disposal but in such a way that, in this
putting, something makes its appearance.

The Greek letting-become-present that we have in this
bringing-forth in the sense of poiesis and the modern securing of
resources as a challenging of Nature in the sense of the Gestell are,
so to speak, two opposite poles which, however, belong—and this
must not be overlooked—in the same dimension, namely, the basic
dimension of unhiddenness (aletheia). Unhiddenness happens in
both, though in very different ways. In his Bremen lecture series
Einblick in das, was ist, Heidegger has brought out how modern
science Is in essence technological. This means that what goes on
in modern science corresponds to the truth of Being in the sense
of Gestell, that this truth finds utterance in it.

Here we cannot pursue further the question of how, in
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modern science, even before the development of technology, there
is at work the tendency to challenge Nature in the sense of ex-
hibiting an interrelationship of forces which can be calculated
beforehand. “The modern physical theory of Nature prepared the
way not primarily for technology but for the essence of technology.
For, the gathering together [Versammeln), the logos, which chal-
lenges men to a disposing uncovering already has its sway in
physics” (p. 29). Modern physics is called “the herald, as yet un-
recognized in respect of its origin, of the Ge.stell” (p. 29).
Causality now is no longer a bringing about or occasioning which
brings forth, in the sense of being-responsible-for, nor is it causa
efficiens or causa formalis. Heidegger offers a hint: “Presumably,
causality shrivels into a challenged announcing of simultaneously
or succesively to be secured stocks” (pp. 30-31).

In a second step, the reflection is focused on grasping the
Ge:stell. Just because in the Ge-stell there is meant the thought
not of anything thingly but rather of a mode of man’s relationality
to entities, it is necessary to circumscribe more closely the thought
it is meant to convey. When we speak of man’s relationality the
question immediately arises: How does this relationality come
about? Can man simply develop relationships at his pleasure and
then abolish them, thus distancing himself from them? Or is such
developing governed by a dictate, a dictate which remains hidden
from us in the first instance and mostly, which perhaps will remain
so for a long time to come?

Heidegger deliberately avoids speaking of relationality (man
as the center of relations) because ordinarily it is understood in
the sense that the modern ego, which has at last found a way to
justify its existence, is now in a position to develop itself according
to its own plans and wishes, which means that it can put into play
those relationships with entities which are agreeable to it. In other
words, the ego as subject is now that which, properly speaking, is,
and everything that is not of the nature of a subject receives its
justification for being, its title to be recognized as a being, by the
grace of the subject. Precisely in its modern form, this position has
been exposed and seen through by Heidegger as a particular man-
ner in which metaphysics has evolved. But, because we stand within
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this metaphysical tradition and are determined by, bome on, it,
it is therefore very difficult for us to break loose from this mode
of approach.

In the Ge-stell, there takes place a particular mode of disclos-
ing. How does it occur? “Does this disclosing happen somewhere
beyond all human doing? No. But it also does not happen only in
man and not definitely and in any important way, through him”
(p. 31). Man is thus involved in it but he is, nevertheless, not the
master of disclosing or, as we may also put it, of the openness into
which all our acts and attitudes are embedded.

This answer is of a more negative than positive character. But
this is not by chance, nor is it a rhetorical dodge meant to heighten
the tension of the reader. It is, on the contrary, an indication that
here we have left behind us the objective realm with its unequivocal
questions and answers. This, however, does not at all mean that we
now enter a realm in which all cows are grey, but rather that here
a change in the manner of thinking is required which is not easy
to accomplish. That is why Heidegger takes up once again what has
to be thought in the Ge-stell: “The Gestell is the gathering [agent]
in that placing [Stellen] which challenges [stellt] man to disclose,
in the manner of dis-posing, the real as a stock. As thus challenged,
man stands within the realm in which the Ge-stell has its sway”
(p- 31).

We do not know how it could come to this, but we know
quite well what is happening in consequence of what has thus come
about. In the Ge-stell we experience a particular mode of disclosing;
we are placed in it as a kind of destiny. To ponder this destiny
expressly is one of man’s fundamental tasks, according to Heidegger.
Why? Because by such pondering a pre-eminent possibility opens
up, namely, the possibility of not simply remaining restricted to this
particular way of dealing with what is (in the sense of dis-posing)
but of being able to inquire back how such a thing as unhiddenness
1s involved in it.

“Because this [destiny] brings man, from time to time, on a
way of disclosing, man incessantly goes, thus on the way, to the
very limits of the possibility of following and cultivating what has
been disclosed through the dis-posing and of deriving all criteria
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from it. As a result of this, the other possibility is closed, that man
may, preferably and more and ever more originally, yield to the
nature of the unconcealed and its unconcealedness, so that he
may experience the belongingness to disclosing, be made use of by
it, as his own essence or nature” (pp. 33-34).

While it seemed first as if there was no possibility of escaping
from a particular relationality, or mode of being related—in this
case, that of dis-posing—the text quoted above states that there is
indeed another possibility opened up in and by thinking. It lies in
inquiring into the dimension that is the primary basis of every kind
of disclosing, the dimension of unconcealedness. This quest, the
text further says, enables man to find himself, that is, to reach a
determination of his own true nature or being, which is sustained
by the relationship to unconcealedness (compare the “Letter on
‘Humanism’ ”’). For, there can be such a thing as unconcealed-
ness only for a being who is himself open and who can, standing
thus within the unconcealed, bear and carry through this un-
concealedness.

This standing-in-the-unhidden and carrying-out-the-unhidden-
ness does not at all mean that man is a mere bearer or messenger,
one who merely carries out, puts into effect. How unconcealment
comes about does not, of course, rest with him. But, on the other
hand, man need not necessarily be totally absorbed in dis-posing,
for he is capable of recollecting that which delivers such a thing as
dis-posing at all. Once again we come up against the difficulty that
we tend to represent unconcealedness as an empty medium which
receives entities into itself. But there is more at stake here, as
should have been evident from the very variety of modes of dis-
closure mentioned above: disclosing as poiesis, in the sense of
bringing-forth; disclosing as objectification; disclosing as dis-posing.
Each time, what is appears in a different manner, and man also
understands himself differently.

Precisely in the case of dis-posing we find how man himself is
allowed to be only something dis-posable—and yet, he puts on airs
of being absolute master over every being, as if by doing so he could
outmaneuver the loss he has sustained. Man seems everywhere to
encounter only himself.!? In Heidegger’s interpretation, however,
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the very opposite becomes evident. “All the same, it is precisely
nowhere that man, in truth, encounters now his own self, that is,
himself in his nature or being” (p. 35).

How can such a thing be maintained, in view of the un-
doubted fact that the effectiveness and action of man are taking on
such proportions that we suddenly find ourselves in the unforeseen
predicament of making our environment progressively uninhabit-
able? Do we not constantly come up against man’s action even
where we do not want it, in Nature as our environment? Is man
not omnipresent?

But then, what Heidegger maintained was, not that man does
not constantly make himself noticeable, seeking to have every-
thing in his grip, but that the essential nature of man eludes him,
that we do not come upon this essence. We must recall that it is
just this essence which Heidegger thinks of in terms of the relation-
ship of man to unconcealment, that this relationship, which we
called the fundamental relationship, is the basic, governing ele-
ment. And it is this relationship which, in fact, cannot be seen
when the dis-posing attitude is consistently adopted. So little of it
is visible that a thinking which starts out from this relationship
and brings everything into relation with it, is bound to be dis-
credited as talking about nonexistent things. After all, we ourselves,
as soon as we mention unconcealedness, are in this difficult posi-
tion of not being able to produce for inspection anything palpable,
at which one may grasp or from which one may even draw com-
fort. To put it differently, we find it an extremely odd interpretation
of man when Heidegger speaks of the relationship to unconcealed-
ness as the essential nature of man and when man is conceived as
one who exists, as one who stands out in unconcealedness, taking
charge of unconcealedness and preserving it. Had he been speaking
of man in terms of a being producing itself by means of work, we
would have at once understood what was meant. But here, nothing
whatever is produced—even the unconcealedness must not be re-
garded as a product of human action or as something accomplished
by man.

That in the course of the history of metaphysics a change in
the interpretation of what is takes place is something we can see
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easily for ourselves; it can be proved by textual evidence, once we
have understood and accepted the basic principle of interpretation
employed by Heidegger. But when it comes to the step, which for
him is the main thing, of inquiring back into the happening which
lies hidden beneath this history as its basis, we refuse to go along,
we lightly come up with the insinuation that, after all, this is only
a sort of postmetaphysical speculation. We should not adopt such
an attitude, as though Heidegger’s procedure were something ob-
vious. It is something totally unusual. Heidegger himself by no
means saw and conceived this thought in this way from the very
beginning. It is not as if he began by setting it up as his thesis, try-
ing subsequently to provide documentary evidence for it; on the
contrary, he has arrived at this insight step by step. We have at-
tempted to show how he started out very early from the thought
of dletheia, but it was a good while, decades, before, questing and
thinking, he was able to express it in the way this was done in
Einblick in das, was ist.

With the supremacy of the Ge-stell, according to Heidegger,
the threat has become actual “that it might be denied to man to
enter into a more primordial mode of disclosing and thus to ex-
perience the call of a more originative truth” (p. 36). This is be-
cause truth is not located in the statement, in the true sentence,
but is, rather, as unhiddenness, that destiny within which man
stands, which he has to bear and carry out, depending upon how
he is able to experience that which is. That is why it is possible for
Heidegger to think of unconcealedness as that which vouchsafes.
It grants the openness in which man is historically situated and
which makes entities accessible to him in determinate ways.

We are trying to understand what it is that constitutes the
ambiguous character of the essence of technology. So far, we have
merely referred to the characteristic feature of the highest peril,
the fact that man is so completely sucked up in the frenzy of dis-
posing that the relationship to truth as disclosure is totally blocked
and that other possibilities of disclosing cannot also be seized as
possibilities. This is only one side of the matter. If in the Ge-stell
a certain mode of unhiddenness is exhibited, if in every kind of
unhiddenness something like a granting is involved, then precisely
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here, too, this idea of something that grants may become a matter
calling for thought. Thus man may be conceived in terms of his
relationship to truth, which is Heidegger’s constant endeavor. Such
thinking may contribute something toward surmounting the loss of
substance which results from the sheer dis-posing and securing of
resources. This could then become the start of a process of trans-
formation—a transformation possible in the sense of a happening
that rescues, which can emerge suddenly in the midst of utmost
peril. It is quite conceivable that such a transformation may come
about precisely from the side of art, for in art the main point has
for long been a letting-come-to-light of that which is, and that
means also of man himself. It may also come about precisely in
thinking, as Heidegger understands it, as distinguished from philos-
ophizing (compare Chapter 9). In thinking, that which is to be
thought, the matter of thought, is unconcealedness itself as well
as the disclosure and concealment occurring in it. That is why the
thinkers who have been the first to reflect on it, whom Heidegger
calls the early thinkers—Anaximander, Parmenides, Heraclitus—have
been the ones to whose interpretative appropriation he has devoted
himself for years.

In attempting to understand these trains of thought, the ques-
tion which obtrudes itself and demands our attention with ever-
greater urgency, is this: How could the kind of unhiddenness meant
by the Ge-stell possibly come about? Heidegger's answer is that it
is Being itself which shows itself in this manner. In the as yet un-
published lecture “Die Gefahr” (‘“The Peril”), he has expressly
reflected upon the interconnection of physis and thesis and shown
how in the bringing-forth of physis a positing (Stellen) is also in-
volved. Entities are brought out from hiddenness into unhiddenness
and thus become present. These present entities can be transformed
by human positing or setting up, for example, a stone wall. Positing
in this sense is thesis, a setting-forth, as conceived in the Greek
manner. This presupposes that unconcealedness is somehow ex-
perienced already, for it is only in the realm of unconcealedness
that any setting-forth or producing is possible. In the letting-
become-present of entities in the manner of physis, Heidegger sees
the essential origin of the subsequent positing in the manner of
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the Gestell. We should not, of course, lose sight of the difference
between the positing of physis and the positing of this Gestell if
we are to grasp the extent of the change from the Greek manner of
experiencing entities as what is present to the present-day experi-
ence of beings as a stock. That we may at last come to the point of
seeing this change at all, of reflecting on it, of recognizing it as our
history, that is Heidegger's purpose.

In conclusion, we may refer to a difficulty inherent in this in-
terpretation. This is the difficulty of sketching the position oc-
cupied by man. On the one hand, he is a being who is used by
unconcealedness. It is destiny that “first conveys to man that share
in disclosing which the happening of disclosure needs. As one who
is thus needed and used, man is under the ownership of the event
of truth” (p. 40). On the other hand, man is also required to
make a contribution of his own, by way of thinking or in the man-
ner of artistic production. Perhaps there are also other modes;
formerly, Heidegger considered the activity of establishing a state
also as one such mode. It is not easy to understand how such a posi-
tion is to be conceived, because from the perspective of our ordinary
conceptual world we tend to think of it in either a passive or an
active sense, hence concluding either that man is delivered up to
destiny or that he determines it. Heidegger, however, accepts
neither alternative. Man must be open to the call of destiny, but
he is not a slave to it. This is the only way one can think of the
possibility that man may be extricated once again from his ominous
destiny, may be delivered from it. That is a deliverance which can
ensue if we follow the path of questing for the primordial—hence
that going back, mentioned above, to the first thinkers, for whom
unconcealedness was the momentous, inspiring event.
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P oetry—Thinking-Language
(“The Nature of Language,” 1957)

The further we advance in our reading of Heidegger, the more
evident is our difficulty in discussing his thinking. It is therefore
necessary that we confront this specific difficulty.

Two possibilities are open to us. We can either view this
thinking from the outside and seek to analyze and criticize it, or
we can endeavor to understand it from within.

In regard to the first possibility, it is not at all difficult to nail
Heidegger’s position down to particular statements, to reduce his
thinking to particular theses and then to maintain that these are
untenable, because they do not answer to one’s own manner of ques-
tioning. If our aim is to judge Heidegger in terms of traditional
conceptual schemata, this is the obvious way to proceed. Soon,
however, it turns out that this just will not do. What does this
mean? It can mean either that Heidegger’s position is untenable or
that this procedure is inappropriate. The interpreter naturally tries
to adopt the first alternative, for otherwise he would be obliged to
give up and abandon his interpretation. The underlying difficulty,
however, is of a more fundamental character. When a thinker like
Heidegger seeks, by way of thinking the tradition through, to lay
open its happening and at the same time to see through its limited
character, he must also gradually abandon the language of this tra-
dition. This can be seen quite clearly in Heidegger’s case. Thus, in
Being and Time there is no longer any place for the traditional
subject-object set of problems, for a new manner of understanding
man is inaugurated with the concept of Dasein. However, we still
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find traces of the traditional conceptual apparatus, as in the appli-
cation of the concepts of ontology and transcendence. The retro-
spective inquiry into the ground which we meet with for such an
extended period in Heidegger’s thinking, is also finally left behind
in the last works, recognized as a legacy, so to speak, of metaphysics
and is overcome. These comments are meant only to make it clear
how the language of thinking also changes with the progression of
thought. This change is not something to complain about but is
evidence that this thinking is not frozen but remains on the move,
that it is a quest which cannot be quieted. So long as the tradi-
tional language provides the level at which the interpretation is
carried on, a live quest such as this is bound to be felt as a
stumbling block. The interpreter resists what is demanded of him.
He blames the thinker for the strain to which he is subjected. This
leads to the most illuminating and also the most vacuous criticism,
namely, that these difficulties prove that this thinking is on the
wrong track.

We stand within the tradition of Western metaphysics,
whether we are conscious of it or not, whether we attempt to
understand this tradition from its origins or believe that we can
dispense with it. We are so completely caught up in this tradition
that we try, necessarily, to gain access to Heidegger in terms of
that. And we then find it hard to see how he moves away from just
this tradition and what such moving away means here. He does
not thoughtlessly shake it off; he does not reject it but, on the con-
trary, remains engaged in a passionate dialogue with it. We can
observe this in the published writings—especially in the great
Nietzsche interpretation, which sees in Nietzsche the end of meta-
physics and takes in its sweep philosophers from Plato to Nietzsche,
including interpretations of Leibniz, Kant, Hegel and Schelling as
well. If, instead of keeping in mind this wrestling with past think-
ers, we translate Heidegger back into the language of metaphysics,
the task of understanding seems to be lightened. In reality, how-
ever, it is rendered impossible, because what we then grasp is not
what Heidegger thought, but rather that from which he distances
himself. It is therefore not difficult to come up with criticisms—
only, they are completely off the mark.

What can we say about the second possibility of interpreta-
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tion? It tries to get into the Heideggerian position at one leap
and hold itself firmly there, without, however, preparing for and
executing the leap as a leap. Basically, one wishes to spare one-
self the leap by acting as though one had always taken Heidegger’s
position. What has been stated by Heidegger is no longer translated
into another language and alienated by doing so. But now another
difficulty arises. One loses sight of the kind of arguing and wrestling
that were required to arrive at this new way of seeing. A false im-
pression is generated, as though Heidegger had one day simply
jumped out of the tradition and then forcibly initiated something
new, something novel but which at the same time presents the ap-
pearance of a relapse into the archaic, something novel that is in
fact hostile to the new, the modern. In interpretations of this kind,
one tends to limit oneself to reiterating in a minor key, as it were,
what Heidegger has stated, so that the question at once arises:
What is the sense of such a repetition? Is it not just a feeble imita-
tion, in place of which we should rather have the original?

Then there is the question: Does the interpreter really speak
from the attitude and point of view of Heidegger, or does he
merely think that he is doing so? There is a certain presumptuous-
ness in this way of talking. The interpreter poses as Heidegger,
knows what this or that concept means and can spare himself, so
to speak, the trouble of traveling for himself the toilsome path on
which Heidegger had set out. Perhaps he even thinks that he knows
better than Heidegger himself, whereas what he offers as an in-
terpretation is nothing but a garbled repetition. He denies the
movement inherent in Heidegger's manner of thinking, from the
beginning to the present moment, and proceeds as if Heidegger's
insights were due to bursts of sheer inspiration, whereas Heidegger
himself repeatedly points to the necessity of the movement of
thought that must be executed (compare “The Principle of
Identity” in Identity and Difference)—indeed, he insists that his
thinking be understood as a path.

If both possibilities of interpretation—the alienating interpre-
tation from the “outside” and the interpretation based on a leap
to the “inside”—are inappropriate, is there anything at all we can
do? Admitting at the outset that we are not at all in a position
to interpret—that is what we can do. An interpretation ought to
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open up vistas, reveal something; it should be capable of ex-
hibiting what lies hidden in a thinking, what is its basis, which
dimensions are opened up by it; it should be able to show the
kind of transformation of understanding that such thinking has
brought about. We cannot, today, do any of this, so far as
Heidegger's thinking is concerned. To be sure, criticisms of his
interpretations are brought forward and resentment is expressed
against their forced, “violent” character. People seek either to un-
mask them or, contrariwise, to take delight in the unusual, try to
feel edified by it. The early Heidegger is played off against the
later. When all is said and done, however, all this remains ir-
relevant, passing by the event that is this thinking. Till today, we
have not got to the point of having a dialogue with Heidegger be-
causc there is no one to conduct such a dialogue, and his thinking
continues to strike us as strange and to amaze us.

What then can be the point of an attempt such as the present
one? It is meant to try to lead the reader to Heidegger, to encourage
him to read the original texts. We easily tend to adopt the prejudice
that when something presents us with a difficulty, it is not the
matter that is to blame but he who speaks about this matter. We
may perhaps do well to attempt, for once, the opposite approach,
to set out with the assumption that the difficulty lies in the matter
itself-and perhaps also in the inertia that prevents us from ac-
knowledging a difficulty.

The whole complex of problems regarding poetry, thinking
and language needs to be pursued from its beginning in the dis-
cussion in Being and Time, then on through “The Origin of the
Work of Art,” “Hélderlin and the Essence of Poetry” (1936), the
Hélderlin interpretations of “Homecoming/To His Relatives,” “As
on a Holiday . . .’ “Remembrance,” to the Trakl interpreta-
tions in On the Way to Language. That is not possible here. We
confine ourselves to two texts from On the Way to Language—
“The Nature of Language” and “Words.”*

* Page references in this chapter are to On the Way to Language, trans-
lated by Peter D. Hertz and Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper & Row,
1971).
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The introduction to the three lectures, entitled “The Nature
of Language,” describes what is at issue as ‘“‘undergoing an experi-
ence with language” (p. 57). This is not meant to suggest that we
should carry out experiments with language but “that for once
we turn our attention to our relation to language” (p. 58), that
we recollect that language is our abode. We have to make up our
minds about a matter that concerns our own being. It is not a
question of accumulating knowledge about language, as in meta-
language or metalinguistic studies. At the very beginning, Heidegger
makes it clear that his inquiry into the nature of language is not
intended to be conducted on the lines of modern metaphysics any
more, and the investigations of a metalinguistic character remain
bound to just this track. “Metalinguistics is the metaphysics of the
thoroughgoing technicalization of all languages into the sole opera-
tive instrument of interplanetary information” (p. 58).

In undergoing an experience with language our objective is
that language itself may “‘bring itself to language,” give utterance
to itself. Language has the special peculiarity that we live in it,
are at home in it, but usually without expressly turning our atten-
tion to it, hence without catching sight of what it is in itself. In
order to extricate himself from this situation, Heidegger appeals to
a poet. He does so because the poet not only possesses a privileged
relationship to language but also gives utterance to this relationship.
Just as Holderlin has expressly sought to grasp the nature of the
poet in his own poetry, so has Stefan George sought to grasp the
relationship of the poet to language. That is why the central posi-
tion in this discussion is occupied by an interpretation of George’s
poem ‘“Words,” which appeared in 1919 and was later included
in the collection Das Neue Reich.

Wonder or dream from distant land
I carried to my country’s strand

And waited till the twilit norn
Had found the name within her bourn—

Then I could grasp it close and strong
It blooms and shines now the front along . . .
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Once I returned from happy sail
I had a prize so rich and frail,

She sought for long and tidings told:
“No like of this these depths enfold.”

And straight it vanished from my hand,
The treasure never graced my land . . .

So I renounced and sadly see:
Where word breaks off no thing may be.

The first triad tells us about the power of the poet—he is able
to bring home marvelous things and treasures seen in dream. The
goddess of fate, Norn, presents him with names for what he has
brought in. Thus, that which already is, is made to shine forth by
the word, even for others. It is through the name that the poet
keeps hold of his vision, which is then able to unfold itself by
virtue of this retention. What is presented here is a high point of
the poetic act. The triad culminates in the evocation of a presence.
“It blooms and shines now the front along . . . ,” exhibiting the
stabilization and rendering-present that occurs in this part of the
poem, in which names are accorded sovereignty over things.

In contrast to this, the second triad speaks of an experience in
which the poet brings for the purpose of being given a name, not
a faraway thing but something obvious—he calls it a jewel, a
treasure. We may here conjecture that it is the jewel which makes
the being of its bearer manifest—enables this being itself to ap-
pear. But precisely for that the goddess Norn cannot find any
name. Since she had found, till then, a name for every entity, it
might be supposed that what is now presented is a nonentity. But,
on the other hand, it is called a jewel all the same, specially
precious, and an entity therefore of a superlative kind.

With the absence of the word for it, the treasure disappears,
the poet cannot retain it. Here a new mode of the word’s being
appears. The word can provide a name not merely for something
that already is, “it is no longer just a name-giving grasp reaching
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for what is present and already represented” (p. 146), but it is,
on the contrary, that which bestows presence as well.
The poem ends with the verse:

So I renounced and sadly see:
Where word breaks off no thing may be.

How are we to understand this conclusion? It mentions, ac-
cording to Heidegger, not that which is to be renounced but the
realm into which renunciation must enter. “What the poet learned
to renounce is his formerly cherished view regarding the relation of
thing and word” (p. 65). The “may be” should be understood as
an imperative; or, to put it more precisely, in the relinquishment of
his previous understanding there is also contained a command.
“The word avows itself to the poet as that which holds and sustains
a thing in its being” (pp. 65-66).

The poet experiences himself as one who is entrusted with the
word, who is its trustee. Here, expression is given to a boundary-
experience for which no word is adequate, for which Norn cannot
find a name. But this should not be taken in a purely negative sense.
For with the learning of the renunciation, the potency of the word
also becomes apparent. In the mood of sadness Heidegger dis-
covers “‘the mood of releasement [Gelassenheit] into the nearness
of what is withdrawn but at the same time held in reserve for an
originary advent” (p. 66). We can characterize this mood as also
the basic mood in Heidegger’s thinking, as the mood of the “time
of need.” In the withdrawal of Being and in the thinking of this
withdrawal, there is the announcement of a new advent, once the
withdrawal as such has been experienced. This becomes clear in
Heidegger’s attitude toward metaphysics. He thinks of the history
of metaphysics as the epoch of the oblivion of Being (Seinsver-
gessenheit). This epoch is not at once terminated with the emer-
gence of Heidegger's thought, but the absence of Being is first
expressly thought of and comprehended as the epoch of the re-
moteness of Being, providing thus the possibility of a reversal,
about which no one can say when it will come about. These com-
ments on language, on the poet’s word, are not just incidental
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problems which happen to engage Heidegger, but, in them, his
basic experience is gathered together, and a chastened repetition of
the question about Being occurs in them.

What matters to Heidegger here is listening to the promise of
language. “Language must, in its own way, avow to us itself—its
nature” (p. 76). Once this happens, we become capable of under-
going a thinking experience with language. The preparation for
such an experience consists in having a glimpse of the neighborhood
of poetry and thinking, in our ability to establish ourselves in this
neighborhood.

Heidegger’s interpretation is intended to show that in spite of
the important statements about language we find made in the realm
of thought, in spite of the exciting things that have been composed
in language, the essence or being of language “nowhere brings it-
self to word as the language of being [Wesen]” (p. 81). We saw
earlier that while we are speaking, language itself falls back, with-
draws, in favor of what is said in it. This withdrawal might have its
ground in “that language holds back its own origin and so denies
its being to our usual notions [Vorstellen]” (p. 81). The difficulty
here is in refraining from personifying at once such a state of affairs,
which this formulation may tempt us to do. Heidegger offers a
conjecture as to why the essential nature of language denies itself
to us: “ . .. the two kinds of utterance par excellence, poetry
and thinking, have not been sought out in their proper habitat,
their neighborhood” (p. 81). It is precisely this that Heidegger will
do in the second of three lectures in the series The Nature of
Language.

The attempt to interpret the concluding verse of George’s
poem “The Word” was intended to show that here the issue is
the relationship between thing (entity) and word, that indeed it is
the word that enables the thing (entity) to be and keeps it in
being. The word hence does not merely stand in relation to the
thing, but is “what holds and keeps the thing as thing” (p. 82 f.)
and is what Heidegger calls the “relationship” (Verhdltnis, literally
a holding together), by which he does not simply mean a mere
relation but something which holds and keeps, in the sense of that
which vouchsafes, grants.
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What poets and thinkers have in common is the element of
language, though we do not yet know how “element” is to be con-
ceived and how it changes according to whether words are used
poetically or as in thinking. From the approach adopted in in-
terpreting George’s poem, it seemed that we had reached what
looked like the neighborhood of poetry and thinking, that what
was poetically composed could become accessible by approaching it
from the side of thinking. But as Heidegger now points out, some-
thing crucial is missing in this attempt, namely, a grasp of this
neighborhood as such, the neighborhood in quest of which the
interpretation started out. Whenever we speak we already dwell in
language, but expressly to come in sight of this sojourn is the most
difficult of tasks. And if it is this sojourn that defines man in his
very being, then, it may be added, returning “into the sphere of
human being” (p. 85) is what is presented as a task to us in the
dimension of thought that is Heidegger’s and is what lies at the
basis of all his exertions and aspirations. The sphere mentioned
here must not, however, be understood in the sense of a “fixed
place” to which man is, as it were, pinned down but as the place at
which he is provided with his possibilities of development.

Heidegger never thinks of this return as an arbitrary reversion
to the archaic, which is impossible for the simple reason that
Dasein is conceived as historical and Being itself is thought of in
the dimension of time (compare “Time and Being” in On Time
and Being). In this context, it is true, Heidegger contrasts the
“step back into the location of man’s being (nature)” with the
“progress into the machine world” (p. 85), where the latter is
evidently referred to in a critical sense. At the back of this, how-
ever, is the thought that so long as man does not know what his
nature is and in what it is grounded, every advance in the sense of
achieving technical mastery remains questionable. For here, he who
advances can measure his advance only in terms of his increasing
ability to gain mastery over Nature and has no need to know any-
thing about his own plight or to find out whether the aspect of
Nature which becomes visible in this mode of dealing with it is
really Nature as such.

While interpreting the poem by George, Heidegger left as an
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open question in what sense the jewel is to be understood. Now he
offers a suggestion: The precious gem, for which the goddess is un-
able to find a word, is nothing but the word itself. This shows the
limits of the poet. In the land of the poet, the word for the word
cannot be found. Can this perhaps be achieved if we approach the
matter from the side of thinking? The word is not a thing. So
long as we look for it among things, we can never find it. The word

3911

is not, if we reserve the “is” for the realm of entities, and yet, it is
in a more pre-eminent sense than all things. “ . . . we may never
say of the word that it is, but rather that it gives [ es gibt] . . .”
(p- 88).

It gives, not in the sense of being there, of being present on
hand, as when one says, “This year there are (es gibt) fine apples,”
but in the sense of giving, a gift. By its very nature the word gives,
bestows. What it confers is Being. This should not be under-
stood, however, in the sense that the word generates the thing as,
according to the medieval concept, God’s thoughts originate all
that is. We must call back to mind the concept of the clearing,
in which all entities are able to appear without being themselves
created by the clearing.

We are in search of the neighborhood of poetry and thinking
and have so far arrived only at the point of seeing that it is out of
language that their nearness can be grasped. “For man is man only
because he is granted the promise of language, because he is need-
ful to language, that he may speak it” (p. 90). This sentence gives
expression to a crucial shift. Till now our concern was the deter-
mination of man’s proper nature; in the process we came upon
language as the abode of man, which as such remains hidden from
man even though it is that which is closest to him. Now, man
suddenly recedes into the background and language comes to the
forefront. We are at the very opposite pole of the concept accord-
ing to which language is merely a means of communication, an
article of use, so to speak. It is man who appears here as the one
used—by language. Is that not an impermissible hypostatization of
language? In what way must we now understand language if it is
language that is the essential thing and man only serves it?

In order to advance on this path of questioning, Heidegger
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surmises the essential nature of language to lie in “saying.” ““‘To
say,” related to the Old Norse ‘sagan’ means to show: to make ap-
pear, set free, that is, to offer and extend what we call World, light-
ing and concealing it” (p. 93). This may be, in the first place, a
logical development of thought regarding language based on “The
Origin of the Work of Art,” in which letting-appear is perceived in
its double character of releasing and holding back, of disclosure and
concealment (compare Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 53).

The guiding principle for the experience of language is as fol-
lows: “The being [Wesen, essence] of language: the language of
being [Wesen]” (p. 94). In this key statement a reversal is executed
that, once we have grasped it and have ourselves undergone it, takes
us to the very limit.

In the first sentence, essence (Wesen) is understood in the
sense of the “what” (10 1l oTiv, what something is). Its subject is
language and the point here is to understand the essentia of this
subject. “Essence so understood becomes restricted to what is later
called the concept, the idea or mental representation by means of
which we propose to ourselves and grasp what a thing is” (p. 94).
(This at the same time refers to the first triad of the poem “The
Word,” by Stefan George.) Essence as thus understood holds us
fast within the realm of metaphysical representation.

In regard to the second sentence, it is imperative that we do
not merely convert it, so that now the essence may be thought of
as the subject and language as a predicate of it. This conversion is
meant rather to bring about a transformation, a change from meta-
physical representing to a no-longer-metaphysical thinking. We find
this all the harder to accomplish, for we have been wholly nurtured
in metaphysical representing and we have inherited from it our way
of looking at things. Hence, this new mode of speaking is bound
to appear strange to us.

Whereas in the first sentence being, that is, essence, means
“whatness,” in the second sentence it should be conceived as “last-
ing” and “lingering,” though not simply in the sense of mere
duration but as that which concerns, touches or affects us, moves
us. ““. . . language belongs to this persisting being, is proper to
what moves [Be-wegende, that which opens up paths] all things
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because that is its most distinctive property” (p. 95). How are we
to think of this all-moving, path-generating be-ing? In the later
writings, Heidegger conceives it as the “fourfold” (compare “The
Thing”), as the four world-regions of earth, sky, men (mortals)
and divinities, which in their interplay constitute the world.

In his interpretation of verses from the fifth strophe of “Bread
and Wine,” Heidegger finds in Hoélderlin the word as “. . . the
region that determines earth and sky to be world regions, as it makes
earth and sky, the streaming of the deep and the might of the
heights, encounter one another” (p. 100). Thus, language is here
understood as that on which the interplay of the four world-regions
is based. It is in this interplay that nearness comes about. Nearness
and saying as letting-appear constitute the essential mode of being
of language—they are the same.

“Language, Saying of the world’s fourfold, is no longer only
such that we speaking human beings are related to it in the sense
of a nexus existing between man and language. Language is, as
world-moving Saying, the relation of all relations. It relates, main-
tains, proffers, and enriches the face-to-face encounter [das Gegen-
einander-iiber] of the world’s regions, holds and keeps them, in
that it holds itself—Saying—in reserve” (p. 107).18

The sounding of language is not regarded here as a result of
physiological and physical processes. “The sound of language . . .
is held within the harmony that attunes the regions of the world’s
structure, playing them in chorus” (p. 101). Heidegger has here
achieved a loftiness of utterance in regard to language with which
we are unable to catch up, for which reason what he says is certain
to astound us. Language is here regarded as that primordial reality
which holds the world-regions together, which at the same time
means, holds them apart. We are always in danger of slipping back
into the customary ways of representing, of regarding language as
something like an external bond, so that it is hard to see where
this bond comes from and from where it derives its power to bind
together.

If we understand Heidegger with some adequacy, we should be
able to see that language is not a separate entity, to be found out-
side the fourfold of the world—where else can it be?—but is in the
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fourfold itself, as the relation of the fourfold. Language is not a
transcendental power—to regard it so would be to conceive it meta-
physically—but is the nearness that prevails in the fourfold, for
which Heidegger suggests the term “nighness” (Nahnis). It is, in
other words, the primordial gathering (Versammlung).

This is the point at which Heidegger meets Heraclitus and his
idea of Logos, which Heidegger had interpreted decades earlier as
the original gathering. Language as the primordial gathering is
soundless. From it comes the gift of saying “is” to man. The gather-
ing, soundless language of stillness is the language of essence, of
Being, one might say, provided we do not represent it metaphysi-
cally. In the last verse of the poem by George cited earlier, Heidegger
sees a poetic allusion to the breaking of the word, as it is familiar to
us, and a suggestion for realizing through thinking the nature of
language as stillness. That is possible only because poetry and
thought meet as neighbors in language—that is, in nearness.

In conclusion, let us submit for consideration a thought from
Heidegger's latest writing on language till now, from “The Way to
Language.” We feel all the more duty bound to do so since that
text takes up the question of how human speaking, human lan-
guage, is related to the language of stillness discussed above. In
addition, let us try to understand a word which occupies the central
point in the text, the word “event” (Ereignis).

The context in which this word occurs may be briefly indicated.
“Language speaks in that it, as showing, reaching into all regions
of presence, summons from them whatever is present to appear
and to fade” (p. 124). The interconnection of language and letting-
appear runs through all the texts dealing with language, from Being
and Time to the last, although there is a change in the concept of
letting-appear and of what it is that speaks. The speaker, man, can
speak, according to Heidegger, only because he listens to language,
and he can listen to it only because he belongs in it. “Saying grants
the hearing, and thus the speaking, of language solely to those who
belong within it” (p. 124). In this way Heidegger is able to single
out granting as the basic feature of language. The relation of the
speaker to language reminds us of the relation of Dasein to Being
noted earlier. There, Heidegger stated that Dasein can only be by
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the grace of Being but that, on the other hand, Being has need of
Dasein (compare the “Letter on ‘Humanism’”). In the present
text we read: “Language needs human speaking, and yet it is not
merely of the making or at the command of our speech activity”
(p- 125).

The fundamental, underlying language, which Heidegger calls
“saying,” enables all appearing. “Saying pervades and structures the
openness of that clearing which every appearance must seek out and
every disappearance must leave behind, and in which every present
or absent being must show, say, announce itself” (p. 126). Through
a consideration of what takes place in saying as thus conceived,
Heidegger comes upon the Ereignis, the event of appropriation or,
as this expression may also be rendered, the disclosure of appropria-
tion.* It comes to pass, that is, there occurs, “‘the opening of the
clearing in which present beings can persist and from which absent
beings can depart while keeping their persistence in the withdrawal”
(p. 127). This granting should not be conceived on the model of
cause and effect. ““There is nothing else from which the Appropria-
tion itself could be derived, even less in whose terms it could be ex-
plained” (p. 127). This is what the eye, seeking to penetrate the
riddle of the giving of saying, of what saying gives, ultimately rests
upon. Elsewhere, Heidegger has said about Being that “it gives,”
but here he points out that it is the Ereignis that vouchsafes even
this “it gives,” “of which even Being itself stands in need to come
into its own as presence” (p. 127).

The multiple possibilities of showing refer to saying as show-
ing, and this in turn refers to the Ereignis, the mode of disclosure
in which appropriation occurs. It may be advisable to remember
here that the Ereignis cannot be hypostatized as an otherworldly
power standing above Being; we should rather try to grasp the
Ereignis as that which holds sway in language, which we have en-
countered in our questing back into the showing of language. In

* In the meaning Heidegger reads into this word, there is a fusion of the
dictionary sense of a “happening,” of “owning and appropriating” in ereig-
nen as suggested by the adjective eigen and the verb aneignen, and of er-
dugen (eying, seeing). For a full explanation, see Albert Hofstadter’s re-
marks in the introduction to Poetry, Language, Thought, pp. xviii—xxi
(Tr.).
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trying to reflect on the Ereignis, we by no means leave language be-
hind. It is a new view of language which has been formed in light
of the question as to how language lets man himself speak by open-
ing up to him the clearing in which every entity is able to appear.
This relationship should not in turn be conceived as if man were
under the control of a power to which he must bow down; Hei-
degger only wants to exhibit what man owes to language as saying.
For Heidegger, speaking proper is corresponding (Ent-sprechen,
answering to ) —corresponding to the saying and to the Ereignis. The
relationship between Dasein and man mentioned before shows up
again when Heidegger says that “man is used for bringing soundless
Saying to the sound of language” (p. 129). (Compare what has
been stated above on language as gathering. )

In speaking proper, what happens is nothing but a manifesta-
tion of the Ereignis which itself, however, remains hidden from the
speaker himself. That is why experiencing in thought the nature of
language is for Heidegger a laying open of the movement which
leads from Ereignis to man’s speech. Language has the power to
bestow the clearing because it is in its very nature a granting ap-
propriation (Er-eignis, making one’s own). The moment of his-
toricity, which is never abandoned in Heidegger’s thinking, is pres-
ent here also. The appropriation is not something that happens
only once, not just a single event; it is capable of disclosing itself,
of showing itself or withdrawing itself. It is in conformity with this
showing-itself or denial that language happens and human speech
itself changes.

“All human language is appropriated in Saying and as such is
in the strict sense of the word true language—though its nearness
to Appropriation may vary by various standards. All true language,
because assigned, sent, destined to man by the way-making move-
ment of Saying, is in the nature of destiny” (p. 133).

On the relationship between poetry and thought, Heidegger
says, “All reflective thinking is poetic [ein Dichten], and all poetry
in turn is a kind of thinking” (p. 136). We might add that, accord-
ing to Heidegger, it is the Ereignis that is the real source of poetry
(which poetizes in the true sense) and of which even language re-
mains under the ownership, for which reason it could be spoken of
as poetry in an earlier text.
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Aletheia—T he Matter of Thinking
(“The End of Philosophy and
the Task of “Thinking,” 1964)

The text of this lecture was written in 1964. It appeared first in the
collection Kierkegaard Vivant (Paris, 1966) in a translation by Jean
Beaufret and Frangois Fédier and was subsequently included in
the volume Zur Sache des Denkens (1969; the English translation
of this is On Time and Being). If we discuss it here at the end, it
is because in it Heidegger looks backward as well as at the prospect
ahead. The retrospective glance concerns philosophy as meta-
physics, and the prospective look concerns the kind of thinking
which no longer regards itself as metaphysics.

“Metaphysics thinks beings as beings in the manner of repre-
sentational thinking which gives reasons” (p. 56).* Metaphysics
seeks after the ground of beings, of what is; this ground it calls
Being. Being is understood in the sense that it lets entities become
present. This grounding can be conceived as causing or producing
the real or actual (for example, God as the highest and ultimate
ground), as the transcendental ground (for example, Kant’s con-
dition of the possibility of experience, which is at the same time
the condition of the possibility of the objects of experience), as
the dialectical movement of Absolute Spirit (in Hegel’s sense), as

* Page references in this chapter are to On Time and Being, translated
by Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper & Row, 1972), which has in some
cases been modified.
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an explanation of the process of production (Marx), as Will to
Power, which, in positing values, also posits itself (Nietzsche).

“What characterizes metaphysical thinking, which grounds
the ground for beings, is the fact that metaphysical thinking, start-
ing out from what is present, represents it in its presence and so
describes it in terms of its ground as something grounded” (p. 56).

What, now, does the end of philosophy mean? It is not re-
garded as cessation in the sense of extinction but rather as the
“place in which the whole of philosophy’s history is gathered in its
most extreme possibility” (p. 57). That is at the same time its
completion. Completion here does not mean perfection but coming
to an end. We cannot regard Kant’s philosophy as more perfect
than Plato’s and the latter as more perfect than that of Parmenides.
On the contrary, i every philosophy something finds expression
which, in itself, possesses a necessity of its own. When we judge
philosophy from the perspective of science, we easily fall prey to
the illusion of regarding the earlier as always the imperfect, which
we could even do without. This is not the proper way of looking at
the history of philosophy. Plato’s thought, for example, is not ren-
dered superfluous by subsequent philosophies. The whole of meta-
physics, on the contrary, is dominated throughout by Platonism,
though a constantly changing Platonism, of which the final form
is the reversal of Platonism in Nietzsche.

The development of philosophy is accompanied by the forma-
tion of the sciences, which then break away from philosophy. We
are today in the midst of a process in which questions which were
formerly dealt with by philosophy are increasingly passing into the
realm of science. This might be viewed as a supplantation of
philosophy by the sciences, but, according to Heidegger, it is rather
a mark of the completion of metaphysics. For, modern metaphysics
is actually the soil from which the sciences have emerged. The
technological character of metaphysics in its phase of consumma-
tion (compare Chapter 8) has taken possession of the sciences.
“The development of philosophy into the independent sciences
which, however, interdependently communicate among themselves
ever more markedly, is the legitimate completion of philosophy.
Philosophy is ending in the present age. It has found its place in
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the scientific attitude of socially active humanity. But the funda-
mental characteristic of this scientific attitude is its cybernetic, that
is, technological character” (p. 58). Heidegger elucidates this state
of affairs, contradicting the common view, as follows: “The end of
philosophy proves to be the triumph of the manipulable arrange-
ment of a scientific-technological world and of the social order
proper to this world. The end of philosophy means: the beginning
of world civilization based upon Western European thinking” (p.
59).

The question that now arises is this. With the end of philos-
ophy in the sense of its absorption into and going over to the
sciences, are all its possibilities exhausted or is there still a possibil-
ity left which philosophy itself has not developed, a first possibility
which lies hidden at the root of philosophy itself?

In order to be able to answer this question, we must not
simply put philosophy aside but rather consider it in its historical
unfolding, as Heidegger has done all his lifetime. Measured in terms
of the philosophy of which the influence has entered into science
and technology, what is attempted here is something very slight, a
preparation for “a possibility whose contour remains obscure, whose
coming remains uncertain” (p. 60). At the same time, it today
strikes us as outrageous when Heidegger suggests “that the world
civilization which is just now beginning might one day overcome
the technologicalscientific-industrial character as the sole criterion
of man’s world sojourn” (p. 60).

What is the “matter” of thinking, its concern? Heidegger goes
into the views of two philosophers who have explicitly dealt with
this question, Hegel and Husserl. It becomes evident that for both
of them what is in dispute is not the matter—subjectivity—but the
method. What remains unthought in this? Let us take Hegel’s
example. Speculative dialectic reveals how “the matter of philosophy
comes to appear of itself and for itself, and thus becomes presence”
(p. 64). Appearing presupposes some brightness in which what
shines shows itself. Brightness in turn presupposes an openness,
which it might illumine—openness as “free region.” Openness is
presupposed in speculative thought also, or, as Heidegger puts it,
“Only this openness grants to the movement of speculative think-
ing the passage through that which it thinks” (pp. 64-65).
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Heidegger conceives this openness as the clearing, the Lichtung
(compare Chapters 5, 6 and 7). This word is formed on the analogy
of the French clairére. Clearing, to open or lighten, means to make
something free and open, like making a forest free of trees at some
place. Light in the sense of brightness does not create the open but
presupposes it in order that it may illumine something in this open
sphere or “let brightness play with the darkness in it” (p. 65). “The
clearing is the open for everything that is present and absent” (p.
65). The question should some day be asked “whether the opening,
the free open, may not be that within which alone pure space and
ecstatic time and everything present and absent in them have the
place which gathers and protects everything” (p. 66).

Philosophizing is ever “already admitted to the free space of
the opening . . . But philosophy knows nothing of the opening”
(p. 66). This state of affairs was earlier called by Heidegger “the
oblivion of Being.” Presence—the basic word for Being as conceived
by the Greeks—is always dependent on the clearing. And what is
absent can also be experienced as absent only within the compass of
the clearing. Plato conceived entities, it is true, in terms of their
look or eldog and hence referred to light. “But there is no light
and no brightness without the opening. Even darkness needs it”
(p. 67).

In Parmenides’ poem aletheia, unconcealedness, “is called well-
rounded because it is turned in the pure sphere of the circle in
which beginning and end are everywhere the same” (pp. 67-68).

Previously, Heidegger had shown that the path of thinking (of
speculative philosophy as well as phenomenology) needs the clear-
ing in order to come into being. He points out now that what is
(a being) can become present, make its appearance, only thanks
to this openness. What the clearing thus grants is twofold: the path
on which the inquiry into what is may be conducted, in regard to
its being present; and above all, the fact that what is itself achieves
presence, that beings become present. “We must think aletheia, un-
concealment, as the opening which first grants Being and thinking
and their presencing to and for each other” (p. 68).

The question already posed in early Greek thought and one
which remains a question for the entire metaphysical tradition—
namely, how thinking and Being belong together—is here considered
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by Heidegger in terms of aletheia. We said at the beginning that
the leitmotiv of Heidegger's thought is the question about Being
and the question about truth. Here we see that aletheia exhibits it-
self as “the element in which Being and thinking and their belong-
ing together exist” (p. 69). That of which there is a reminiscence in
Parmenides is forgotten in metaphysics, which inquires into the
Being of beings as their ultimate cause, in the sense of the highest
being, and which is thus intrinsically onto-theological.

In the dimension of Heidegger’s thinking the question has
changed in such fashion that it is not the twofoldness of Being and
truth that is now decisive but it is aletheia which emerges as the
basis of Being as well as of truth. Truth as agreement of knowledge
with what is—the traditional concept of truth—is only possible by
virtue of standing in the clearing, as Heidegger first laid bare in
“On the Essence of Truth.” “For truth itself, just as Being and
thinking, can only be what it is in the element of the opening.
Evidence, certainty in every degree, every kind of verification of
veritas already move with that veritas in the realm of the prevalent
opening” (p. 69).

We have arrived at the point where aletheia shows itself as
that primordial reality which we always overlook and leave out of
consideration in favor of that which has arisen from it. Aletheia
can no longer be equated with truth, for it is that which grants
truth first of all-truth in the sense of correspondence or of the
absolute certainty of knowledge. In this connection, Heidegger
criticizes the attempt in Being and Time, from which we started
out, in so far as it was based on translating aletheia as truth. And
he also criticizes his own phrase “truth of Being” (as in “On the
Essence of Truth” and the “Letter on ‘Humanism’ ”’).

Metaphysical thinking concerns itself with the various modes
of presence of beings but not with what first of all leads to presence
and is prior to it. There is presence only because of aletheia. Al-
though the experience of aletheia was the element in which the
Greeks lived, still even they did not expressly think it. Heidegger
also corrects here his interpretation of Plato, according to which
there took place, with Plato, a transformation of dletheia from its
original sense of unconcealedness to correctness. He is now of the
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view that aletheia is directly, from the very first, interpreted in the
light of correctness or rightness, and therefore does not come ex-
pressly into view. “Only what dletheia as opening grants is expe-
rienced and thought, not what it is as such” (p. 71). Man sticks to
what is present and does not raise the question about presence and
about the clearing which grants presence.

Why does this happen? Is it perhaps “because self-concealing,
concealment, Lethe belongs to Aletheia” (p. 71)? “If this were so,
then the opening would not be the mere opening of presence, but
the opening of presence concealing itself, the opening of a self-con-
cealing sheltering” (p. 71).

The questioning which inquires after this concealing is to be
set in motion. Heidegger’s whole endeavor is such setting-in-motion.
It remains, of course, problematic whether we actually realize what
goes on in such questioning, whether we are gripped by it, or re-
main, on the contrary, so fascinated by the technological-cybernetic
form of representing that this kind of inquiry is bound to appear to
us as pure fantasy.

Heidegger’s work is a mountain range which we are not yet in
a position to climb. We are able, it is true, to go some distance
along this or that path and in the process catch sight of much that
is unusual and exciting—but all that is a far cry from a direct hike
to the ridge. The present work is intended to encourage attempts
at coming closer to this mountain range. It had to limit itself to
a few texts, and even these could not be explicated exhaustively.
Should it have succeeded in bringing into view the unusual charac-
ter of what this thinking is about, it has not been in vain. If it has
at all been able to lead the reader to open his eyes to the unusual in
what is accustomed, and if it succeeds in keeping away from Hei-
degger those who cling to what is accustomed, even that might be a
justification for this inadequate and awkward exposition.

In regard to our present-day understanding of Heidegger, we
may cite the words of a poet with whom a kind of “elective affinity”
binds Heidegger—the lines from Hélderlin’s “The Titans™:

But it is not
The time. Yet . . .
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Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, lecture series at the
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“Philosophische Anthropologie und Metaphysik des Daseins,”
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physik,” lecture at the Society for Fine Arts, Natural Science
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‘“Hélderlins Hymne ‘Wie wenn am Feiertage,”” lecture repeated
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“Andenken,” written on the occasion of the centenary of Holder-
lin’s death for the Memorial Volume edited by P. Kluckhohn.

“Heimkunft/An die Verwandten,” address at the commemora-
tion of Holderlin’s death centenary, 6 June at the University of
Freiburg. (This and “Andenken” appear in Erlduterungen zu
Holderlins Dichtung.)
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(published in Holzwege).
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met to commemorate the twentieth anniversary of Rilke’s
death (published in Holzwege).

Einblick in Das, Was Ist, four lectures (“Das Ding,” “Das Ges-
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“Das Ding,” lecture (enlarged version) at the Bavarian Academy
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paratory to the Conference of the Bavarian Academy of Fine
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Bavarian Academy of Fine Arts series The Arts in a Tech-
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on the 150th anniversary of Kant’s death.
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in Freiburg.

“Gelassenheit,” speech at the celebration of the composer Con-
radin Kreutzer's 175th birthday in Messkirch, 30 October.
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“Was ist das—die Philosophie?,” lecture in Cérisy-la-Salle in
September.

“Der Satz vom Grund,” lecture, 25 May, at the Bremen Club,
and 24 October, at the University of Vienna (published in
Der Satz vom Grund).

“Gesprich mit Hebel beim Schatzkdstlein,” to celebrate Hebel
Day.

“Paul Klee,” lecture at a gathering of architects in Freiburg.

“Die onto-theologische Verfassung der Metaphysik,” lecture at
Todtnauberg, 24 February (published in Identitdt und Dif-
ferenz).

Grundsitze des Denkens, five lectures in the Studium Generale
of the University of Freiburg in the Summer semester. The
third lecture in this series, “Der Satz der Identitit” was de-
livered as an address at the five-hundredth year Jubilee Cele-
brations of the Albert-Ludwig University on 27 June (pub-
lished in Identitdt und Differenz).

Das Wesen der Sprache, three lectures in the Studium Generale
of the University of Freiburg, 14 and 18 December and 7
February 1958 (published in Unterwegs zur Sprache).

“Hegel et les Grecs,” lecture in the Nouvelle Faculté of Aix-en-
Provence, 20 March, and in German at the plenary meeting of
the Heidelberg Academy of Sciences, 26 July (published in
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Fine Arts, Munich, in January (Unterwegs zur Sprache).

Inaugural speech at the Heidelberg Academy of Sciences (pub-
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Theater in Munich on the occasion of the meeting of the
Hélderlin Society (published in Erlduterungen zu Holderlins
Dichtung, 4th ed., 1971).
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“Die Bestimmung der Kiinste im Gegenwirtigen Weltalter,” lec-
ture in Baden-Baden.
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“Sprache und Heimat,” lecture in Wesselburen, 2 July.
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“Die Herkunft der Kunst und die Bestimmung des Denkens,”
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Hegel: Differenz des Fichteschen und Schellingschen Systems,
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tes, Seminar in Thor (Provence) 2 to 11 September.

Martin Heidegger dies 26 May.
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15. Heidegger and his fiancée, Elfriede Petri, 1916
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17. Aristotle (The Louvre, Paris)

18. Plato (The Vatican, Rome)



19. Immanuc] Kant
(painting by Gottlieb Doeppler, 1791)

20. The University of Marburg




21. Hannah Arendt
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23. The University of Freiburg
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| where Being and Time was written
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28. Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel
(painting by Jack Schlesinger)

27. Friedrich Holderlin (pastel by F. K. Heimer,

private collection, Stuttgart) 20, Temle of Anhai
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30. Heidegger with Georges Braque, Varengeville, 1955



1. Jean-Paul Sartre

32. René Char
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34. Heidegger with Walter Biemel

35. Heidegger at Todtnauberg




37. Heidegger with his brother Fritz
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36, On the evening before Heidegger’s seventieth birthday, 1959.
I'rom right to left: Medard Boss, Heidegger, Mrs. Brocker, Jean Beaufret,
Walter Biemel, Mrs. Boss, Heinrich Petzet, Walter Brocker

38. Heidegger with his wife and sons, 1953



39. Heidegger writing “Art and Space,” St. Gallen, 1968
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41. Two-page spread of Heidegger's manuscript on “The Word”




42. Stefan George 43. Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schelling,
about 1850

44. Heidegger with the artist Bernhard Heiliger, October 1964




45. Friedrich Nietzsche

47. Soren Kierkegaard
(sketch by N. C. Kierkegaard)
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50. A page from the manuscnpt

of “Prufung aus der Be-stimmung,”
written in the carly 19605

48 (left) and 49 (below ).
Heidegger and Rudolf Bultmann
at the meeting of the

“old Marburgers,” 1961
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51. Heidegger at Todtnauberg
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52. Heidegger and his wife, 1961
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